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BEFORE THE LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS 

OF THE ST ATE OF OREGON 

OREGON A VIA TION WATCH and 
WASHINGTON COUNTY CITIZEN 
ACTION NETWORK, LUBA No. 2013-111 

Petitioners, RESPONDENT'S SUBMITTAL OF 
RECORD 

v. 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, 

and 

Respondent, 

ROBERT D. JOSSY, 

Intervenor-Re ond en l. 

Pursuant to OAR 661-10-0025 and the Notice oflntent to Appeal, Washington County, 

respondent and final decision maker, submits the Record of that land use or limited land use 

decision entitled Ordinance 772, dated October 22, 2013, and which involved a review of the 

Rural/Natural Resource Plan and the Community Development Code to Develop a Residential 

Airpark Overlay District. 

Attached hereto and incorporated by this reference are certain items described below 

which constitute the Record of Proceedings. 
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Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 

NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT 

10/30/2013 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan 
or Land Use Regulation Amendments 

Plan Amendment Program Specialist 

Washington County Plan Amendment 
DLCD File Number 012-13 

635 Street, Suite 150 
OR 97301-2540 
(503) 373- 0050 

Fax (503) 378-5518 
www.lcd.state.or.us 

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of adoption. 
A Copy of the adopted plan amendment is available for review at the DLCD office in Salem and the local 
government office. 

Appeal Procedures* 

DLCD ACKNOWLEDGMENT or DEADLINE TO APPEAL: Thursday, November 14,2013 

This amendment was submitted to DLCD for review prior to adoption pursuant to ORS 197.830(2)(b) 
only persons who participated in the local government proceedings leading to adoption of the amendment 
are eligible to appeal this decision to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). 

If you wish to appeal, you must file a notice of intent to appeal with the Land Use Board of Appeals 
(LUBA) no later than 21 days from the date the decision was mailed to you by the local government. If 
you have questions, check with the local government to determine the appeal deadline. Copies of the 
notice of intent to appeal must be served upon the local government and others who received written notice 
of the final decision from the local government. The notice of intent to appeal must be served and filed in 
the form and manner prescribed by LUBA, (OAR Chapter 661, Division 10). Please call LUBA at 
503-373-1265, if you have questions about appeal procedures. 

The Acknowledgment or Appeal Deadline is based upon the date the decision was mailed by local 
government. A decision may have been mailed to you on a different date than it was mailed to 
OLeo. As a result, your appeal deadline may be earlier than the above date specified. NO LUBA 

Notification to the jurisdiction of an appeal by the deadline. this Plan Amendment is acknowledged. 

Cc: Paul Schaefer, Washington County 
Jon Jinings, DLCD Community Services Specialist 
Anne Debbaut, DLCD Regional Representative 

<paa> YA 

1

Oregon 
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Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street, Suite 150 

Salem, OR 97301-2540 
(503) 373- 0050 

Fax (503) 378-5518 
www.1cd.state.or.us 

NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT 

10/30/2013 

TO: 

FROM: 

SOBJECT: 

Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan 
or Land Use Regulation Amendments 

Plan Amendment Program Specialist 

Washington County Plan Amendment 
DLCD File Number 012-13 

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of adoption. 
A Copy of the adopted plan amendment is available for review at the DLCD office in Salem and the local 
government office. 

Appeal Procedures* 

DLCD ACKNOWLEDGMENT or DEADLINE TO APPEAL: Thursday, November 14,2013 

This amendment was submitted to DLCD for review prior to adoption pursuant to ORS I 97.830(2)(b) 
only persons who participated in the local government proceedings leading to adoption of the amendment 
are eligible to appeal this decision to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). 

If you wish to appeal, you must file a notice of intent to appeal with the Land Use Board of Appeals 
(LUBA) no later than 21 days from the date the decision was mailed to you by the local government. If 
you have questions, check with the local government to determine the appeal deadline. Copies of the 
notice of intent to appeal must be served upon the local government and others who received written notice 
ofthe final decision from the local government. The notice of intent to appeal must be served and filed in 
the form and manner prescribed by LUBA, (OAR Chapter 661, Division 10). Please call LUBA at 
503-373-1265, if you have questions about appeal procedures. 

*NOTE: The Acknowledgment or Appeal Deadline is based upon the date the decision was mailed by local 
government. A decision may have been mailed to you on a different date than it was mailed to 
OLeo. As a result, your appeal deadline may be earlier than the above date specified. NO LURA 

Notification to the jurisdiction of an appeal bv the deadline. this Plan Amendment is acknowledged. 

Cc: Paul Schaefer, Washington County 
.Ion Jinings, DLCD Community Services Specialist 
Anne Debbaut, DLCD Regional Representative 

<paa> YA 

Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Stree~ Suite 150 

Salem, OR 97301-2540 
(503) 373- 00 50 

Fax (503) 378-5518 
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NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT 

10/30/2013 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan 
or Land Use Regulation Amendments 

Plan Amendment Program Specialist 

Washington County Plan Amendment 
DLCD File Number 0]2-13 

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of adoption. 
A Copy of the adopted plan amendment is available for review at the DLCD office in Salem and the local 
government office. 

Appeal Procedures' 

DLCD ACKNOWLEDGMENT or DEADLINE TO APPEAL: Thursday, November 14, 2013 

This amendment was submitted to DLCD for review prior to adoption pursuant to ORS 197.830(2)(b) 
only persons who participated in the local government proceedings leading to adoption of the amendment 
are eligible to appeal this decision to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). 

Tfyou wish to appeal, you must file a notice of intent to appeal with the Land Use Board of Appeals 
(LUBA) no later than 21 days from the date the decision was maikd to you by the local government. If 
you have questions, check with the local government to determine the appeal deadline. Copies of the 
notice of intent to appeal must be served upon the local government and others who received written notice 
ofthe final decision from the local government. The notice of intent to appeal must be served and fikd in 
the form and manner prescribed by LUBA, (OAR Chapkr 661, Division 10). Please call LUBA at 
503-373-1265, if you have questions about appeal procedures. 

*NOTE: The Acknowledgment or Appeal Deadline is based upon the date the decision was mailed by local 
government. A decision may have been mailed to you on a different date than it was mailed to 
DLeD. As a resuit, your appeal deadline may be earlier than the above date specified. NO LUBA 

!,!otitlcation to the jurisdiction of an appeal by the deadline. this Plan Amendment is acknowledged. 

Cc: Paul Schaefer, Washington County 
Jon .linings, DLCD Community Services Specialist 
Anne Debbaut, DLCD Regional Representative 

<paa> YA 
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Appticablestatewide pianninggoals: 

NeW:N/A 

,l 2 4 5 6 7 9 to It 12 13 14 15 t 6 
[g] 0 DO 
Was an Exceptton Adopted? DYES 
Did OLeO receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment,. 

35-days prior to first eVidentiary hearing? 
If no, do the statewide p~anning goals apply? 
If no, did Emergency Circumstances require II'YHYlQI'lI01ta. adoption? 
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Yes 
DYes 
DYes 

No 

No 

No 

2

DLCD 
NtlticeofAdo tion 

toQLeD within lO-WQtklllfOlln after tJHI·fid31 
tic Official oe~ligmU!ldbYJh'Iljurisdictitm 

fORS 197,61$ and OAR 660;O.I~.,ooo 
¥; ~" ,_ ~ ~, .~, v 

JHtisdiction:5WaShin9~~iCounty Local file number:~A;..f!ngf_ed Ordinance No. 112 

tJate of Adoption: Octob~r 22,2013 . .. DateMaUed: R~~er24. 2013 

Was a Notice Of'f!J~posetl;~endment (Form 1) mailed to DLCO?f8!:ie;;~:J~~~ .. Date: 07119113 
fg1.compr~~~Jl~jvep'arl4fxt Amendment ~ ··ell>mpreb~~tPtarl;'MapiAmendment 
b}~~nd .~~' H~~V;.~lionA~ndment D1i~~ning Map Amendrileot 
~New t:l~OQ tlse:'~~9tiaticuf 0 Other: 

5~~mmari~~1~e'~doPt~tii~lmendm~nt. D~ notlJs~tecoolcal terms. Donat ~tite"ieeAttallhed; .. ~ .. ~ 
A\"l£ngossed Ordinance. adds CDC Sectllm 389 rClftltlntttr.lResidential Alrpllrk Ovdf{Jy District Tbe cUstrict 
liu~J:jrizes hangars, tie.d .and f~xi-\Vays on t>ar~e'Bwnh 'itO fXi$ting dwelling. JluraIJNU~!~~lirc:~:f~o 
¥(lli~y ~~.isaJso amended. ..... te;t;treiating to ResldenthU AirparkOverlay Distrl~t and tou:pdate,.n~Sl1~.Ajrstrip 
Ql~p:io.m'w the prOpdSedbverlay district boundaries; .. 

~Q~S tflgAdoptiondiffernom proposal'?'Yes, Please explain betow; 

A~.EngroSl!ed.(},.dinan£e No. 772 dlffersfr~mtbe original rilw prdinanee (Qrmnance No- 772) intbat four resou .... :e 
parcef:swere removed from the propostd Ruldential Airpark Overlay Di!ririet and the)1l are no IImi.ts w.th(l number of 
tie-downs. . 

to: N/A 

to: N/A 

PJan Map Changed from: N/A 

Zone Map Changed from: N/A 

Location: Acres Involved: N/A 

Specify Density: Pfevious: N/A 

Applicable statewide planning goals: 

1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8: 9 10 11 
[SJ DD:=JD O[gJLZJO 
Was an Exception Adopted? [J YES NO 

12 

Did OLeO receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment. 

35-days prior to first evidentiary hearing? 
If no, do the statewide planning goals apply? 

New: N/A 

n 14 15 16 17 

11 D DO 

If no, dId Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? 
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D 

[8] Yes 
DYes 
DYes 

No 

No 

No 

DLCD 

• Thi.~ Form .~.1\1lI$1 be mjilltld toOLCD ""irltin Zo. \V&rlsl!lg DAYS a rltr lheFillal 
Ordinaliei is slgq!il by the ptlblk: Ofii(ial Oe$igmu~d by Ih<! jurisdictil}n 

. '~atlullu~t fIljtwreroen$ofORS 197,615 and OAR 66(HUa.,ooo 
%\W.' W:@'i_i:-~e+; __ ){ k.!C N? sQ. 4. L, 

Jurisdiction: 'Washin9~piCounty Local file number:, A .. En9r~$ed Otdinallce No. 772 

b~te of Adoption: Octob~r 22,2013 Date Mailed: O~Jier24. 2013 

Was a Notice ofProposetlJ\~endment (Form 1) mailed to DLCD?~¥;;jDNO Date: 07/19113 

IgJ 'Compr~hen~Jve Plari.T~xt Amendment ~ compre/:l~n));velPla:n~Map'Amendment 
DL!'md Use RS9'tJlationAmendment D.~~ning Map Amendro~nt 
[gJNew t.~l')d U$e;Re9~tion 0 Other: 

s~mmariZ~~~~~dopted;:lmendment. 0(1 notlJse'iecoolcal terms. Donat ';"~te :Se~ Atta~hed". 
A~Engrossed Ordinance NfI,~?2 adds CDC Sectlnn 389 reia'tihg;toResidentiaJ Airpark OveEljt), DistrictTbe district 
QUtJ,tlltizes bangars. tie.do~~~ anu taxi~\Yays on varl:d&wl(h an eXl$ting dwelling, RuraIlNlltltr!ll~e§~.u·cc;.r'Q 

'Pl:IIi':Y 28lsals~ amended!ifitUd lext relating to Residential AirpaikOverlay Dlstri~t and to .updateJIteSuMetAirstrip 
Illap'to mow the propoSedi)j1crlay district boundaae~ 

Oo~s the Adoption. differ from propo~I!?Yes, Please explain below; 

A· .. Engrolllled Gidinanee No. 772 differs from the original nItd I>rdlnanee (Qrdinanee No. 772) in that four resource 
parcels were removed frOm the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay Disiriet and there are nO limits to the number of 
tie-downs. . 

Plan Map Changed from: N/A 

Zone Map Changed from: N/A 

Location: 

Specify Density: Previous: NfA 

Applicable statewide planning goals: 

to: N/A 

to; N/A 

New: N/A 

Acres Involved: N/A 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
M M ;--1 [] I D 0 i'VlX,' r::?l. 0 .. 1 

12 l~ 14 15 16 17 18 19 
8 liSJ LJ! ~ __ ~ L.::J 

Was an Exceptfon Adopted? U YES [8J NO 

Did DLCD receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment, 

35-days prior to first evidentiary hearing? 

If no. do the statewide planning goals apply? 

Dil[--lDDDD 

If no. dId Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? 

QYes 
DYes 
DYes 
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No 

No 
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Please 'list all affected State or Federal Agencies, Local Governments or Special Districts: 

Washingto~ Connty, Oregon Depa,rtment of AvijJtiQo. Ji'cdcralA\11atioll Administration, Port or Portl~u)d (HUlsborQ 
Airport). City of'NortJi Pia ills 

Local Contact: Paul Sebaefer~ Senior Planner 

Address: 155 N. First Avenue, Suite 350-14 

Phone: (503) 846~8817 

Fax Number: 503-846-4412 

Extension: nla 

City: Hillsboro Zip: 97124 E-mail Address:pa"tsehacfer(t~lco.wa8bington.or.us 

AD·OPTION SUBMITTAL REQtfIREMENTS 
This Form 2 must be 'giUdby DLCD no later than 20 working days after theotdinancehasbeeh, sighed by 

the Dublic official designated bvtbe jurisdiction to sign the approved onlillance(s) , 
per ORSHJ7.615 and OAR Chngler660. Division 18 

I. ntis Form 2 must be submitted by local jurisdictions only (notby applicant). 

2. When sUbmiuing t.I\e adopted amendment;, please print It completed copy of Form 2 on light green 
paper if availablt. 

3. S~nd this Fmm 2 and one complete mmercopy <documents and maps) of the ado}!te9_ am~ndtTlentto the 
address below, 

4. Submittal ofthisN()tice of Adoption must include the tina I signed ordinance(s), all supporting finding{s). 
eXhibit(s) and any other$Uw1ementary inf('}rmation (ORS 197.615 ). 

5. Deadline to appeals to LUBA is calculated twenty-one (21) days n'om the receipt (postmark date) by DLeD 
of the adoption ). 

6. In addition to sending the Foml .2 - Notice of Adoption to DLeD, please (lISt'} remember to notity persons who 
partk,ipaled in 10cal hearing and requested notice t}f the finaJ dccisinl1. (ORS 197 .6} S ). 

1. Submit one complete paper copy "lU United States Pmmll Servict:, Comll1nn Carrier ()r I-land 
Curried 10 the DLeD Salem Office and ~tnmped \vith Ihe. incoming date stamp. 

8. Please rnait the adopted amendment to: 

ATTENTION: PLAN AMENDMENT SPEClALIST 
llKPARTMENTOF LANll CONSERVATlON ANI) In:VfU,OPMI~NT 

635 CAPITOL STREt:T NE. SUITE 150 
SALEM, OREGON 97301-2540 

q NCt.~d More Copies'! Please print fimns on l'H'l. ·1l2x 11 greC'u pnpe I' IInly if nvailablt:. I f you have an) 
qW;;Sllli}l}S or would like conttld y!~ur DLCD rl:."gioml n:;prc~t:lltativc or contm:l the DLeD 
Salem OtIicc at ) 313-0050 e-mi.1il pJan.aOlcndmentslt'U,tatc.or.us. 

t;lldated December 6, 2012 
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Please list all affected State or Federal Agencies, Local Governments or Special Districts: 

Washington County. Oregon Department of Aviation. fi'cderal A\liatioo Administration, Port or Portland (Hillsboro 
Airport). City Dr North Plains 

Local Contact: Paul Schaefer! Senior Planner 

Address: 155 N. First Avenue, Suite 350-14 

Phone: (503) 846·8817 

Fax Number: 503-8464412 

Extension: nla 

City: Hillsboro Zip: 97124 E-mail Address:paQlsehacfcr@eo.wasbington.or.us 

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 
This Form 2 must be rewiyed by DLCD no later than 20 working duys after tbeordinance has been sign~d by 

the Dublic official designated by tbe iurisdiction to sign the approved ordinanee(s) 
per ORS 197.615 and OAR Chapter 660. Division 18 

t. Illis Form 2 must be submitted by local jurisdictions only (not by applicant). 

2. When submiuing the adopted amendment. please print a completed copy of Form 2 on light green 
pitpcr if available. 

3. Send tbis "non land one complete pUI)CrCOpv <documents and maps} or the adoptc<;) amendment to the 
address below. 

4. Submittal ofthi.s Notice of Adoption must include the tinai signed ordinancc(s), all supporting tinding(s), 
exhibit(s) and any othersupplel11cntary information (ORS 197.615 ), 

5. Deadline to appeals to LUBA is c,nlcuiated twenty-one (21) days from the receipt (postmark tlate) by DLCO 
of the ndoption (QRS t91·t~IQ ~.JJ'?~~~ ). 

6. In mldition to sending the Fonn 2 - Notice of Adoption 10 DLC'D. please also remember to notit:.v persons who 
p(lrtidp~lled in the loca.! hem'ins and requested "mice \\f!he final decision. (DRS 197.61 S ). 

7. Submit one complete paper copy via United Sl"ltC:i Postal SerYic~, Common Carrier or Hand 
CnrrlL'd to the DleD Salem Office anti stamped with the incoming date stamp, 

&. Please mail the adopted amendme-n! packet to: 

ATTENTION: 1>l,AN AMENOMF.NT SPECIALIST 
DEPAR1'MENT OF LANll CONS~:RVA nON ANI) IJl<:V!':LOPMENT 

635 CAPITOL STREET NE. SlJITE. 150 
SALEM. OREGON 97301-2540 

\) Need :\'1 ore Copies'! I'lcas~print 1~lnnsonl'WJ.·li2xll gn'l'll papHllnl) iravailllbJt~.lfYf)lIhave:.ln) 

tlUCS!lon'> of \\ould lib: a$:;istanc~~" pka~c ~ontu(t )lltlf DLCD r~gi\lml n:pn.!'it:lltativc Of I.:onlad the OLeD 
Salem Ollie\..' at {~()3) 311-(0)0 '\2.'\:-\ \11' I.:'-muil [}Jan.amclldmcnts(i~stlltc.()r.lIs. 

t:lldatcd Deccmber 6. 2012 

Please list all affected State or Federal Agencies, Local Governments or Specia~ Districts: 

Washington Connty. OregoR Department of Aviation. f'ederal Aviation Administration, Port of Portland (Hilbboro 
Airporl), City ofNotth Plains 

Local Contact: Paul. Schaefer, Scnior Planner 

Address: 155 N, First Avenue, Suite 350-t4 

Phone: (503) 846-8817 

Fax Number: 503-8464412 

Extension: n/a 

City: Hillsboro Zip: 97124 E-mail Address:paIlLsehacrcr@eo.wasbington.or.us 

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 
This Form 2 must be rMive~ by DLeD no later than 20 working lIays after theordinl!!lC!l has been signed by 

the public official designated by tbe jurisdiction to sign the approved ordillance(s) 
per ORS 197.615 and OAR Chapler660. Division 18 

I. This Form 2 must be submitted by local jurisdictions only (not by applicant}. 

2. When stlbmilling the adopted amendment. please print a completed copy of Form 2 on light greell 
p11per if available. 

3. Send ,bis Fqml :4 and one complete pal)cr copv (documents and mapsl or the adopted amendment to the 
address below. 

4. Submittal of this Notice of Adoption I11l1st include the tinal signed ordinancc(s), all supporting finding(s), 
cxhihit(s) and any other sUpplementary inf(}rmation (DRS 197.6' 5 ). 

5. Deadline to ,\ppcals to LUBA is ~alculatctl twenty-one (21) days fwm tlw receipt (postmark date) by OLeD 
of the adoption (QRS t~.J..?.1".~2 ). 

n. In addition to sending the FOmi 2 - \lo{icc ur Adopti!lO 10 DLCD. (11ca~e alsu remember 10 notify peN;ons who 
participmed in the local heming and rc-qllcsled notice "f the final Jcclsinn. tORS ll.!lJ!Jj ). 

7. Submit one complete paper copy 'in United Slates Poslal SCI'\'ic..:. Common Carrier ur II.md 
C<trrk'" to ihe DlCO Salem Office anJ stamped with the iowming date stamp, 

it Pka!'c mail the adopted nrm::ndnh .. 'n! packet tn; 

ATTF.NTION: PLAN AMENDMF.NT SPECIALIST 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSI':RVATlON ANn DlWELOPMENT 

635 CAPJTOLSTREET NE. SUITE 150 
SALEM. OREGON 973111-25411 

l) NCl.d Mo!'e Copies'! I'lca~e print i.,rm, "11 ;oH', -li2 .. ll gn'cn Jlall~r 11111,\ il'avai!ahlt" IfyoLI have an) 
t!III:~llOn, of ;\fluld like a~:-;ist;mr.:l\ r'ka~..: l:ontl1(\ :>"tlJ' DI.CD r"ginned rt:pn':'il:l1!;tti\,i,; Of \:onlad the OLe[) 
Salem Ollie ... , at i 50;\) 37J-{\(i50 'X:.nx ,If <:-mail phln.amclldmcllts'11stafe.ol'.lIs. 

tpdatcd Dcccmhcr 6. 2012 



~ s2 
In person electronic mailed 

DLCD 
Notice of Adoption 

This Form 2 must be mailed to DLCD within 20-Working Days after the Final 
Ordinance is signed by the public Official Designated by the jurisdiction 

and all other requirements of ORS 197.615 and OAR 660-018-000 

Jurisdiction: Washington County Local 'file number: A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 

Date of Adoption: October 22, 2013 Date Mailed: October 24, 2013 

Was a Notice of Proposed Amendment (Form 1) mailed to OLCO? [XI Yes No Date: 07/19/13 

[XI Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment [XI Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment 

Land Use Regulation Amendment 

[XI New Land Use Regulation 

Zoning Map Amendment 

D Other: 

Summarize the adopted amendment. Do not use technical terms. Do not write "See Attached". 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 adds CDC Section 389 relating to Residential Airpark Overlay District. The district 
authorizes hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways on parcels with an existing dwelling. Rural/Natural Resource Plan 
Policy 28 is also amended to add text relating to Residential Airpark Overlay District and to update the Sunset Airstrip 
map to show the proposed overlay district boundaries. 

Does the Adoption differ from proposal? Yes, Please explain below: 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 differs from the original filed ordinance (Ordinance No. 772) in that four resource 
parcels were removed from the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District and there are no limits to the number of 
tie-downs. 

to: N/A 

to: N/A 

Plan Map Changed from: N/A 

Zone Map Changed from: N/A 

Location: Acres Involved: N/A 

Specify Density: Previous: N/A 

Applicable statewide planning goals: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

~~ DDD D~ 
Was an Exception Adopted? D YES [XI NO 

11 12 

~ 

Did DLCD receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment... 

35-days prior to first evidentiary hearing? 

If no, do the statewide planning goals apply? 

New: N/A 

13 14 15 16 

DDD 

If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? 

OLeo file No. ____________ _ 

17 18 19 

DD 

[8J Yes 

DYes 

Yes 

No 

DNo 

DNo 
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[SJ i2 
In person (;l;xtronic mailed 

DLCD 
==Notice of~~Adoption 

This FOim 2 must be mailed to DLCD within 20-Working Days after the Final 
Ordinance is signed by the public Official Designated by the jurisdiction 

and all other requirements of ORS 197.615 and OAR 660-018-000 

Jurisdiction: Washington County Local file number: A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 

Date of Adoption: October 22, 2013 Date Mailed: October 24, 2013 

Was a Notice of Proposed Amendment (Form 1) mailed to OLCO? [XI Yes 0 No Date: 07/19/13 

[XI Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment [XI Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment 

o Land Use Regulation Amendment 0 Zoning Map Amendment 

[XI New Land Use Regulation D Other: 

Summarize the adopted amendment. Do not use technical terms. Do not write "See Attached". 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 adds CDC Section 389 relating to Residential Airpark Overlay District. The district 
authorizes hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways on parcels with an existing dwelling. Rural/Natural Resource Plan 
Policy 28 is also amended to add text relating to Residential Airpark Overlay District and to update the Sunset Airstrip 
map to show tbe proposed overlay district boundaries. 

Does the Adoption differ from proposal? Yes, Please explain below: 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 differs from the original filed ordinance (Ordinance No. 772) in tbat four resource 
parcels were removed from tbe proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District and there are no limits to tbe number of 
tie-downs. 

to: N/A 

to: N/A 

Plan Map Changed from: N/A 

Zone Map Changed from: N/A 

Location: Acres Involved: N/A 

Specify Density: Previous: N/A New: N/A 

Applicable statewide planning goals: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

~~DCDDDD~~D~DCCDCCD 
Was an Exception Adopted? D YES [XI NO 

Did DLCD receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment... 

35-days prior to first evidentiary hearing? 

If no, do the statewide planning goals apply? 

If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? 

OLeo file No. ____________ _ 

l:8J Yes 

DYes 

DYes 

ONo 

DNo 

ONo 

~i2 
In person ,~kctrollic 0 m~ikd 

DLCD 
~~Notice of Adoption 

This F0ll11 2 must be mailed to DLeD within 20-Working Days after the Final 
Ordinance is signed by the public Official Designated by the jurisdiction 

and all other requirements ofORS 197.615 and OAR 660-018-000 

Jurisdiction: Washington County Local file number: A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 

Date of Adoption: October 22,2013 Date Mailed: October 24,2013 

Was a Notice of Proposed Amendment (Form 1) mailed to OLeO? ~ Yes 0 No Date: 07/19/13 

~ Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment ~ Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment 

D Land Use Regulation Amendment 0 Zoning Map Amendment 

~ New Land Use Regulation D Other: 

Summarize the adopted amendment. Do not use technical terms. Do not write "See Attached". 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 adds CDC Section 389 relating to Residential Airpark Overlay District. The district 
authorizes hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways on parcels with an existing dwelling. Rural/Natural Resource Plan 
Policy 28 is also amended to add text relating to Residential Airpark Overlay District and to update the Sunset Airstrip 
map to show the proposed overlay district boundaries. 

Does the Adoption differ from proposal? Yes, Please explain below: 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 differs from the original filed ordinance (Ordinance No. 772) in that four resource 
parcels were removed from the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District and there are no limits to the number of 
tie-downs. 

to: N/A 

to: N/A 

Plan Map Changed from: N/A 

Zone Map Changed from: N/A 

Location: Acres Involved: N/A 

Specify Density: Previous: N/A New: N/A 

Applicable statewide planning goals: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

~~DCDDCD~~D~DCCDCC~ 
Was an Exception Adopted? D YES ~ NO 

Did DLCD receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment... 

35-days prior to first evidentiary hearing? 

If no, do the statewide planning goals apply? 

If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? 

OLeo file No. ____________ _ 

[2J Yes 

DYes 

DYes 

DNo 

ONo 
DNo 



Please list all affected State or Federal Agencies, Local Governments or Special Districts: 

Washington County, Oregon Department of Aviation, Federal Aviation Administration, Port of Portland (Hillsboro 
Airport), City of North Plains 

Local Contact: Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner 

Address: 155 N. First Avenue, Suite 350-14 

Phone: (503) 846-8817 

Fax Number: 503-846-4412 

Extension: nla 

City: Hillsboro Zip: 97124 E-mail Address:paul_schaefer@co.washington.or.us 

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 
This Form 2 must be received by DLCD no later than 20 working days after the ordinance has been signed by 

the public official designated by the jurisdiction to sign the approved ordinance(s) 
per ORS 197.615 and OAR Chapter 660, Division 18 

1. This Form 2 must be submitted by local jurisdictions only (not by applicant). 

2. When submitting the adopted amendment, please print a completed copy of Form 2 on light green 
paper if available. 

3. Send this Form 2 and one complete paper cOPY (documents and maps) of the adopted amendment to the 
address below. 

4. Submittal of this Notice of Adoption must include the final signed ordinance(s), all supporting finding(s), 
exhibit(s) and any other supplementary information (ORS ] 97.615 ). 

5. Deadline to appeals to LUBA is calculated twenty-one (21) days from the receipt (postmark date) by DLCD 
of the adoption (ORS 197.830 to 197.845 ). 

6. In addition to sending the Form 2 - Notice of Adoption to DLCD, please also remember to notify persons who 
participated in the local hearing and requested notice of the final decision. (ORS 197.615 ). 

7. Submit one complete paper copy via United States Postal Service, Common Carrier or Hand 
Carried to the DLCD Salem Office and stamped with the incoming date stamp. 

8. Please mail the adopted amendment packet to: 

ATTENTION: PLAN AMENDMENT SPECIALIST 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

635 CAPITOL STREET NE, SUITE 150 
SALEM, OREGON 97301-2540 

9. Need More Copies? Please print forms on 8% -l/2xll green I}apel' only if available. If you have any 
questions or would like assistance, please contact your DLCD regional representative or contact the DLCD 
Salem Office at (503) 373-0050 x238 or e-mail plan.amendments@state.or.us. 

http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/forms.shtml Updated December 6, 2012 
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Please list all affected State or Federal Agencies, Local Governments or Special Districts: 

Washington County, Oregon Department of Aviation, Federal Aviation Administration, Port of Portland (Hillsboro 
Airport), City of North Plains 

Local Contact: Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner 

Address: 155 N. First Avenue, Suite 350-14 

Phone: (503) 846-8817 

Fax Number: 503-846-4412 

Extension: nla 

City: Hillsboro Zip: 97124 E-mail Address:paul_schaefcr@co.washington.or.us 

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 
This Form 2 must be received by DLCD no later than 20 working days after the ordinance has been signed by 

the public official designated by the jurisdiction to sign the approved ordinance(s} 
per ORS 197.615 and OAR Chapter 660, Division 18 

1. This Form 2 must be submitted by local jurisdictions only (not by applicant). 

2. When submitting the adopted amendment, please print a completed copy of Form 2 on light green 
paper if available. 

3. Send this Form 2 and one complete paper copy (documents and maps) of the adopted amendment to the 
address below. 

4. Submittal of this Notice of Adoption must include the final signed ordinance(s), all supporting finding(s), 
exhibit(s) and any other supplementary information (DRS ]97.615 ). 

5. Deadline to appeals to LUBA is calculated twenty-one (21) days from the receipt (postmark date) by DLCD 
of the adoption (ORS 197.830 to 197.845 ). 

6. In addition to sending the Form 2 - Notice of Adoption to DLCD, please also remember to notify persons who 
participated in the local hearing and requested notice of the final decision. (DRS 197.615 ). 

7. Submit one complete paper copy via United States Postal Service, Common Carrier or Hand 
Carried to the DLCD Salem Office and stamped with the incoming date stamp. 

8. Please mail the adopted amendment packet to: 

ATTENTION: PLAN AMENDMENT SPECIALIST 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

635 CAPITOL STREET NE, SUITE 150 
SALEM, OREGON 97301-2540 

9. Need More Copies? Please print forms on 8'1z -l/2xll green paper only if available. If you have any 
questions or would like assistance, please contact your DLCD regional representative or contact the DLCD 
Salem Office at (503) 373-0050 x238 or e-mail plan.amendments~state.or.us. 

http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/forms.shtml Updated December 6, 2012 

Please list all affected State or Federal Agencies, Local Governments or Special Districts: 

Washington County, Oregon Department of Aviation, Federal Aviation Administration, Port of Portland (Hillsboro 
Airport), City of North Plains 

Local Contact: Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner 

Address: 155 N. First Avenue, Suite 350-]4 

Phone: (503) 846-8817 

Fax Number: 503-846-4412 

Extension: nfa 

City: Hillsboro Zip: 97 J 24 E-mail Address:pauI_schaefer@co.washington.or.us 

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 
This Form 2 must be received by DLCD no later than 20 working days after the ordinance has been signed by 

the public official designated by the jurisdiction to sign the approved ordinance(s) 
per ORS 197.615 and OAR Chapter 660, Division 18 
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MINUTES 

WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

CONVENED: 6:31 p.m. 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS: 
Chairman Andy Duyck 
Vice Chair Greg Malinowski 
Commissioner Bob Terry 
Commissioner Roy Rogers 

October 22,2013 

Commissioner Dick Schouten was absent on this meeting. 

STAFF: 
Robert Davis, County Administrator 
Alan Rappleyea, County Counsel 
Steve Franks, LUT, Office of Director/Administrative Services 
Jerry Linder, CWS, Legal Counsel 
Andy Back, Planning and Development Services Manager 
Paul Schaeffer, LUT, Long Range Planning 
Suzanne Savin, LUT, Long Range Planning 
Stephen Roberts, LUT, Communications Coordinator 
Michelle Pimentel, LUT, Long Range Planning 
Margot Barnett, Extension Service 
Ana Noyola, Alternate Clerk of the Board 
Jim Thiessen, Audio Visual Technician 

PRESS: 
Simina Mistreanu, The Oregonian 

On behalf of the Board, Commissioner Terry expressed sympathies and sorrow to the family of 
the two little girls who lost their lives yesterday in Forest Grove. It was a terrible and tragic 
accident; it is something that touches everyone's hearts and feelings. Thoughts and prayers go 
out to them. 

1. ORAL COMMUNICATION (2 MINUTE OPPORTUNITY) 

Patrick Chikoti, 14320 Cherry Hill Dr, Beaverton, introduced himself to the Board. He is 
visiting from Malawi, Africa through a U.S. Department of State funded fellowship program. He 
is here to study issues of planning, land use, community participation involvement, and 
government structures. He commented that he wants to understand how things link up in 
Washington County, its cities and unincorporated areas. He has attended city council meetings 
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4.c. 
ADOPTED 
Proposed A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 - An Ordinance Amending the RurallNatural 
Resource Plan and the Community Development Code to Develop a Residential Airpark Overlay 
District (CPO 8) 

Commissioner Terry moved to have A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 read by title only. 

Motion - Terry 
2nd- Rogers 
Vote - 4-0 

Alan Rappleyea read A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 by title only. 

No staff report was provided. 

Chairman Duyck opened the public hearing. 

1. Bill McCandless, 32905 NW Beach Rd, Hillsboro, spoke as president of Roth Development 
Corporation, owner of the runway and taxiway. He addressed the commercial/non-commercial 
activities at the airport. He stated that he provided copies of CC&Rs for Air Acres and Air Acres 
2 to County staff. Article III prohibits commercial activities, including commercial activities in 
the house; it does not restrict flying commercial activities only. The sole exception is that a 
medical practitioner can provide services at the house. Roth Development is owned by 11 of the 
residents, there is no single majority owner to take it in a new direction because that requires 
majority vote. New easements would be issued to the new properties, only with share purchase. 
The new easement CC&Rs would also contain the prohibition on commercial activities. The 
other issue he addressed was CDC 389 as found to be Sunset specific, not precedent-setting. 
People have expressed concern about the traffic from the airport. At the moment, they have 16 
aircrafts and 10 active pilots. In one day, there are 6 take-offs and landings. Contrasted to the 
Hillsboro airport, in 2008, the Hillsboro airport had 695 operations per day. The Sunset Airpark 
is not a large contributor to the air traffic. He concluded by requesting the Board to approve this 
ordinance, which is Sunset-specific and will remain non-commercial. 

Vice Chair Malinowski asked if the new CC&Rs will be the same as the current ones and Mr. 
McCandless answered that the new ones will be modeled after the existing CC&Rs. They 
contain the non-commercial provision. The new CC&Rs have not been written yet. 

Vice Chair Malinowski asked if the intent is to place the same restrictions on the new 
homeowners that the current homeowners live under. Mr. McCandless answered in the 
affirmative and added that rough development would do that as a condition of granting an 
easement to use the runway. If they do not sign, they cannot use the runway. They could have a 
hangar and taxi, but both would be useless. 

2. Henry Oberhelman, 26185 NW Evergreen, Hillsboro, submitted for the record a letter and 
comments providing perspective on some of the remarks heard during previous Board of 
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Commissioners meetings. He paraphrased the contents of the letter. Ordinance 772, coupled 
vvith relaxed restrictions of Ordinance 773 (Home Occupancy) promises significant noise impact 
on the neighbors of the Sunset Airstrip. Nothing in the ordinance gives residents redress against 
these impacts. Current noise codes precludes from raising these issues. The CC&Rs are in 
control of the airstrip owners and are hidden from the public view and community input. The 
ordinance is incomplete. For example, it is missing records of FAA review of the expansion and 
lacks support for the assertion of the value of clustering noise generators, such as aircraft. This 
seems to be at odds with Port ofPortnald's practice of dispersing aircraft for noise dispersal. He 
requested in the interest of transparency, accountability and community involvement for the 
Board to reject this ordinance. Further work between now and at the beginning of next 
ordinance season could provide a more balanced approach that may include the following: 
a) Clarification and support for missing references and unsubstantiated claims, 
b) Mechanism that gives a voice in the CC&Rs to community members, and 
c) Clarification of existing Health and Human Services Code for suitable aviation noise control. 

Vice Chair Malinowski asked if Mr. Oberhelman proposes to have the new CC&Rs substantially 
like they are now. 

Mr. Oberhelman answered that Mr. McCandless stated that he would not object to incorporating 
the current CC&Rs into the ordinance during the Planning Commission meeting on September 
4th, but Mr. McCandless did not follow through. 

Chairman Duyck asked why the CC&Rs are necessary in the ordinance. He assumed that the 
existing airpark residents are going to have a much more vested interest than anyone else in 
ensuring that access to the runway will not be granted unless those CC&Rs comply because they 
are the ones most impacted and most likely to police that action. 

Mr. Oberhelman answered that community members who are subject to the noise impacts have 
no voice in writing or administering those CC&Rs. The impact of helicopters has been 
understated and these could very well fly off the areas under new development. 

3. Linda Peters spoke on behalf of Washington County Citizen Action Network (WC CAN) and 
for the record registered that WC CAN would like to be granted status of an organization. She 
also submitted written testimony. On October 20,2013, WC CAN endorsed testimony regarding 
Ordinance 772, submitted by Linda Peters and Miki Barnes on behalf of Oregon Aviation Watch. 
She listed WC CAN's concerns: Ambiguity of the ordinance's intent, potential 
commercialization and significant increase in air traffic at Sunset Airpark, inappropriateness of 
County outsourcing protection against increases in air traffic and consequent decreases in air 
quality, and, lastly, legal problems cited by Oregon Aviation Watch. She drew attention to a 
letter from Sean T. Malone, Attorney at Law, which was submitted for the record. 

4. David Barnes, member of Oregon Aviation Watch, also expressed concerns about Ordinance 
772 by reading from a letter submitted by Miki Barnes. In 1994, the State accorded private 
airport status to Sunset Airpark and Sunset Airpark accepted it even though it is a personal use 
airpark. Presumably, Sunset Airpark aspires to engage in commercial activities and restrained 
from lobbying against the designation of a private airport. The distinction between private 

8

Commissioners meetings. He paraphrased the contents of the letter. Ordinance 772, coupled 
with relaxed restrictions of Ordinance 773 (Home Occupancy) promises significant noise impact 
on the neighbors ofthe Sunset Airstrip. Nothing in the ordinance gives residents redress against 
these impacts. Current noise codes precludes from raising these issues. The CC&Rs are in 
control of the airstrip owners and are hidden from the public view and community input. The 
ordinance is incomplete. For example, it is missing records of FAA review of the expansion and 
lacks support for the assertion of the value of clustering noise generators, such as aircraft. This 
seems to be at odds with Port ofPortnald's practice of dispersing aircraft for noise dispersal. He 
requested in the interest of transparency, accountability and community involvement for the 
Board to reject this ordinancc. Further work between now and at the beginning of next 
ordinance season could provide a more balanced approach that may include the following: 
a) Clarification and support for missing references and unsubstantiated claims, 
b) Mechanism that gives a voice in the CC&Rs to community members, and 
c) Clarification of existing Health and Human Services Code for suitable aviation noise control. 

Vice Chair Malinowski asked if Mr. Oberhelman proposes to have the new CC&Rs substantially 
like they are now. 

Mr. Oberhelman answered that Mr. McCandless stated that he would not object to incorporating 
the current CC&Rs into the ordinance during the Planning Commission meeting on September 
4th

, but Mr. McCandless did not follow through. 

Chairman Duyck asked why the CC&Rs are necessary in the ordinance. He assumed that the 
existing airpark residents are going to have a much more vested interest than anyone else in 
ensuring that access to the runway will not be granted unless those CC&Rs comply because they 
are the ones most impacted and most likely to police that action. 

Mr. Oberhelman answered that community members who are subject to the noise impacts have 
no voice in writing or administering those CC&Rs. The impact of helicopters has been 
understated and these could very well fly off the areas under new development. 

3. Linda Peters spoke on behalf of Washington County Citizen Action Network (WC CAN) and 
for the record registered that WC CAN would like to be granted status of an organization. She 
also submitted written testimony. On October 20,2013, WC CAN endorsed testimony regarding 
Ordinance 772, submitted by Linda Peters and Miki Barnes on behalf of Oregon Aviation Watch. 
She listed WC CAN's concerns: Ambiguity of the ordinance's intent, potential 
commercialization and significant increase in air traffic at Sunset Airpark, inappropriateness of 
County outsourcing protection against increases in air traffic and consequent decreases in air 
quality, and, lastly, legal problems cited by Oregon Aviation Watch. She drew attention to a 
letter from Sean T. Malone, Attorney at Law, which was submitted for the record. 

4. David Barnes, member of Oregon Aviation Watch, also expressed concerns about Ordinance 
772 by reading from a letter submitted by Miki Barnes. In 1994, the State accorded private 
airport status to Sunset Airpark and Sunset Airpark accepted it even though it is a personal use 
airpark. Presumably, Sunset Airpark aspires to engage in commercial activities and restrained 
from lobbying against the designation of a private airport. The distinction between private 

Commissioners meetings. He paraphrased the contents of the letter. Ordinance 772, coupled 
with relaxed restrictions of Ordinance 773 (Home Occupancy) promises significant noise impact 
on the neighbors of the Sunset Airstrip. Nothing in the ordinance gives residents redress against 
these impacts. Current noise codes precludes from raising these issues. The CC&Rs are in 
control of the airstrip owners and arc hidden from the public view and community input. The 
ordinance is incomplete. For example, it is missing records of FAA review of the expansion and 
lacks support for the assertion of the value of clustering noise generators, such as aircraft. This 
seems to be at odds with Port ofPortnald's practice of dispersing aircraft for noise dispersal. He 
rcquested in the interest of transparency, accountability and community involvement for the 
Board to reject this ordinance. Further work bctween now and at the beginning of next 
ordinance season could provide a more balanced approach that may include the following: 
a) Clarification and support for missing references and unsubstantiated claims, 
b) Mechanism that gives a voice in the CC&Rs to community members, and 
c) Clarification of existing Health and Human Services Code for suitable aviation noise control. 

Vice Chair Malinowski asked if Mr. Obcrhelman proposes to havc the ncw CC&Rs substantially 
like they are now. 

Mr. Oberhelman answered that Mr. McCandless stated that he would not object to incorporating 
the current CC&Rs into the ordinance during the Planning Commission meeting on September 
4t

\ but Mr. McCandless did not follow through. 

Chairman Duyck asked why the CC&Rs are necessary in the ordinance. He assumed that the 
existing airpark residents are going to have a much more vested interest than anyone else in 
ensuring that access to the runway will not be granted unless thosc CC&Rs comply because thcy 
are the ones most impacted and most likely to police that action. 

Mr. Oberhelman answered that community members who are subject to the noise impacts have 
no voice in writing or administering those CC&Rs. The impact of helicopters has been 
understated and these could very well fly off the areas under new development. 

3. Linda Peters spoke on behalf of Washington County Citizen Action Network (WC CAN) and 
for the record registered that WC CAN would like to be granted status of an organization. She 
also submitted written testimony. On October 20,2013, WC CAN endorsed testimony regarding 
Ordinance 772, submitted by Linda Peters and Miki Barnes on behalf of Oregon Aviation Watch. 
She listed WC CAN's concerns: Ambiguity of the ordinance's intent, potential 
commercialization and significant increase in air tratlic at Sunset Airpark, inappropriateness of 
County outsourcing protection against increases in air traffic and consequent decreases in air 
quality, and, lastly, legal problems cited by Oregon Aviation Watch. She drew attention to a 
letter from Sean T. Malone, Attorney at Law, which was submitted for the record. 

4. David Barnes, member of Oregon Aviation Watch, also expressed concerns about Ordinancc 
772 by reading from a letter submitted by Miki Barnes. In 1994, the State accorded private 
airport status to Sunset Airpark and SUIlset Airpark accepted it even though it is a personal use 
airpark. Presumably, Sunset Airpark aspires to engage in commercial activities and restrained 
from lobbying against the designation of a private airport. The distinction between private 



airport status and personal use airpark is important. The airpark's homeowner's association 
appealed to the County by Ordinance No. 772 in order to break from state and county Imvs. If 
Commissioners support this effort, it will allow other airports in the County to build aviation
related structures on properties zoned for residential uses. Legal challenges will follow, but can 
be prevented by rejecting this ordinance. The current airpark expansion proposal is similar to the 
multi-year legal struggle of the Apple Valley Airport, which was also designated as Private Use 
Airpark Overlay District. The final LUBA opinion in NAA VE v. Michael and Jennie Applebee 
reveals that Jossy and the airpark residents are attempting to circumvent state statute and LUBA 
precedent. This could trigger countywide reverberations. Ordinance No. 772 does not protect 
neighboring property owners. 

5. Dale Feik, 3363 Lavina Dr., Forest Grove, stated that he has been a pilot since the 1970s and 
loves flying. He spoke as a member of the Oregon Aviation Watch and a member ofWC CAN. 
He submitted for the record a letter from Sean T. Malone, Attorney at Law and read parts of that 
letter during his testimony. The letter requests the Board to reject Ordinance 772 because, as it 
currently stands, it violates state law, is inconsistent with the comprehensive plan provisions and 
fails to demonstrate compliance with applicable statewide planning goals. The ordinance 
violates ORS 836.608. Sunset Airport is a private use airport and is therefore governed by state 
law according to ORS 836.608(2). He highlighted some case law, NAAVE v. Washington 
County, which determined that 'nothing cited to us in the statute suggests that existing airport 
uses or structures may be relocated outside the established airport boundaries without first 
amending those boundaries.' The County must first amend the airport boundary as that is defined 
in the statute and then if it chooses to do so, create an additional airpark overlay district that is 
clearly devoted to airport uses. He concluded with the letter's conclusion: 'Unless the County 
first amends the airport boundary, Ordinance No. 772 violates ORS 836.608. Ordinance No. 772 
similarly violates statewide planning goal 6 and comprehensive plan provisions. Finally, though 
the County is proposing a legislative decision, the County must still make adequate findings to 
ensure consistency with statewide planning goals and the existing comprehensive plan. Because 
of these flaws, the County should reject proposed Ordinance No. 772.' Otherwise, it will likely 
draw an appeal to LUBA. 

Alan Rappleyea responded that what the County is doing is different from what Ms. Barnes and 
Mr. Malone think it is doing. In 2009, this Board entertained an ordinance that proposed to 
expand the district airport boundary. At that point, the DLCD objected to the expansion of the 
boundary and the Board rejected the ordinance. This time, the County proposed an airport 
overlay district, which entails placing an area that is outside the resources zones, which was an 
issue raised by DLCD earlier, and instead, have the airport overlay areas inside the exception 
areas, where such uses are allowed. County staff reviewed the statutes with the DLCD and 
DLCD had no objection to the creation of this overlay district. It is an unusual and experimental 
project, but it does comply with state statutes. 

Chairman Duyck cited Mr. Malone's last paragraph, stating that the County must first amend the 
airport boundary, and presumed that that is the boundary set by Ordinance No. 609, which 
defined the extent of the airport. He asked if this ordinance is separate from No. 609 or whether 
this ordinance has to stay within the boundaries of Ordinance No. 609. 
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Mr. Rappleyea answered that this current ordinance does something different; this is not an 
amendment of the airport boundaries. Instead, Ordinance No. 772 places the overlay district that 
allows these uses. It is untested, but, in his opinion, the statutes allow it. 

6. Ellen Saunders, 47950 NW Dingheiser Rd., Manning, submitted written testimony for the 
record and stated that Ordinance 772 constitutes a taking from local residents. Since the air 
traffic from Sunset Airpark would be flying lower than 500 feet in many cases, the local noise 
and lead gas plume will substantially diminish the property values, health and safety, and 
livability of the local areas. She quoted from the Oregon Aviation Watch President, Miki Barnes, 
regarding possible takings. The 1998 letter of Understanding between the FAA and Roth 
Development states that 'pilots of aircraft using the Sunset Airport shall remain at or below 500 
ft. AGL while in the Hillsboro Class D surface area. Hillsboro Airport Class D airspace extends 
outward in a 4.2 mile radius of the Hillsboro Airport and includes the most densely populated 
areas over North Plains. The FAA directive may well constitute a taking, as individual property 
owners own the air space 500 feet above their properties.' She cited Aaron v. United States, 
which entitled plaintiffs to compensation for an easement only with respect to overflights below 
500 feet above ground. She mentioned that the RurallNatural Resources Plan under the Natural 
and Cultural Setting are in direct conflict with the proposed ordinance and reiterated that this 
airpark site is in the middle of an agricultural land. The expansion of this facility will severely 
impact the rural uses of the land, which constitutes a taking. She stated that there are many 
riding stables within the airpark's takeoff and landing patterns. 

Chairman Duyck asked Ms. Saunders if she has any land that would be a taking and Ms. 
Saunders answered in the negative. She explained that there are riding stables all over that area. 
She recalled earlier testimony she submitted where she mentioned the dangers of aviation and 
horses, especially in regards to helicopters, and there is one in the airpark. She added that when 
there are people using the trails in this area and the one in Tillamook, aviation over what will be 
used by horses is an exceedingly disturbing issue. 

Chairman Duyck observed that this airport is nearly a dozen miles away from that trail. 

Ms. Saunders responded that the airport activities may still affect the trail. 

Chairman Duyck asked whether the issue involves aircraft in general, not the operations at this 
airport and Ms. Saunders clarified that the issue is the airport's proximity to the areas where 
there will be takeoffs and landings, including a helicopter. She said that the 500 ft. limitation 
means that the noise level is going to be substantial for miles, even out from the takeoff and 
landings. 

Chairman Duyck respectfully disagreed about the impact. He stated that this airport's pattern is 
quite a number of miles from the nearest trail and will have no impact. 

7. Robert Braze, 264 SE 33rd
, Hillsboro, a retired FAA Operations Inspector, submitted written 

testimony for the record. He said he hopes to clear up some concerns about Ordinance 772 by 
sharing that Sunset Airpark has been an exemplary model of a successful private use airport for 
more than 20 years. It operates within Federal Class D airspace controlled by Air Traffic 
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Control (A TC) Tower in Hillsboro Airport. Pilots are required to inform the tower of arrivals 
and departures in order to allow A TC to separate aircrafts operating within this airspace, The 
Code of Federal Regulations does not limit the number or frequency of aircrafts using public or 
private use airports. As an Operations Inspector, he is intimately familiar with general aviation 
and air carrier operations. If a Pilot Deviation is filed by ATC or a public complaint is received, 
then the Flight Standards District Office conducts a federal investigation. He is aware of no 
investigations or violations during his tenure with regard to the Sunset Airpark pilots. He 
commented that Washington County citizens should be pleased that the Board has not failed in 
its attention to detail and that the Board's final decision will be in the best interest of its 
constituency. By prohibiting commercial flight activity, the current Airpark's status would 
remain unchanged, and defining hangar size, tie down space and taxiways currently in use in 
Sunset Airpark encourages future success in the proposed lots. Operational safety has not been 
an issue and there is no reason to assume it will change. He concluded by recommending 
passage of Ordinance 772 and proposed this to be the standard by which future residential 
airpark overlay districts will be judged. 

8. Miki Barnes, P.O. Box 838, Banks, testified on behalf of Oregon Aviation Watch. She 
commented on Mr. McCandless' testimony about the airport as a personal use airport. She stated 
that something that would alleviate some of the uneasiness felt by community members is if the 
airport forfeited "private use" status and returned to being a residential airpark. She is under the 
impression that hidden in this "private use" status is a notion that the airpark could potentially 
become commercial some day. On the one hand, the residential overlay zone will not allow 
commercial operations, but the Sunset Airpark can revert to commercial operations if they go 
through the hearing. This latter piece was in the planning documents, which talked about how 
the airpark had been authorized for freight and various other commercial activities. One way to 
address this possibility would be to simply forfeit private airport status and have the airpark say 
it would prefer being a residential airpark. In this way, the public could feel more comfortable 
with the notion that there will only be six, seven or eight operations per day. She added that 
there are more than 450 airports in this state and many of these are underutilized. Given that a 
pilot can fly only one airplane at a time, it makes sense that they store them at an existing airport 
rather than start approving hangars and other airport uses in a residential property. Otherwise, 
this opens a can of worms, as it was seen in the LUBA decision regarding Apple Valley. In 
2009, the Applebees owned an airport property and a residential parcel. They wanted to build a 
hangar, a helicopter landing pad and a gravel parking area on the residential property. The 
hearings officer denied the helicopter pad and the gravel parking area, but approved the hangar 
based on the fact that the Applebees were already using a barn on the residential property as a 
hangar. LUBA took a firm stance against this. Several quotes of this decision, which states that 
the airport boundary determines the airport, are included in her testimony, which is available as 
part of the record. As it is, if there is a residential overlay and an airport overlay, there will be a 
two-tiered system, but they are all using the same runway. She asked what is to stop a resident 
from coming to an airport that claims it has the option for commercial status and engaging in 
commercial activity. She stated that this is a vague boundary. She shared that she feels there's a 
good chance of winning a LUBA appeal on this matter. She concluded by saying this is ripe for 
a legal challenge and she will feel compelled to appeal if this passes. 

Chairman Duyck closed the public hearing and Board deliberations followed. 
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Vice Chair Malinowski addressed the commercial operations issue. He asked if this particular 
district can obtain authorization to become a commercial airpark from a different entity. 

Paul Schaefer referred to Section 389-1, which specifically targets Sunset Airstrip. With the 
engrossed changes prohibiting commercial aviation activities there would need to be additional 
changes to allow commercial activities, if that is the desire of the Board. 

Vice Chair Malinowski asked if the Board will get to weigh in on the potential change to 
commercial status. 

Mr. Schaefer answered that if this was adopted as filed (A-Engrossed), the language says no 
commercial aviation activity. So if someone proposed to include commercial activity, then this 
code section would need to be amended. 

Chairman Duyck asked for an explanation as to why Ordinance 772 is important at all. There 
was a development application for residential development, which is moving forward without the 
ordinance, so what does the ordinance specifically do that could not be done otherwise. 

Mr. Schaefer agreed that the applicant does have approval for an 18-lot subdivision for 
residential homes. However, the applicant cannot build hangars there or plat taxiways to access 
the airstrip. The ordinance is needed to authorize that district. 

Chairman Duyck supposed the following: landowners build a two-car garage where they park an 
airplane in. This, in effect, is a hangar. Additionally, the landowners have an extended lawn, 
which, in effect, is a taxiway. He asked how the ordinance differs in this scenario and whether it 
is just a clean-up mechanism. 

Mr. Schaefer answered that absent the district, there would be no code allowances (i.e. Section 
389) that would allow someone to have a hangar. A hangar could be built, but no current 
provisions allow that. ' 

Alan Rappleyea added that it would be illegal to build a hangar in this district without the 
ordinance. 

Chairman Duyck suggested that it would not be called a hangar, but a garage. Mr. Rappleyea 
responded that if an airplane is parked in it, it would be called a hangar. 

Chairman Duyck clarified for the record that this illustrates the function of the ordinance. It is a 
clean-up mechanism because there are other ways to build hangars and taxiways, but the other 
ways would be subject to challenge. The ordinance makes it a clean process. 

Commissioner Rogers commented that the adoption of the ordinance comes down to a basic trust 
of what is going to happen. Based on what County staff and County Counsel have indicated, 
there is certainly an attempt to restrict the use and prohibit commercial activities. Others may 
think that this will not be used strictly by those residents and that there will some commute; a 
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Commissioner Rogers commented that the adoption of the ordinance comes down to a basic trust 
of what is going to happen. Based on what County staff and County Counsel have indicated, 
there is certainly an attempt to restrict the use and prohibit commercial activities. Others may 
think that this will not be used strictly by those residents and that there will some commute; a 



commercial application; that the Board is opening it up for future problems, but he perceives that 
the issues have been adequately addressed. He proposed a motion to adopt the ordinance. 

Vice Chair Malinowski moved to postpone adoption of the ordinance until next spring, but no 
second followed. He observed that the Jossys have been stymied for a number of years. Most of 
the complaints are about the potential for a slippery slope effect. He agreed that there is a lack of 
trust on what could happen. Even though there are safeguards built in to prevent the slippery 
slope effect, he has mixed feelings about the ordinance. He did not hear a lot of testimony 
mentioning "the way it is now, if it were done," and assumed that this would be a specialty 
product. If one does not fly an airplane, why buy the lot in the airpark? If this does in effect 
create a slippery slope effect, he will not be sympathetic. 

Commissioner Rogers concurred with Vice Chair Malinowski's sentiments. If problems arise, 
he would ask for enforcement and change. In his opinion, everyone is trying to do the right 
thing. Those who are opposing are doing it for the right reasons, thinking that there will be an 
expansion. The proponents feel that there are adequate controls. County staff and Council also 
feel there are adequate safeguards as well. If someone wants to appeal to LUBA, it is within that 
person's right; that is why we have State land use. That is the system. 

Vice Chair Malinowski asked County staff if it has heard anything officially from North Plains 
and after Mr. Schaefer answered in the negative, he commented that after all of the fun with 
North Plains last year with what one of its neighbors was doing, North Plains seems to be sitting 
on its hands on this. Ifhe receives phone calls from citizens of North Plains about how horrible 
this proposed ordinance is, he will direct the callers to the city of North Plains. 

Chairman Duyck mentioned that an even more important statement is that North Plains has 
already shown it is not shy about expressing its opinion. If there is no objection from that city on 
this, that speaks volumes. 

Commissioner Terry thanked everyone who attended the Board meeting and appreciated the fact 
that testifiers came to express what he, as a veteran, fought for: freedom of expression. He added 
that North Plains was asked to weigh in and has not done so. He has not heard from anyone who 
is directly involved with this project receiving any complaints about it. The people who live 
around the airpark have not complained about it, and those who have come in to testify are not 
directly associated with this area. He commended County staff for doing a great job. The 
biggest area of concern he has heard about centers on "what if?" He commented that we live in a 
world where it is always "what if?" and we try to make the best decisions upon uncertainty. The 
overall sense he perceived from this decision is that it will not hurt the County and the ordinance 
could therefore move forward. County staff and Council have assured the Board that if there 
was a change in direction, it would have to come back for the Board's approval. He stated that 
he has heard no complaints about the Jossys and the way they operate now and about the way 
they have operated in the past. He agreed with Commissioner Rogers' comments about trusting 
that the airpark will follow through its assurances. 

Commissioner Terry moved to adopt A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772. 
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Motion - Terry 
2nd- Rogers 
Vote - 4-0 

ROLLCALL: 
Aye: 4 
Nay: 0 

4.d. 
ADOPTED 
Proposed A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 - An Ordinance Amending Home Occupation 
Standards of the Community Development Code (CPO All) 

Vice Chair Malinowski moved to read A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 by title only. 

Motion - Malinowski 
2nd- Terry 
Vote -4-0 

Alan Rappleyea read A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 by title only. 

No staff report was provided. 

Chairman Duyck opened the public hearing. 

Bruce Bartlett, 11672 NW Permian Dr., Portland, submitted written testimony for the record. He 
stated that he looked at the occupation codes a number of times and was struck by the 
exceedingly low number of trips allowed per day as the maximums. In his testimony, he 
mentions that if there was a very active house with a large number of children, there would more 
than the 11 trips per day the code assumes. He thinks the number of trips could be as high as 20 
or 30. He witnessed a lot of traffic coming in and out of his neighbors' driveway. This 
household has a lot of children. Other neighbors have deliveries from FedEx, SafeWay, and 
other types of home deliveries. These trips do not generate many issues or burdens. The home 
occupation itself takes a bedroom out of commission to reduce the number of non-occupation 
trips by having the home occupation in place. The number of trips from the home occupation 
seems to break even. Since home occupations are often incubators for a more substantial small 
business in the future, considering doubling the number of trips for the Types I and II might yield 
better code compliance because they are more in line with what modern businesses generate with 
people coming and going. 

Chairman Duyck explained that this is the last opportunity to adopt the ordinance this year. The 
ordinance as written is a good first step. If there's a problem in the future, the Board can always 
revisit it. 

Mr. Bartlett mentioned that he just wanted to get that thought planted. 
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5. ACTION - LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION 

S.a. 
RO 13-104 
Adopt Findings for B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 (CPO All) 

Commissioner Rogers moved to adopt the findings. 

Motion - Rogers 
2nd - Malinowski 
Vote - 4-0 

S.b. 
RO 13-lOS 
Adopt Findings for A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 771 (CPO 7) 

Commissioner Terry moved to adopt the findings. 

Motion - Terry 
2nd- Rogers 
Vote - 4-0 

S.c. 
RO 13-106 
Adopt Findings for A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 (CPO 8) 

Commissioner Rogers moved to adopt the findings. 

Motion - Rogers 
2nd- Terry 
Vote - 4-0 

S.d. 
RO 13-107 
Adopt Findings for A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 (CPO All) 

Commissioner Rogers moved to adopt the findings. 

Motion - Rogers 
2nd - Malinowski 
Vote - 4-0 

S.e. 
RO 13-108 
Adopt Findings for A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 774 (CPO All) 
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Commissioner Terry shared that he would make it unanimous by voting 'aye,' but that he is not 
excited about the chicken motion. He would like to learn more about the issue. 

Vice Chair Malinowski expressed appreciation for the Board' s forbearance. 

7. ORAL COMMUNICATION (5 MINUTE OPPORTUNITY) 

Bruce Bartlett, 11672 NW Permian Dr. , Portland, followed up on the rooster issue and testified 
that listening to barking dogs is profoundly more insulting and offensive than a chicken. He 
shared that Animal Control has a fairly well-documented process for dealing with barking dogs, 
which identifies the hand-shakes back and forth in mediation. He asked ifthere has been any 
thought in using that process to deal with anything else that is noisy. 

Chairman Duyck explained that there is a distinction because in this rooster case, they are 
livestock and not pets. Animal Services does not handle this issue. 

8. BOARD ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Chairman Duyck announced that the next Board meeting is November 5, 2013 ; the Worksession 
will start at 8:30 a.m. and the Board meeting will follow at 10:00 a.m. 

9. ADJOURNMENT: 

Motion - Terry 
2nd - Malinowski 
Vote - 4-0 

8:06 p.m. 

MINUTES APPROVED THIS ~ DAY NmJe",bec 2013 
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Continued from October 15,2013 
AGENDA 

WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

Agenda Category: 

Agenda Title: 

Presented by: 

SUMMARY: 

Public Hearing - Fourth Reading and Fourth Public Hearing 
Land Use & Transportation; County Counsel (CPO 8) 

PROPOSED A-ENGROSSED ORDINANCE NO. 772 - AN 
ORDINANCE AMENDING THE RURALINA TURAL RESOURCE 
PLAN AND THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE TO 
DEVELOP A RESIDENTIAL AIRPARK OVERLAY DISTRICT 

Andrew Singelakis, Director of Land Use & Transportation 
Alan Rappleyea, County Counsel 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the Washington 
County Community Development Code and proposes to amend the RurallNatural Resource Plan 
relating to a new Residential Airpark Overlay District. The new district would authorize hangars, 
tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an existing dwelling. A-Engrossed 
Ordinance No. 772 is posted on the county's land use ordinance web page at the following link: 

http://www.co.washington.or.us/LUTlDivisions/LongRangePlanningl201 3-land-use-ordinances.cfm 

The Board conducted hearings for Ordinance No. 772 on September 24 and October 1,2013. On 
October 1, the Board ordered engrossment of the ordinance to make a number of changes and 
continued the hearing to October 15,2013. The first hearing on A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 
was held on October 15. At the conclusion of the hearing, the Board continued the hearing to 
October 22,2013. 

The staff report for the October 22, 2013 hearing will be provided to the Board prior to the 
hearing, posted on the above land use ordinance web page, and will also be available at the 
Clerk's desk. 

Consistent with Board policy, testimony about the ordinance is limited to two minutes for 
individuals and five minutes for a representative of a group. 

CI erk' s Desk I tern: Staff Report (click to access electronic copy) 

DEPARTMENT'S REQUESTED ACTION: 

Read A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 by title only and conduct the second public hearing on the 
engrossed ordinance. At the conclusion of hearing, adopt A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772. 

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMEND A TION: 

I concur with the requested action. 

ADOPTED 
Agenda Item No. 4.c.

L..-D_a_te_:____ 1 O/22~ 
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COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

I concur with the requested action. 

ADOPTED 
Agenda Item No. 

Date: 

4.c. ] 
10/22113 



BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

2 FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

3 

FILED 
OCT 02 2013 

Washington County 
County Clerk 

4 A-ENGROSSED ORDINANCE 772 

An Ordinance Amending the RurallNatural 
Resource Plan Element of the Comprehensive 
Plan and the Community Development Code to 
Develop a Residential Airpark Overlay 

5 

6 The Board of County Commissioners of Washington County, Oregon ("Board") 

7 ordains as follows: 

8 SECTION 1 

9 A. The Board recognizes that the RurallNatural Resource Plan Element of the 

10 Comprehensive Plan (Volume III) was readopted with amendments, by way of Ordinance 

11 No. 307, with portions subsequently amended by Ordinance Nos. 342,383,411,412,458, 

12 459,462,480,482,499,539,547,572,574,578,588,598,606,609,615,628,630,631, 

13 637,643,648,649,653,662,671,686,733,740, 753, and 764. 

14 B. The Board recognizes that the Community Development Code Element of the 

15 Comprehensive Plan (Volume IV) was readopted with amendments on September 9, 1986, 

16 by way of Ordinance No. 308, and subsequently amended by Ordinance Nos. 321, 326, 336-

17 341,356-363,372-378,380,381,384-386,392,393, 397, 399-403,407,412,413,415,417, 

18 421-423,428-434,436,437,439,441-443,449,451-454,456,457,462-464,467-469,471, 

19 478-481,486-489,504,506-512,517-523,525,526,528,529,538,540,545,551-555,558-

20 561,573,575-577,581,583,588,589,591-595,603-605,607-610,612,615,617,618,623, 

21 624,628,631,634,635,638,642,644,645,648,649,654,659-662,667,669,670,674, 
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676,677,682-686,692,694-698,703,704,708,709,711, 712, 718-720, 722, 725, 730,732, 

2 735, 739, 742-745, 754-758, 760, 762, 763, and 765-766. 

3 C. Notwithstanding the rejection of Washington County's efforts to expand the 

4 Private Airport Use Overlay to properties adjacent to the Sunset Airstrip located south of the 

5 city of North Plains in 2009, subsequent planning efforts of the County, in part in response to 

6 a request to develop a residential airpark overlay near the Sunset Airstrip, indicate this 

7 concept of a residential airpark overlay is warranted for further review and development. 

8 Such changes to the planning documents, the Board recognizes, are necessary from time to 

9 time for the benefit of the residents of Washington County, Oregon. 

10 D. Under the provisions of Washington County Charter Chapter X, the 

11 Department of Land Use and Transportation has carried out its responsibilities, including 

12 preparation of notices, and the County Planning Commission has conducted one or more 

13 public hearings on the proposed amendments and has submitted its recommendations to the 

14 Board. The Board finds that this Ordinance is based on those recommendations and any 

15 modifications made by the Board are a result of the public hearings process; 

16 E. The Board finds and takes public notice that it is in receipt of all matters and 

17 information necessary to consider this Ordinance in an adequate manner, and finds that this 

18 Ordinance complies with the Statewide Planning Goals, the standards for legislative plan 

19 adoption as set forth in Chapters 197 and 215 of the Oregon Revised Statutes, the Washington 

20 County Charter, the Washington County Community Development Code, and the Washington 

21 County Comprehensive Plan. 
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SECTION 2 

2 The following exhibits, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, are 

3 adopted as amendments to the designated documents as follows: 

4 A. Exhibit 1 (2 pages), amending the Community Development Code by adding 

5 a new section (Section 389, Residential Airpark Overlay District); and 

6 B. Exhibit 2 (6 pages), amending Policy 28, AIRPORTS, of the RurallNatural 

7 Resource Plan to add certain text relating to the new Residential Airpark 

8 Overlay District. 

9 SECTION 3 

10 All other Comprehensive Plan provisions that have been adopted by prior ordinance, 

11 which are not expressly amended or repealed herein, shall remain in full force and effect. 

12 SECTION 4 

13 All applications received prior to the effective date shall be processed in accordance 

14 with ORS 215.427. 

15 SECTION 5 

16 If any portion of this Ordinance, including the exhibits, shall for any reason be held 

17 invalid or unconstitutional by a body of competent jurisdiction, the remainder shall not be 

18 affected thereby and shall remain in full force and effect. 

19 SECTION 6 

20 The Office of County Counsel and Department of Land Use and Transportation are 

21 authorized to prepare planning documents to reflect the changes adopted under Section 2 of 

22 this Ordinance, including deleting and adding textual material and maps, renumbering pages 
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or sections, and making any technical changes not affecting the substance of these 

2 amendments as necessary to conform to the Washington County Comprehensive Plan format 

3 SECTION 7 

4 This Ordinance shall take effect on November 21,2013. 

5 ENACTED this 2Z,,<1 day of Dd·"ober , 2013, being the I..\th reading 

6 and l.f+h public hearing before the Board of County Commissioners of Washington 

7 County, Oregon. 

8 BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

9 

10 ADOPTED CHAIRMAN f 
11 

12 
t2 iJ d1~.4 

RECORDING SECRrt ARY 

13 READING PUBLIC HEARING 

14 First '5e9h:mbe< 2'1, 2013 
Second 0cJ.0h:Y " 20\:; 
Third O",-\bbet \5 1 20\3 

Fourth O ... ='oW 22 \ 20\3 

First ~( z:1 20\3 
Second ()JOt;bt;d. LSi;; (e:\,\~t"oss~ OlJe.(ed) 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Fifth __________ _ 

\e.fC"f \ R~e.fS I 

VOTE: Aye: M.,.hoows\<.( I Du",k 

Third --",lk~-bI.W..1<'oec ___ ...1\ .... S4-' -"Z~o""-\:!.lo3oL-___ _ 
Fourth ~CkUk~~~~<~·~2~Z~,~2~O~\_3~ ___ _ 
Fifth ____________ _ 

Nay: NONe 

Recording Secretary: ----IAn....;.>..>;~=-D.-:....:..--'-'Nc~'1 ..... Q<...!\= .... '------ Date: 1012'2. {13 

Page 4 - A-ENGROSSED ORDINANCE 772 

WASHINGTON COUNTY COUNSEL 
155 N. FIRST AVENUE, SUITE 340 

HILLSBORO, OR 97124-3072 
PHONE (503) 846-8747 - FAX (503) 846-8636 

13-5287 

21

or sections, and making any technical changes not affecting the substance of these 

2 amendments as necessary to confonn to the Washington County Comprehensive Plan foonat. 

3 SECTION 7 

4 This Ordinance shall take effect on November 21, 2013. 

5 ENACTED this ~ day of Ocwber , 2013, being the l.\ th reading 

6 and 11-+h public hearing before the Board of County Commissioners of Washington 

7 County, Oregon. 

8 BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

ADOPTED 

READING 

First '5e~h:Mhe< 2'1, 2013 
Second C>.:J.ob-r \ I 20 \ 3 
Third Qdbbet \5, 20\3 
Fourth bAohe<- 22 20'3 
Fifth __________ _ 

1"e<c"f \ R~efS I 

VOTE: Aye: MoJi(\Qws\<.i I au",\< 

CHAIRMAN f 

a iJ fl~,4 
RECORDING SECRrt ARY 

PUBLIC HEARING 

First ~( ~ 20\3 
Second ()JDht;(j, 'Z.ii~ (Et\'lcosn ",,"eM 

Third ---"lk""""'-\-ol.l..U''''=< ........ ~\ ... S4-, -"z""'o""-' .... 3""--___ _ 
Fourth ~CkUkto~~~<~·~2~Z~, ~2~o~\~3~ ___ _ 
Fifth ____________ _ 

Nay: NONe 

Recording Secretary: ADo. D. No'1 Q \ .... Date: 10/2'2. {I3 

Page 4 - A-ENGROSSED ORDINANCE 772 

WASHINGTON COUNTY COUNSEL 
155 N. FIRST AVENUE, Sum 340 

HILLSBOHO, OR 97124-3072 
PHONE (503) 846-8747 - FAX (503) 846-8636 

13-5287 

or sections, and making any technical changes not affecting the substance of these 

2 amendments as necessary to conform to the Washington County Comprehensive Plan format. 

3 SECTION 7 

4 This Ordinance shall take effect on November 21, 2013. 

5 ENACTED this ~ day of Dc...\-ober , 20l3, being the l.\~ reading 

6 and l1+h public hearing before the Board of County Commissioners of Washington 

7 County, Oregon. 

8 BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

ADOPTED 

READING 

First '5e~h:ty\be< 2LJ l 2013 
Second Qd.ptrr \1 20\3 
Third D.:.:h:,bex' \5, 20\3 
Fourth D ... Jobe<- 22. 2.0\3 
Fifth __________ _ 

\e'I'C"f \ R~ef5 I 

VOTE: Aye: McJjoow:;\<i. Ot..,,<.\< 

~U~ 
-C-H-A.c::IR-M-AN -r 

RECORDING SECR ARY 

PUBLIC HEARING 

Nay: NONe 

Recording Secretary: Ano. D. No", Q \ '" Date: 10/22. {I3 

Page 4 - A-ENGROSSED ORDINANCE 772 

WASHINGTON COUNTY COUNSEL 
ISS N. FIRST AVENUE, SUITE 340 

HILLSOOHO, OR 97 I 24·3U72 
PIIONE (503) 846-8747· FAX (503) 846·8636 

13-S287 



A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 
Exhibit 1 

October 2, 2013 
Page 1 of 2 

Amend the Community Development Code to include a new section (Section 389, Residential 
Airpark Overlay District): 

389 RESIDENTIAL AIRPARK OVERLAY DISTRICT 

389-1 Intent and Purpose 

389-2 

389-3 

The intent of the Residential Airpark Overlay District is to support the continued 
operation and vitality of the Sunset Airstrip and the uniqueness of residential airpark
type development. The Residential Airpark Overlay District authorizes uses 
commonly associated with airstrip use and accessory to residential uses and 
ensures compatibility with the continued operation of Sunset Airstrip. 

Applicability 

This Overlay District applies to the rural residential areas adjacent to the Sunset 
Airstrip identified in Policy 28 of the Rural/Natural Resource Plan. This overlay 
district allows limited accessory uses commonly associated with adjacent airstrip 
use. Residential uses are not authorized by the Residential Airpark Overlay District 
and are subject to the standards of the underlying land use districts. 

The provisions of Section 386. Private Use Airport Safety Overlay District. continue 
to apply to lots and parcels within the Residential Airpark Overlay District that are 
also designated with the Private Use Airport Safety Overlay District. 

Designation of the Residential Airpark Overlay District authorizes Residential Airpark 
Development (RAm but does not allow access to the existing private airstrip. Access 
to the airstrip must be obtained from airstrip owner prior to accessing the airstrip from 
aRAD. 

Uses Permitted Through a Type I Procedure 

The use of land and buildings must be in compliance with the underlying land use 
district as established by the Rural/Natural Resource Plan. and is further limited to 
the following permitted uses on lands designated as Residential Airpark Overlay 
District: 

A. Residential Airpark Development (RAD) may be authorized to allow for the 
addition of an individual aircraft hangar and paved tie-down area(s) on the same 
lot or parcel as an existing detached single family dwelling unit as the primary 
use. Each lot or parcel may be provided with a hangar and paved tie down 
area(s). The hangar can be attached or detached to the dwelling unit. No more 
than one hangar may be allowed on a lot or parcel with an existing dwelling unit. 
Hangars shall not be rented out. 

B. Accessory uses and structures on a lot or parcel with an existing dwelling unit: 

abcdef Proposed additions 
a9GQe.f Proposed deletions 
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Hangars shall not be rented out. 

8. Accessory uses and structures on a lot or parcel with an existing dwelling unit: 
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(1) Aircraft Hangar. An aircraft hangar cannot be used as a residence. 

(2) Aviation fuel storage consistent with all applicable federal. state and local 
requirements;"incliJding the 2010 or most current Oregon Structural 
Specialty Code and 2010 or most current Oregon Fire Code. 

C. Aircraft taxi ways. 

Prohibited Uses 

Unless authorized by the process outlined for the AF-5 and RR-5 Districts. all 
commercial aviation activities. including but not limited to flight training. commercial 
aircraft sales and repairs. commercial fueling operations. are prohibited. 

Property Owner Notification 

Prior to the issuance of a building permit for a single family dwelling unit the property 
owner shall submit to the Review Authority a copy of a signed and recorded waiver 
of the right to remonstrate against customarily accepted airstrip and airpark uses. 
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1. Amend Policy 28, AIRPORTS, of the Rural I Natural Resource Plan to add the following text 
relating to the new Residential Airpark Overlay District set forth in Exhibit 1 of this ordinance: 

POLlCY 28, AIRPORTS: 

It is the policy of Washington County to protect the function and economic 
viability of existing public use airports, while ensuring public safety and 
compatibility between airport uses and surrounding land uses for public use 
airports identified by the Oregon Department of Aviation (DOA). 

Introduction 

Changes in state law passed in 1995 and 1997 require local jurisdictions to adopt an airport planning 
program for certain airports described in ORS 836.600 et. Seq. The Aeronautics Division of the Oregon 
Department of Transportation (now the Department of Aviation/DOA) and the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development together developed Airport Planning Rules (OAR 660-013) and identified 
certain public and private use airports that would be subject to these rules, based on the parameters set 
forth in the statute. The DOA manages the list of identified airports, which is subject to amendment 
through a review and decision process by the state Aviation Board, pursuant to OAR 738-090. 
Procedures for amendment of the state airport list include public notice procedures. As necessary, the 
County will initiate Comprehensive Plan amendment proceedings to remain current with DOA list of all 
airports. 

Policy 17 of the Washington County 2020 Transportation Plan identifies and outlines transportation
related policies for the County's three public use airports. The Rural/Natural Resource Plan and the 
Comprehensive Framework Plan for the Urban Area each outline land use related policies that address 
only those airports within the Washington County jurisdiction that are identified by the DOA list. with the 
addition of Skyport, a small public use facility located north of Cornelius. 

Policy 28 outlines implementing strategies which, in part, set forth Airport Overlay Districts to regulate 
safety concerns, land uses and land use compatibility issues on airport properties and within surrounding 
area. These are structured to address state-recognized airports in two categories, generally referred to 
herein as Public Use Airports and Private Use Airports. Where the Airport Overlay Districts are 
concerned, references to airports and airport facilities generally includes heliports as well. 

Several other airport facilities exist throughout the County that are not a part of this airport planning 
program and thus not recognized by the established Airport Overlay Districts. In general, these include 
personal use airports, heliports and agriculturally related landing strips. With the exception of 
agriculturally related landing strips, these facilities are regulated as special uses in specified land use 
districts pursuant to standards outlined in the Community Development Code. Where personal use 
facilities are concerned, the Community Development Code make a distinction between the terms and 
heliport, as they are permitted equally in all land use districts. 

Outside the UGB, land use districts which allow personal use airports as a special use generally include 
all rural districts except rural commercial (RCOM) and rural Industrial (RIND); inside the land use district 
which allow personal use heliports as a special use include the rural residential districts (AF-5, AF-10 and 
RR-5), and the special industrial overlay district (SID). Urban land use districts that permit personal use 
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heliports include all residential districts (R~5, R-6, R-9, R-15, R-24 , and R-25+), the commercial and 
business districts with the exception of the neighborhood commercial district (allowed in OC, CBD, and 
GC districts), and the industrial district (IN D). 

Policy 28 allows Residential Airpark Development {RAm within a Residential Airpark Overlay District The 
Residential Airpark Overlay District authorizes aircraft hangars. paved tie down areas and taxiways as 
accessory uses. 

Implementing Strategies 

The County will: 

a. Adopt and implement Airport Overlay Districts consistent with LCDC Airport Planning Rules and 
ORS Chapter 836 in order to: 

1. Protect public use airports by regulating land uses in designated areas surrounding 
the Portland-Hillsboro and the Stark's Twin Oaks airports based on adopted airport 
master plans or evidence of each airport's specific level of risk and usage. Prevent 
the installation of airspace obstructions, additional airport hazards, and ensure the 
safety of the public and guide compatible land use. Limit uses in specific noise impact 
and crash hazard areas that have been identified for each specific airport. To a 
lesser degree, protect the function and economic viability of the Skyport airport, 
which was not identified pursuant to ORS 836.600 but which the County recognizes 
as an established privately owned public use airport and thus requiring regulatory 
measures to promote safety. 

2. Protect privately owned, private use airports identified by the DOA Each airport's 
specific level of risk and usage shall be used to guide the continued safe aeronautical 
access to and from these airports, considering the type of aircraft approved to use 
the field. 

b. Recognize the Portland-Hillsboro airport as the major aviation facility in Washington County and 
an airport of regional significance. To promote its operation, the County shall coordinate with the 
City of Hillsboro to help ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses. The Comprehensive 
Plan will be updated to reflect any necessary changes resulting from this process. 

c. Work with airport sponsors to coordinate with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) in 
promoting FAA-registered flight patterns and FAA flight behavior regulations in order to protect 
the interests of County residents living near airportsr~ 

d. Maintain geographic information system (GIS) mapping of the Airport Overlay Districts and 
provide timely updatesi~ 

e. Participate in and encourage the adoption of master plans for all public use airports and, at a 
minimum, an airport layout plan for the remaining DOA recognized airfields in Washington 
CountYr~ 

f. Discourage future development of private landing fields when they are in proximity to one 
another, or where they are near other public airports and potential airspace conflicts are 
determined to exist by the FAA or the DOA 

abcdef Proposed additions 
abGGef Proposed deletions 

25

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 
Exhibit 2 

October 2, 2013 
Page 2 of 6 

heliports include all residential districts (R:5, R-6, R-9, R-15, R-24 , and R-25+), the commercial and 
business districts with the exception of the neighborhood commercial district (allowed in OC, CBD, and 
GC districts), and the industrial district (IN D). 

Policy 28 allows Residential Airpark Development (RAm within a Residential Airpark Overlay District The 
Residential Airpark Overlay District authorizes aircraft hangars, paved tie down areas and taxiways as 
accessory uses. 

Implementing Strategies 

The County will: 

a. Adopt and implement Airport Overlay Districts consistent with LCDC Airport Planning Rules and 
ORS Chapter 836 in order to: 

1. Protect public use airports by regulating land uses in designated areas surrounding 
the Portland-Hillsboro and the Stark's Twin Oaks airports based on adopted airport 
master plans or evidence of each airport's specific level of risk and usage. Prevent 
the installation of airspace obstructions, additional airport hazards, and ensure the 
safety of the public and guide compatible land use. Limit uses in specific noise impact 
and crash hazard areas that have been identified for each specific airport. To a 
lesser degree, protect the function and economic viability of the Skyport airport, 
which was not identified pursuant to ORS 836.600 but which the County recognizes 
as an established privately owned public use airport and thus requiring regulatory 
measures to promote safety. 

2. Protect privately owned, private use airports identified by the DOA. Each airport's 
specific level of risk and usage shall be used to guide the continued safe aeronautical 
access to and from these airports, considering the type of aircraft approved to use 
the field. 

b. Recognize the Portland-Hillsboro airport as the major aviation facility in Washington County and 
an airport of regional significance. To promote its operation, the County shall coordinate with the 
City of Hillsboro to help ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses. The Comprehensive 
Plan will be updated to reflect any necessary changes resulting from this process. 

c. Work with airport sponsors to coordinate with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) in 
promoting FAA-registered flight patterns and FAA flight behavior regulations in order to protect 
the interests of County residents living near airports~~ 

d. Maintain geographic information system (GIS) mapping of the Airport Overlay Districts and 
provide timely updatesi~ 

e. Participate in and encourage the adoption of master plans for all public use airports and, at a 
minimum, an airport layout plan for the remaining DOA recognized airfields in Washington 
CountYT~ 

f. Discourage future development of private landing fields when they are in proximity to one 
another, or where they are near other public airports and potential airspace conflicts are 
determined to exist by the FAA or the DOA. 

abcdef Proposed additions 
abGGef Proposed deletions 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 
Exhibit 2 

October 2,2013 
Page 2 of6 

heliports include all residential districts (R:5, R-6, R-9, R-15, R-24, and R-25+), the commercial and 
business districts with the exception of the neighborhood commercial district (allowed in OC, CBD, and 
GC districts), and the industrial district (IN D). 

Policy 28 allows Residential Airpark Development (RAD) within a Residential Airpark Overlay District The 
Residential Airpark Overlay District authorizes aircraft hangars, paved tie down areas and taxiways as 
accessory uses. 

Implementing Strategies 

The County will: 

a. Adopt and implement Airport Overlay Districts consistent with LCDC Airport Planning Rules and 
ORS Chapter 836 in order to: 

1. Protect public use airports by regulating land uses in designated areas surrounding 
the Portland-Hillsboro and the Stark's Twin Oaks airports based on adopted airport 
master plans or evidence of each airport's specific level of risk and usage. Prevent 
the installation of airspace obstructions, additional airport hazards, and ensure the 
safety of the public and guide compatible land use. Limit uses in specific noise impact 
and crash hazard areas that have been identified for each specific airport. To a 
lesser degree, protect the function and economic viability of the Skyport airport, 
which was not identified pursuant to ORS 836.600 but which the County recognizes 
as an established privately owned public use airport and thus requiring regulatory 
measures to promote safety. 

2. Protect privately owned, private use airports identified by the DOA Each airport's 
specific level of risk and usage shall be used to guide the continued safe aeronautical 
access to and from these airports, considering the type of aircraft approved to use 
the field. 

b. Recognize the Portland-Hillsboro airport as the major aviation facility in Washington County and 
an airport of regional significance. To promote its operation, the County shall coordinate with the 
City of Hillsboro to help ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses. The Comprehensive 
Plan will be updated to reflect any necessary changes resulting from this process. 

c. Work with airport sponsors to coordinate with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) in 
promoting FAA-registered flight patterns and FAA flight behavior regulations in order to protect 
the interests of County residents living near airportsi~ 

d. Maintain geographic information system (GIS) mapping of the Airport Overlay Districts and 
provide timely updatesi, 

e. Participate in and encourage the adoption of master plans for all public use airports and, at a 
minimum, an airport layout plan for the remaining DOA recognized airfields in Washington 
CountYT, 

1. Discourage future development of private landing fields when they are in proximity to one 
another, or where they are near other public airports and potential airspace conflicts are 
determined to exist by the FAA or the DOA 

abcdef Proposed additions 
abcdef Proposed deletions 



A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 
Exhibit 2 

October 2, 2013 
Page 3 of 6 

g. Allow Residential Airpark Development in a Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

h. Ensure that future Residential Airpark Development is compatible with the continued operation of 
adjacent private airstrips. 

Summary Findings and Conclusions 

In Washington County, the LCDC Airport Planning Rules apply to the following facilities, which are 
included in the County's airport planning program. 

1. Public Use Airports - Publicly Owned: 
a. Portland-Hillsboro (KHIO) 

2. Public Use Airports Privately Owned: 
a. Stark's Twin Oaks Airpark (7S3) 

3. Private Use Airports - Privately Owned (recognized by DOA as having 3 or more based aircraft in 
1994): 
a. Apple Valley (1/2 mile S of Buxton) (OR61) 
b. Meyer's Riverside (2 miles SW of Tigard) (OG34) 
c. North Plains Gliderport (2 miles Wof North Plains) (10R4) 
d. Olinger Strip (3 miles NW of Hillsboro) (OR81) 
e. Providence St. Vincent Medical Center Heliport (2.5 miles NE of Beaverton) (530R) 
f. Sunset Airstrip (1L6 mile SW of North Plains) (10R3) 

In addition to the above, the Skyport Airport (4S4) (located 3 miles N of Cornelius) is a privately owned 
public use facility that was not identified by the DOA because of its relatively small size and low level of 
activity. However this facility has been included in the G!;!ounty's airport planning program because of its 
status as a public use airport. The level of protection provided for this facility is similar to that reqblired 
provided feF..-tfte-privately owned private use airports identified in List 3, above. 

The Portland-Hillsboro Airport, owned by the Port of Portland, is located within the city limits of Hillsboro. 
However land use and noise impact areas associated with this airport affect G£ounty lands. The 
G£ounty's planning efforts for rural lands around the Portland-Hillsboro airport therefore will be 
coordinated with the City of Hillsboro after the current (2003) master plan blpdate process is complete. 

LCDC's Airport Planning Rules prescribe different levels of protection for the listed airports, depending on 
the nature of use and the size of the facility. In general, state requirements are applied to facilities within 
the G!;!ounty's jurisdiction through the application of Airport Overlay Districts to regulate land uses. The~ 
county utilizes--are two sets of overlays: one set applies to Public Use Airports (Portland-Hillsboro and 
Stark's Twin Oaks), and one set applies to Private ujJse Airports, including all of those identified in List 3, 
above. For each airport category (public and private), the overlay district set consists of 1) a land use 
overlay district to regulate airport related land uses at the airport site, and 2) a safety and/or land use 
compatibility overlay district to mitigate land uses and height of structures and objects on properties 
immediately surrounding airports. For the Private Use Airports, the protection of the safety overlay district is 
limited to graduated height restrictions along approach corridors. For the Public Use Airport (I.e., Stark's 
Twin Oaks), the second overlay district is more elaborate and mitigates land uses and safety hazards in a 
broader area surrounding the airport. This overlay includes boundaries to identify areas subject to noise 
impacts, bird strike hazards, and protection measures for imaginary surfaces for airborne aircraft. I 
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Policy 28 identifies an additional overlay. the Residential Airpark Overlay District. The Residential Airpark 
Overlay District applies to certain rural lands adjacent to Sunset Airstrip. This district supports the 
continued operation of the Sunset Airstrip and the uniqueness of Residential Airpark Development by 
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2. Amend Policy 28, AIRPORTS, of the Rural I Natural Resource Plan to remove the Sunset 
Airstrip map shown below: 
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AGENDA 

WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

Agenda Category: Action - Land Use & Transportation (CPO 8) 

Agenda Title: ADOPT FINDINGS FOR A-ENGROSSED ORDINANCE NO. 772 

Presented by: Andrew Singelakis, Director of Land Use & Transportation 

SUMMARY: 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the Washington 
County Community Development Code and proposes to amend the RurallNatural Resource Plan 
relating to a new Residential Airpark Overlay District. The new district would authorize hangars, 
tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an existing dwelling. A-Engrossed 
Ordinance No. 772 is posted on the county's land use ordinance web page at the following link: 

http://www.co.washington.or.us/LUT lDivisions/LongRangePlanningl20 13-land-use-ordinances.cfm 

Post acknowledgment comprehensive plan amendments are amendments made to the county's 
Comprehensive Plan after it was acknowledged by the State Department of Land Conservation 
and Development as complying with the Statewide Planning Goals. ORS 197.615 requires that 
such amendments be accompanied by findings setting forth the facts and analysis showing that 
the amendments are consistent with the applicable Statewide Planning Goals, Oregon Revised 
Statutes, State Administrative Rules and the applicable provisions of Washington County's 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Attached is the Resolution and Order to adopt the findings for A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772. 
Prior to the October 22, 2013 hearing, the proposed findings will be provided to the Board, 
posted on the above land use ordinance web page, and will also be available at the Clerk's desk. 

Clerk's Desk Item: Findings (click to access electronic copy) 

Attachment: Resolution and Order 

DEPARTMENT'S REQUESTED ACTION: 

Adopt the findings for A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 and authorize the Chair to sign the 
Resolution and Order memorializing the action. 

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

I concur with the requested action. 

RO \3-
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IN THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

In the Matter of Adopting 
Legislative Findings in Support 
of A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 

RESOLUTION AND ORDER 

No. \~- lOla 

This matter having come before the Washington County Board of Commissioners at its 

meeting of October 22,2013; and 

It appearing to the Board that the findings contained in Exhibit "An summarize relevant facts 

and rationales with regard to compliance with the Statewide Planning Goals, Oregon Revised 

Statutes and Administrative Rules, and Washington County's Comprehensive Plan relating to 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772; and 

It appearing to the Board that the findings attached as Exhibit "An constitute appropriate 

legislative findings with respect to the adopted ordinance; and 

It appearing to the Board that the Planning Commission, at the conclusion of its public hearing 

on September 4, 2013, made a recommendation to the Board, which is in the record and has been 

reviewed by the Board; and 

It appearing to the Board that, in the course of its deliberations, the Board has considered the 

record which consists of all notices, testimony, staff reports, and correspondence from interested 

parties, together with a record of the Planning Commission's proceedings, and other items submitted 

to the Planning Commission and Board regarding this ordinance; it is therefore, 

RESOLVED AND ORDERED that the attached findings in Exhibit "A" in support of 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 are hereby adopted. 

DATED this 22nd day of October, 2013. 
AYE NAY ABSENT 

DUYCK .L. 
SCHOUTEN _ t/' 
MALINOWSKI ---L 

APPROVE~~RM~ 
~y~-
County Counsel 
For Washington County, Oregon 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Chairman 

t2E~ 
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IN THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

In the Matter of Adopting 
Legislative Findings in Support 
of A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 

RESOLUTION AND ORDER 

No. \2;> - lOla 

This matter having come before the Washington County Board of Commissioners at its 

meeting of October 22, 2013; and 

It appearing to the Board that the findings contained in Exhibit "A" summarize relevant facts 
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record which consists of all notices, testimony, staff reports, and correspondence from interested 

parties, together with a record of the Planning Commission's proceedings, and other items submitted 

to the Planning Commission and Board regarding this ordinance; it is therefore, 

RESOLVED AND ORDERED that the attached findings in Exhibit "AU in support of 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 are hereby adopted. 

DATED this 22nd day of October, 2013. 
AVE NAY ABSENT 

DUYCK L 
SCHOUTEN V' 
MALINOWSKI ,/ 

~~ 
County Counsel 
For Washington County, Oregon 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Chairman 
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IN THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

In the Matter of Adopting 
Legislative Findings in Support 
of A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 

RESOLUTION AND ORDER 

No. \~ - 10<0 

This matter having come before the Washington County Board of Commissioners at its 

meeting of October 22,2013; and 

It appearing to the Board that the findings contained in Exhibit "A" summarize relevant facts 

and rationales with regard to compliance with the Statewide Planning Goals, Oregon Revised 

Statutes and Administrative Rules, and Washington County's Comprehensive Plan relating to 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772; and 

It appearing to the Board that the findings attached as Exhibit "A" constitute appropriate 

legislative findings with respect to the adopted ordinance; and 

It appearing to the Board that the Planning Commission, at the conclusion of its public hearing 

on September 4, 2013, made a recommendation to the Board, which is in the record and has been 

reviewed by the Board; and 

It appearing to the Board that, in the course of its deliberations, the Board has considered the 

record which consists of all notices, testimony, staff reports, and correspondence from interested 

parties, together with a record of the Planning Commission's proceedings. and other items submitted 

to the Planning Commission and Board regarding this ordinance; it is therefore, 

RESOLVED AND ORDERED that the attached findings in Exhibit "AU in support of 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 are hereby adopted. 

DATED this 22nd day of October, 2013. 
AVE NAY ABSENT 

DUYCK L. 
SCHOUTEN _ V 
MALINOWSKI ~ 

Zi~ 
County Counsel 
For Washington County, Oregon 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Chairman 

t2 EAaeL 



EXHIBIT A 

FINDINGS FOR A-ENGROSSED ORDINANCE NO. 772 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE RURALINA TURAL RESOURCE PLAN 

ELEMENT OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND THE COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT CODE TO DEVELOP A RESIDENTIAL AIRPARK OVERLAY 

October 22, 2013 

GENERAL FINDINGS 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 adds Section 389 to the Washington County Community 
Development Code (CDC) to create a Residential Airpark Overlay District. The new district 
authorizes hangars, tie-downs and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an existing 
dwelling. A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 also amends Policy 28 (Airports) of the Washington 
County Rural/Natural Resource Plan to add text relating to the Residential Airpark Overlay 
District and replaces the existing Sunset Airstrip map with a new map that shows the Residential 
Airpark Overlay District boundaries. 

Key Ordinance Provisions 

)0> Adds new CDC Section 389 (Residential Airpark Overlay District) that contains regulations 
governing Residential Airpark Development and authorizes limited accessory uses 
commonly associated with airstrips when constructed on property with an existing dwelling. 

)0> Allows the designation of certain rural residential properties located on either side of Sunset 
Airstrip as Residential Airpark Overlay District lands. 

)0> Allows limited accessory airport related uses when constructed on a lot/parcel with an 
existing dwelling. 

)0> Prohibits commercial aviation activities, except as may be allowed in the Agriculture and 
Forest (AF-5) and Rural Residential Five Acre Minimum (RR-5) Districts. 

Because the ordinance would make changes that do not affect compliance with Oregon's 
Statewide Planning Goals (Goals), it is not necessary for these findings to address the Goals with 
respect to each amendment. The Board of County Commissioners (Board) finds that the Goals 
apply to amendments covered by these findings only to the extent noted in specific responses to 
individual applicable Goals, and that each amendment complies with the Goals. Goals 15 
(Willamette River Greenway), 16 (Estuarine Resources), 17 (Coastal Wetlands), 18 (Beaches 
and Dunes) and 19 (Ocean Resources) and related Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) are not 
addressed because these resources are not located within Washington County. 
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GOAL FINDINGS 

Exhibit A 
Findings -A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 

October 22, 2013 
Page 2 of4 

The purpose of the findings in this document is to demonstrate that A-Engrossed Ordinance 
No. 772 is consistent with Statewide Planning Goals (Goals), ORS and OAR requirements, and 
the Washington County Comprehensive Plan. The Washington County Comprehensive Plan was 
adopted to implement the aforementioned planning documents and was acknowledged by the 
State of Oregon. The county follows the post-acknowledgement plan amendment (PAPA) 
process to update the Comprehensive Plan with new state and regional regulations as necessary 
and relies in part upon these prior state review processes to demonstrate compliance with all 
necessary requirements. 

No goal compliance issues, with the exception of Goal 3 (Agricultural Lands), were raised in the 
hearing proceedings described below. The Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD) raised Goal 3 compliance issues prior to the initial public hearing for Ordinance 
No. 772. DLCD expressed concerns with the ordinance because three parcels designated 
Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) and one parcel designated Agriculture and Forest (AF-20) District 
were included in the proposed overlay district. DLCD objected to the expansion of airport
related uses onto these exclusive farm use (resource) lands. 

The proposed overlay boundary was revised in A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 to exclude the 
four resource parcels to ensure Goal 3 compliance. Therefore, none of the changes in 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 implicate a Goal compliance issue. The following findings are 
provided to demonstrate ongoing compliance. 

Goal! - Citizen Involvement 
Washington County has an acknowledged citizen involvement program that provides 
opportunities for citizens and other interested parties to participate in all phases of the planning 
process. In addition, Chapter X of the County Charter sets forth specific requirements for citizen 
involvement during review and adoption of land use ordinances. Washington County has 
utilized these requirements for the adoption of A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772. 

A Type III Public Hearing Notice was mailed on August 14,2013, prior to the scheduled 
Planning Commission and Board of Commissioners hearings. This public hearing notice was 
mailed to all owners of property within 1000 feet of the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay 
District. On October 4,2013, a second Type III Public Hearing Notice was mailed to all property 
owners within 1000 feet of the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District to advise them of 
the revised overlay district boundary included in A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772. 

Goal 2 - Land Use Planning 
Statewide Planning Goal 2 addresses Land Use Planning by requiring an adequate factual base to 
support a decision as well as coordination with affected governmental entities. Washington 
County has an acknowledged land use planning process that provides for the review and update 
of the various elements of the Comprehensive Plan, which includes documents such as the 
RurallNatural Resource Plan, Comprehensive Framework Plan for the Urban Area, Community 
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The purpose of the findings in this document is to demonstrate that A-Engrossed Ordinance 
No. 772 is consistent with Statewide Planning Goals (Goals), ORS and OAR requirements, and 
the Washington County Comprehensive Plan. The Washington County Comprehensive Plan was 
adopted to implement the aforementioned planning documents and was acknowledged by the 
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process to update the Comprehensive Plan with new state and regional regulations as necessary 
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related uses onto these exclusive farm use (resource) lands. 

The proposed overlay boundary was revised in A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 to exclude the 
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utilized these requirements for the adoption of A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772. 
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Planning Commission and Board of Commissioners hearings. This public hearing notice was 
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Agreements. Washington County utilized this process to adopt A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772. 
Notice was coordinated with all affected governmental entities. Comments received from 
respective entities and agencies regarding this ordinance were considered by the county in the 
adoption of A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772. 

Goal 3 - Agricultural Lands 
Implementing Strategies (a) and (f) in Policy 15 of the RurallNatural Resource Plan include 
provisions for the preservation of agricultural lands. Plan compliance with Goal 3 is maintained 
with the amendments made to the RurallNatural Resource Plan by A-Engrossed Ordinance 
No. 772. The adopted Residential Airpark Overlay District does not include agricultural lands in 
the Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) District or Agriculture and Forest (AF-20) District. The 
amendments are therefore consistent with Goal 3; OAR Chapter 660, Division 33; and the 
county's acknowledged policies for preserVation of farmland. 

Goal 9 - Economic Development 
Policies 15, 16,20 and 21 in the RurallNatural Resource Plan set out the county's policies to 
strengthen the local economy. The Community Development Code contributes to a sound 
economy by providing standards that facilitate development in an orderly and efficient fashion. 
The adopted Residential Airpark Overlay District supports the continued operation and vitality of 
the Sunset Airstrip and the uniqueness of residential airpark-type development. 

Plan compliance with Goal 9 is maintained with the amendments made by A-Engrossed 
Ordinance No.772. The amendments are consistent with the county's acknowledged policies and 
strategies for strengthening the local economy as required by Goal 9. This conclusion is 
supported by the following facts: 

The Residential Airpark Overlay District authorizes uses commonly associated with airstrip use 
and accessory to residential uses and ensures compatibility with the continued operation of 
Sunset Airstrip. 

Goal! 0 - Housing 
Policies 19 and 25 of the RurallNatural Resource Plan address the provision of housing in the 
rural areas of the county. The Community Development Code contributes to the provision of 
adequate housing by establishing standards that facilitate development in an orderly and efficient 
fashion. A-Engrossed Ordinance No.772 authorizes Residential Airpark Development (RAD) 
within the adopted overlay district. The new district does not authorize dwelling units, but 
recognizes the rural residential character of the area surrounding Sunset Airstrip and allows 
RAD. Therefore Plan compliance with Goal lOis maintained with the amendments made by 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No.772. 
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Goal 12 requires the provision and encouragement of a safe, convenient, multi-modal and 
economic transportation system. Policy 23 of the RuralfNatural Resource Plan, and in particular 
the Washington County 2020 Transportation Plan, describe the transportation system necessary to 
accommodate the transportation needs of Washington County through the year 2020. 
Implementing measures are contained in the 2020 Transportation Plan and the CDC. 

The adopted Residential Airpark Overlay District allows RAD, which allows for the construction 
of a single personal hangar and tie-down(s) on a lot with an existing dwelling unit. Air traffic 
that may result from RAD (and personal aircraft) is consistent with the 2020 Transportation Plan, 
as it is a mode of transportation. The Residential Airpark Overlay District is also subject to CDC 
Section 386 (Private Use Airport Safety Overlay District). 

Furthermore, the proposed overlay district and resulting RAD that could result is not anticipated 
to adversely impact the existing countywide transportation system or result in the need to change 
the current functional class designations of roads serving the subject area. This is due in part to 
the fact that the underlying land use districts (AF-5 and RR-5) will be not changed by 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772. In addition, operation of personal aircraft from any of the 
approved 18 lots may help to lower the number of Average Daily Trips (ADTs). 

Plan compliance with Goal 12 is maintained with the amendments made by A-Engrossed 
Ordinance No. 772. The amendments are consistent with the county's acknowledged policies and 
strategies for the provision of transportation facilities and services as required by Goal 12 (the 
Transportation Planning Rule or TPR, implemented via OAR Chapter 660, Division 12). 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 
OREGON 

October 14, 2013 

To: Washington County B~~jri~Onuni;ners 

Andy Back, Manager L&.ct.:M ~ --"". From: 
Planning and Development Services 

Subject: PROPOSED A-ENGROSSED LAND USE ORDINANCE NO. 772 - An 
Ordinance amending the RurallNatural Resource Plan and the Community 
Development Code to develop a Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

STAFF REPORT 

For the October 22,2013 Board of Commissioners Hearing 
(The public hearing will begin no sooner than 6:30 pm) 

I. ST AFF RECOMMENDATION 

Conduct the second of two required public hearings on A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772. At the 
conclusion of public testimony, close the hearing and adopt A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 and 
associated findings. 

II. BACKGROUND 

On September 24,2013 the Board held the first of two public hearings on proposed Ordinance 
No. 772. After much discussion on the proposed ordinance, the Board continued the hearing to 
October 1,2013 to allow additional time to consider submitted testimony and recommendations 
provided by the Planning Commission and staff. 

On October 1, the Board directed engrossment of the ordinance to include changes described in 
the October 1 staff report and continued the hearing to October 15 and 22,2013. The Board 
further directed staff to provide notice of the changes and the schedule for engrossment hearings 
as required by Chapter X of the County Charter. The Board also directed staff to prepare and 
mail a Type III Public Hearing Notice to owners of property within 1000 feet of the proposed 
overlay district. Copies of A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772, Individual Notice No. 2013-26, and 
the Type III Public Hearing Notice were provided in the Board's materials for the October 15, 
2013 hearing. 

Department of Land Use & Transportation' Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 

155 N First Avenue, Ste. 350 MS 14· Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
phone: (503) 846-3519 . fax: (503) 846-4412' TTY: (503) 846-4598 . www.co.washington.or.us 
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further directed staff to provide notice of the changes and the schedule for engrossment hearings 
as required by Chapter X of the County Charter. The Board also directed staff to prepare and 
mail a Type III Public Hearing Notice to owners of property within 1000 feet of the proposed 
overlay district. Copies of A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772, Individual Notice No. 2013-26, and 
the Type III Public Hearing Notice were provided in the Board's materials for the October 15, 
2013 hearing. 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 
OREGON 

October 14, 2013 

To: Washington County Boars! of Commissioners 

~/) :lM (( 
Andy Back, Manager [ljc,:' I~'---From: 
Planning and Development Services 

Subject: PROPOSED A-ENGROSSED LAND USE ORDINANCE NO. 772 - An 
Ordinance amending the RuralfNatural Resource Plan and the Community 
Development Code to develop a Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

STAFF REPORT 

For the October 22, 2013 Board of Commissioners Hearing 
(The public hearing will begin no sooner than 6:30 pm) 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Conduct the second of two required public hearings on A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772. At the 
conclusion of public testimony, close the hearing and adopt A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 and 
associated findings. 

II. BACKGROUND 

On September 24, 2013 the Board held the first of two public hearings on proposed Ordinance 
No. 772. After much discussion on the proposed ordinance, the Board continued the hearing to 
October 1, 2013 to allow additional time to consider submitted testimony and recommendations 
provided by the Planning Commission and staff. 

On October I, the Board directed engrossment of the ordinance to include changes described in 
the October 1 staff report and continued the hearing to October 15 and 22,2013. The Board 
further directed staff to provide notice of the changes and the schedule for engrossment hearings 
as required by Chapter X ofthe County Charter. The Board also directed staff to prepare and 
mail a Type III Public Hearing Notice to owners of property within 1000 feet of the proposed 
overlay district. Copies of A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772, Individual Notice No. 2013-26, and 
the Type III Public Hearing Notice were provided in the Board's materials for the October 15, 
2013 hearing. 

Department of Land Use & Transportation' Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 

155 N First Avenue, Ste. 350 MS 14' Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
phone: (503) 846-3519 . fax: (503) 846-4412' TTY: (503) 846-4598' www.co.washington.or.us 



Board of Commissioners Staff Report 
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October 14, 2013 
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On October 15, the Board is scheduled to hold the first of two required public hearings on 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772. Since this staff report was prepared prior to the October 15 
hearing, staff will provide updated information to the Board at the October 22 meeting as 
appropriate. 

A separate action item recommending adoption of the findings for A-Engrossed Ordinance 
No. 772 by resolution and order has been provided in the meeting materials for the Board's 
October 22,2013 hearing. 
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On October 15, the Board is scheduled to hold the first of two required public hearings on 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772. Since this staff report was prepared prior to the October 15 
hearing, staff will provide updated information to the Board at the October 22 meeting as 
appropriate. 

A separate action item recommending adoption ofthe findings for A-Engrossed Ordinance 
No. 772 by resolution and order has been provided in the meeting materials for the Board's 
October 22,2013 hearing. 
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On October 15, the Board is scheduled to hold the first of two required public hearings on 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772. Since this staff report was prepared prior to the October 15 
hearing, staff will provide updated infonnation to the Board at the October 22 meeting as 
appropriate. 

A separate action item recommending adoption ofthe findings for A-Engrossed Ordinance 
No. 772 by resolution and order has been provided in the meeting materials for the Board's 
October 22, 2013 hearing. 
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Oct 2113 04:06p Jossy 

By Fax: 503-S%-4412 

Washington County, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
155 N. First Ave., Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro. OR 97l24-3072 

Re: Proposed Ordinance No. 772 

Chair Duyck and Commissioners: 

5036470492 p.2 

\RECElVED 
\ 

I, OCT 2 1 2013 

1\ I Jllg&angePlanning 
'\~ _L~~~ Use &-TranspOrtation 

Please submit this letter to the Washington County Board of Commissioners for its 
hearing on Oct 22, 2013. 

I am Bob lossy; my wife and [ O\\<TI the land that is adjacent to the Sunset Airstrip that is 
proposed for application of the new Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

We are asking the Washington County Board of Commissioners pass A-Engrossed Ordinance 
No. 772. 

First, after watching this process, I would like to thank each of you for giving the time to serve as 
a Commissioner. 

We have an approved subdivision, Sunset Orchard Estates (18 lots), which surrounds the Sunset 
Airstrip. What we are trying to create is a subdivision that is cohesive and united in conjunction 
\\ith the airstrip and the 18 homes already associated v..ith the Airstrip. We want aU of the 
homeowners in the subdivision to be part of the airstrip. We feel this is a proactive step in trying 
to minimize any possible conflict. In Ordinance No. 772 there is language that states prior to 
issuance of a building permit for a single family dwelling, the o"ltl.ller must sign and record a 
waiver not to remonstrate against customarily accepted airstrip and airpark uses. That is a 
powerful tool for the homeov.ners that are and \\til1 be associated with airstrip. If Ordinance 772 
is not passed the present homeovmers next to the airstrip will be associated "'ith the airstrip and 
new homeowners next to the airstrip would not be associated with the airstrip. These new 
homeowners would not be bound by the regulations of the present Airpark over]ay. This 
situation could result in conflict. 

I sent you this statement for the first hearing on 772 and it is still pertinent. Those that oppose 
ordinance 772 have voiced a concern about air traffic and how this win cause hann to the county. 
However they have not talked about the amount of traffic 772 would cause. I think we have 
sho"VIl that there wouJd be a very small increase in flights at Sunset Airstrip \\tith the passage of 
772. The total may be 4106 flights per day which is only twice the current number of2 or 3 per 
day. 

There will not be any commercial aviation activities allowed from these new lots in Sunset 
Orchard Estates. There could be commercial activities on the lots, such as a bed and breakfast or 
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By Fax: 503-846-4412 

Washington County, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Rrulge Planning 
155 N. First Ave., Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97l24-3072 

Re: Proposed Ordinance No. 772 

Chair Duyck and Commissioners: 

5036470492 p.2 

lRECElVED 
\ 
I 

OCT 2 1 20\3 

\\ ' Jllg&aI1&e Planning 
, L.,(~~ Use & Transportation 
\~ 

Please submit this letter to the Washington County Board of Commissioners for its 
hearing on Oct 22, 2013. 

I am Bob lossy; my wife and I o\'tu the land that is adjacent to the Sunset Airstrip that is 
proposed for application of the new Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

We are asking the Washington County Board of Commissioners pass A-Engrossed Ordinance 
No. 772. 

First, after watching this process, I would like to thank each of you for giving the time to serve as 
a Commissioner. 

We have an approved subdivision, Sunset Orchard Estates (lSlots), which surrolJDds the Sunset 
Airstrip. What we are trying to create is a subdivision that is cohesive and united in conjunction 
',\1th the airstrip and the 18 homes already associated with the Airstrip. We want all of the 
homeoMlers in the subdivision to be part of the airstrip. We feel this is a proactive step in trying 
to minimize any possible conflict. In Ordinance No. 772 there is language that states prior to 
issuance of a building permit for a single family dwelling, the owner must sign and record a 
waiver not to remonstrate against customarily accepted airstrip and airpark uses. That is a 
powerful tool for the homeoVvners that are and wil1 be associated with airstrip. If Ordinance 772 
is not passed the present homeovmers next to the airstrip will be associated with the airstrip and 
new homeowners next to the airstrip would not be associated with the airstrip. These new 
homeowners would not be bound by the regulations of the present Airpark overlay. This 
situation could result in conflict. 

I sent you this statement for the first hearing on 772 and it is still pertinent. Those that oppose 
ordinance 772 have voiced a concern about air traffic and how this will cause hann to the county. 
However they have not talked about the amount of traffic 772 would cause. I think we have 
shown that there wou1d be a very small increase in flights at Sunset Airstrip Vvith the passage of 
772. The total may be 4 to {j flights per day which is only twice the current number of 2 or 3 per 
day. 

There will not be any commercial aviation activities allowed from these new lots in Sunset 
Orchard Estates. There could be commercial activities on the lots, such as a bed and breakfast or 
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By Fax: 503-846-4412 

Washington County, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
155 N. First Ave., Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

Re: Proposed Ordinance No. 772 

Chair Duyck and Commissioners; 

5036470492 p.2 

lRECElVED 
" 
l 

OCT 2 1 2013 

i\ ' Jllg&aniePlanning 
\ t ... ~~ Use~ Transportation 

Please submit this letter to the Washington County Board of Commissioners for its 
hearing on Oct 22, 2013. 

I am Bob Jossy; my wife and I o~n the land that is adjacent to the Sunset Airstrip that is 
proposed for application of the new Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

We are asking the Washington County Board of Commissioners pass A-Engrossed Ordinance 
No. 772. 

First, after watching this process, I would like to thank each of you for giving the time to serve as 
a Commissioner. 

We have an approved subdivision, Sunset Orchard Estates (18 lots). which surrounds the Sunset 
Airstrip. What we are trying to create is a subdivision that is cohesive and united in conjunction 
"1th the airstrip and the 18 homes already associated ',\ith the Airstrip. We want all of the 
homeo"lners in the subdivision to be part of the airstrip. We feel this is a proactive step in trying 
to minimize any possible conflict. In Ordinance 1'\0. 772 there is language that states prior to 
issuance of a building permit for a single family dwelling, the o"ner must sign and record a 
waiver not to remonstrate against customarily accepted airstrip and airpark uses. That is a 
powerful tool for the homeo~ners that are and ~il1 be associated with airstrip. If Ordinance 772 
is not passed the present homeo",ners next to the airstrip will be associated with the airstrip and 
new homeowners next to the airstrip would not be associated with the airstrip. These new 
homeowners would not be bound by the regulations of the present Airpark overlay. Tms 
situation could result in conflict. 

I sent you this statement for the first hearing on 772 and it is still pertinent. Those that oppose 
ordinance 772 have voiced a concern about air traffic and how this will cause harm to the county. 
However they have not talked about the amount of traffic 772 would cause. I think we have 
shown that there would be a very small increase in flights at Sunset Airstrip ',\ith the passage of 
772. The tOtal may be 4 to 6 flights per day which is only tv'.ice the current number of 2 or 3 per 
day. 

There will not be any commercial aviation activities allowed from these new lots in Sunset 
Orchard Estates. There could be commercial activities on the lots, such as a bed and breakfast or 



Oct 21 13 04:07p Jossy 5036470492 p.3 

u-pick farm. It is possible that a plane could fly to this activity and park on that lot, however this 
is much like an automobile driving to that business just a different form of transportation. 
The amount of air traffic a business on these lots would create is small and there are very few 
businesses allowed in the AF5 and RR5 zones. We are asking the Washington County Board of 
Commissioners pass A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 making Sunset Orchard Estates an airstrip 
community. It seems to me the Board of Commissioners should encourage businesses as long as 
they fit the community. 

There was a suggestion by one opponent that since Washington County does not have an 
effective code enforcement program, to assure that the future airpark owners comply with the 
requirements ordinance 772 should require a conditional use process. The county long ago 
eliminated conditional uses and their periodic review of conditions. Any approved land use must 
continue to comply with all requirements applicable to it. If there is a violation it must be taken 
care of by the code enforcement program. We do not agree that the County does not have an 
effective code enforcement program. We do believe that ifthe program is not effective now, 
stating the requirements of 772 in some different fashion would not solve that problem. 

One of those opposed stated that this airpark may not be a problem but future residential air 
parks may be a problem. The chances of there ever being a new airstrip in Washington County 
with multiple homes associated \\ith it are slim at best. 

Ordinance 772 only allows four things that cannot already be done in the AF-5 and RR-5 zone. 
These are: If you have a residence you can have a hanger, have a taxiway for your plane, have a 
tie down and store aviation fuel. Putting this ordinance over to next year's work program to 
make it more restrictive would be counterproductive as I do not believe any change would be 
made to ordinance 772. 

We ask the Washington County Board of Commissioners pass A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772. 

Bob Jossy 
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u-pick farm. It is possible that a plane could fly to this activity an<! park on that lot, however this 
is much like an automobile driving to that business just a different form of transportation. 
The amount of air traffic a business on these lots would create is small and there are very few 
businesses allowed in the AF5 and RR5 zones. We are asking the Washington County Board of 
Commissioners pass A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 making Sunset Orchard Estates an airstrip 
community. It seems to me the Board of Commissioners should encourage businesses as long as 
they fit the community. 

There was a suggestion by one opponent that since Washington County does not have an 
effective code enforcement program, to assure that the future airpark owners comply with the 
requirements ordinance 772 should require a conditional use process. The county long ago 
eliminated conditional uses and their periodic review of conditions. Any approved land use must 
continue to comply with all requirements applicable to it. If there is a violation it must be taken 
care of by the code enforcement program_ We do not agree that the County does not have an 
effective code enforcement program. We do believe that ifthe program is not effective now, 
stating the requirements of772 in some different fashion would not solve that problem. 

One of those opposed stated that this airpark may not be a problem but future residential air 
parks may be a problem. The chances ofthere ever being a new airstrip in Washington County 
with multiple homes associated ,.vith it are slim at best. 

Ordinance 772 only allows four things that cannot already be done in the AF-5 and RR-5 zone. 
These are: If you have a residence you can have a hanger, have a taxiway for your plane, have a 
tie down and store aviation fuel. Putting this ordinance over to next year's work program to 
make it more restrictive would be counterproductive as I do not believe any change would be 
made to ordinance 772. 

We ask the Washington County Board of Commissioners pass A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772. 

Bob Jossy April Jossy , 
/J .' t, 
,i.;:r:;. f;/~:r 
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u-pick farm. It is possible that a plane could fly to this activity and park on that lot, however this 
is much like an automobile driving to that business just a different form of transportation. 
The amount of air traffic a business on these lots would create is small and there are very few 
businesses allowed in the AF5 and RR5 zones. We are asking the Washington County Board of 
Commissioners pass A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 miling Sunset Orchard Estates an airstrip 
community. It seems to me the Board of Commissioners should encourage businesses as long as 
they fit the community. 

There was a suggestion by one opponent that since Washington County does not have an 
effective code enforcement program, to assure that the future airpaIk owners comply with the 
requirements ordinance 772 should require a conditional use p[Ocess. The county long ago 
eliminated conditional uses and their periodic review of conditions. Any approved land use must 
continue to comply vvith all requirements applicable to it. If there is a violation it must be taken 
care of by the code enforcement program_ We do not agree that the County does not have an 
effective code enforcement program. We do believe that if the program is not effective nm\', 
stating the requirements of772 in some different fashion would not solve that problem. 

One of those opposed stated that this airpark may not be a problem but future residential air 
parks may be a problem. The chances of there ever being a new airstrip in Washington County 
with multiple homes associated v.'ith it are slim at best. 

Ordinance 772 only allows four things that cannot already be done in the AF-5 and RR-5 zone. 
These are: If you have a residence you can have a hanger, have a taxiway for your plane, have a 
tie down and store aviation fuel. Putting this ordinance over to next year's work program to 
make it more restrictive would be counterproductive as I do not believe any change would be 
made to ordinance 772. 

We ask the Washington County Board of Commissioners pass A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772. 

Bob Jossy April Jossy 
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26185 NW Evergreen Road 
October 22) 2013 

Washington County Commissioners 

Re: Ordinance 772 

Chair Duyck, Commissioners Malinowski) Rogers) Terry 

In spite of significant and meaningful public comment, Ordinance 772 retains many 
objectionable features. 

lhis ordinance, particularly in combination with the relaxed Home Occupations 
requirements in Ordinance 773) opens the door to virtually unrestricted aviation 
impact on community members. There is nothing in Ordinance 772, nor perhaps 
elsewhere in local law that provides for balancing aviation user activities with the 
erosion of livability for local residents. In fact, extensive existing legal 
infrastructure provides high levels of protection for aviation interests, e.g., 
aviation noise complaints are categorically excluded as invalid by Washington 
County's noise code, Similarly, Ordinance 772 "ensures that Residential Airpark 
development [at Sunset Airstrip] is compatible with continued operation of adjacent 
private airstrips," but doesn't ensure compatibility with operation of non-aviation 
land uses. The proponents claim that their CC&Rs will provide that compatability but 
yet those documents are solely under the control of the airstrip owners and thus 
hidden from the public view and community input. 

The ordinance is very ambiguous and omits important supporting work. For example, 
there is no reference to any input from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), a 
controlling jurisdiction, in spite of the very old Airport License) '1970 and the 
Policy reference within the ordinance itself that calls fOr FAA consultation. This 
is in contrast with other references to Oregon Department of Aviation and Port of 
Portland comments. In addition, staff comments (Staff report dated 10/7/13) p 2) 
about clustering noise generators, i.e., aircraft) has no supporting documentation 
and, in fact, seems at odds with the Port of Portland's efforts to disperse aviation 
activity to less "noise sensitive- areas. 

I request that, in the interests of transparency, accountability and community 
involvement, that you reject this ordinance. Ordinance work early in 2014 could 
provide a balanced approach that might incorporate the following suggestions: 

1. Provide clarification and support for the missing references and 
unSUbstantiated claims. 

2. Develop a mechanism whereby community members have a voice in the CC&Rs. This 
opportunity was identified in the Planning Commissions discussion of the 
ordinance in the September 4th meeting. 

3. Clarify the existing Health and Human Services code to provide structure to 
suitable aviation noise control measures. 

Thank you, 

Henry Oberhelman 

Attachment: Comments re Ordinance 772 
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26185 NW Evergreen Road 
October 22, 2e13 

Washington County Commissioners 

Re: Ordinance 772 

Chair Duyck, Commissioners Malinowski, Rogers, Terry 

In spite of significant and meaningful public comment, Ordinance 772 retains many 
objectionable features. 

lhis ordinance, particularly in combination with the relaxed Home Occupations 
requirements in Ordinance 773, opens the door to virtually unrestricted aviation 
impact on community members. There is nothing in Ordinance 772, nor perhaps 
elsewhere in local law that provides for balancing aviation user activities with the 
erosion of livability for local residents. In fact, extensive existing legal 
infrastructure provides high levels of protection for aviation interests, e.g., 
aviation noise complaints are categorically excluded as invalid by Washington 
County's noise code. Similarly, Ordinance 772 "ensures that Residential Airpark 
development [at Sunset Airstrip] is compatible with continued operation of adjacent 
private airstrips," but doesn't ensure compatibility with operation of non-aviation 
land uses. The proponents claim that their CC&Rs will provide that compatability but 
yet those documents are solely under the control of the airstrip owners and thus 
hidden from the public view and community input. 

The ordinance is very ambiguous and omits important supporting work. For example, 
there is no reference to any input from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), a 
controlling jurisdiction, in spite of the very old Airport License, '197e and the 
Policy reference within the ordinance itself that calls fOr FAA consultation. This 
is in contrast with other references to Oregon Department of Aviation and Port of 
Portland comments. In addition, staff comment5 (Staff report dated le/7/13, p 2) 
about clustering noise generators, i.e., aircraft, has no supporting documentation 
and, in fact, seems at odds with the Port of Portland's efforts to disperse aviation 
activity to less "noise sensitiveU areas. 

I request that, in the interests of transparency, accountability and community 
involvement, that you reject this ordinance. Ordinance work early in 2e14 could 
provide a balanced approach that might incorporate the following suggestions: 

1. Provide clarification and support for the missing references and 
unsubstantiated claims. 

2. Develop a mechanism whereby community members have a voice in the CCIRs. This 
opportunity was identified in the Planning Commissions discussion of the 
ordinance in the September 4~ meeting. 

3. Clarify the existing Health and Human Services code to provide structure to 
suitable aviation noise control measures. 

Thank you, 

Henry Oberhelman 

Attachment: Comments re Ordinance 772 
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26185 NW Evergreen Road 
October 22, 21313 

Washington County Commissioners 

Re: Ordinance 772 

Chair Duyck, Commissioners Malinowski, Rogers, Terry 

In spite of significant and meaningful public comment, Ordinance 772 retains many 
objectionable features, 

This ordinance, particularly in combination with the relaxed Home Occupations 
requirements in Ordinance 773, opens the door to virtually unrestricted aviation 
impact on community members. There is nothing in Ordinance 772, nor perhaps 
elsewhere in local law that provides for balancing aviation user activities with the 
erosion of livability for local residents. In fact, extensive existing legal 
infrastructure provides high levels of protection for aviation interests, e.g., 
dviation noise complaints are categorically excluded as invalid by Washington 
County's noise code. Similarly, Ordinance 772 "ensures that Residential Airpark 
development [at Sunset Airstrip) is compatible with continued operation of adjacent 
private airstrips," but doesn't ensure compatibility with operation of non-aviation 
land uses. The proponents claim that their CC&Rs will provide that compatability but 
yet those documents are solely under the control of the airstrip owners and thus 
hidden from the public view and community input. 

The ordinance is very ambiguous and omits important supporting work. For example, 
there is no reference to any input from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), a 
controlling jurisdiction, in spite of the very old Airport License, '19713 and the 
Policy reference within the ordinance itself that calls for FAA consultation. This 
is in contrast with other references to Oregon Department of Aviation and Port of 
Por~land comments. In addition, staff comment, (Staff report dated 10/7/13, p 2) 
about clustering noise generators, i.e., aircraft, has no supporting documentation 
and, in fact, seems at odds with the Port of Portland's efforts to disperse aviation 
activity to less "noise sensitive" areas. 

I request that, in the interests of transparency, accountability and community 
involvement, that you reject this ordinance. Ordinance work early in 21314 could 
provide a balanced approach that might incorporate the following suggestions: 

1. Provide clarification and support for the miSSing references and 
unsubstantiated claims. 

2. Develop a mechanism whereby community members have a voice in the CC&Rs. This 
opportunity was identified in the Planning Commissions discussion of the 
ordinance in the September 4~ meeting. 

3. Clarify the existing Health and Human Services code to provide structure to 
suitable aviation noise control measures. 

Thank you, 

Henry Oberhelman 

Attachment: Comments re Ordinance 772 



Comments re Ordinance 772 

1. FAA Comments or reference missing 

The ordinance [1] contains references to Oregon Department of Aviation [DOA] and the Port of Portland yet has 
no comments or reference to the Federal Aviation Administration [FAA]. The FAA clearly has jurisdiction over the 
airspace above Sunset Airstrip yet their input is not acknowledged. Ordinance 772 increases capacity of the air 
strip. as measured by the number of hangars and tie-downs, and it is expected that such an increase would call 
for consultation with the controlling jurisdiction under current airspace doctrine. Further, Policy 28 pp. 2 of 8, as 
included in the ordinance makes specific reference (paragraph a under implementing strategies) to "coordinate 
with the FAA ... ) 

2. Sunset Air Strip license 

The existing license is capped at 25 "families with aircraft" and does not allow for the 34 that are now available 
with the new subdivision. It would seem that this should be addressed in concert with the ordinance, particularly 
as the FAA is a party to the license. 

3. Ambiguity and missing definitions 

A number of phrases; Commercial Aircraft Activities and Commercial Aviation Activities, are used throughout the 
material to describe activities under the ordinance. It's true that "commercial aviation activity" is prohibited at 
Sunset Airstrip. But it's also true that our Codes do not define that phrase. Could an aircraft kit builder buy a lot 
at or adjacent to this Airstrip and assemble aircraft kits, or a flying club buy such a lot and sponsor sky diving 
activities, or a bed and breakfast be established in this area catering to fly in lodgers? In his letter [2J Mr. Derr 
makes the pOint that "commercial use" is not authorized in the RAOD .... (We find no reference to the phrase 
"commercial use" in the RAOD as presented in [1]) and goes on to comment that he does not think that the 
meaning of "Commercial Aviation Activities" is unclear. We suggest that Mr. Derr review FAA and Internal 
Revenue Service writings if there is doubt as the ambiguity of the phrasing. 

4. Unsubstantiated Claims 

It is a practice of the Port of Portland to disperse noise generating aviation training activities into adjacent areas 
based on their assessment of "Noise Sensitive Areas" By contrast, Ordinance 772 [1J page 2 of 5, Policy 
5(Noise) states that u ••• to locate future noise generators (aircraft) near the existing airstrip rather. .. (dispersal)." 
There is no substantiation for this statement nor is there any notation of the staff involved in this decision, thus the 
validity of the claim is suspect. 

5. Aircraft/Hangar numbers vs. aviation activity 

There are 16 residential properties at present, the new subdivision adds 18 parcels, all on a total of 94 acres. The 
new parces are significantly larger than the exist and with now unlimited tie-downs, it is conservative to expect 
future aircraft basing to be at levels approaching 100 as discussed in [3]. Further, reference [4] refers to " ... a 
number of residents with multiple planes, ... " with the conclusion clearly that the number of based aircraft will 
exceed one per residence. 
A letter from Lawrence R. Derr representing Bob and April Jossy [2J speaks to the number of aircraft and quotes a 
letter from a recreational pilot; " ... however, many aircraft a person may own, that person can only fly one at a 
time" A better analysis would be based on amount of flight activity as driven by number of based aircraft as well 
as number of pilots living at a particular residence coupled with some recognition of the particular type of aviation 
activity such as personal flight training. Such an approach is validated by the Integrated Noise Model as used as 
HIO. 

6. Home Occupations 

Ordinance 773 [5J significantly relaxes restrictions on Type 1 Home Occupations uses, e.g., retail sales now 
allowed, and permits Bed and Breakfast facilities as Type 1 in AF5 and RR5 districts. This action increases the 
likelihood of increased air traffic at Sunset Air Strip. 
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Comments re Ordinance 772 
-----------_._----_. -._-_ .. _--_ ... -----

1. FAA Comments or reference missing 

The ordinance [1] contains references to Oregon Department of Aviation [DOA] and the Port of Portland yet has 
no comments or reference to the Federal Aviation Administration [FAA]. The FAA clearly has jurisdiction over the 
airspace above Sunset Airstrip yet their input is not acknowledged. Ordinance 772 increases capacity of the air 
strip, as measured by the number of hangars and tie-downs, and it is expected that such an increase would call 
for consultation with the controlling jurisdiction under current airspace doctrine. Further, Policy 28 pp. 2 of 8, as 
included in the ordinance makes specific reference (paragraph a under implementing strategies) to "coordinate 
with the FAA ... ) 

2. Sunset Air Strip license 

The existing license is capped at 25 "families with aircraft" and does not allow for the 34 that are now available 
with the new subdivision. It would seem that this should be addressed in concert with the ordinance, particularly 
as the FAA is a party to the license. 

3. Ambiguity and missing definitions 

A number of phrases; Commercial Aircraft Activities and Commercial Aviation Activities, are used throughout the 
material to describe activities under the ordinance. It's true that "commercial aviation activity" is prohibited at 
Sunset Airstrip. But it's also true that our Codes do not define that phrase. Could an aircraft kit builder buy a lot 
at or adjacent to this Airstrip and assemble aircraft kits, or a flying club buy such a lot and sponsor sky diving 
activities, or a bed and breakfast be established in this area catering to fly in lodgers? In his letter [2J Mr. Derr 
makes the point that ·commercial use" is not authorized in the RAOD .... (We find no reference to the phrase 
"commercial use" in the RAOD as presented in [1]) and goes on to comment that he does not think that the 
meaning of "Commercial Aviation Activities" is unclear. We suggest that Mr. Derr review FAA and Internal 
Revenue Service writings if there IS doubt as the ambiguity of the phrasing. 

4. Unsubstantiated Claims 

It is a practice of the Port of Portland to disperse noise generating aviation training activities into adjacent areas 
based on their assessment of "Noise Sensitive Areas" By contrast, Ordinance 772 [1] page 2 of 5, Policy 
5(Noise) states that " ... to locate future noise generators (aircraft) near the existing airstrip rather.. (dispersal)." 
There is no substantiation for this statement nor is there any notation of the staff involved in this deCision, thus the 
validity of the claim is suspect. 

5. Aircraft/Hangar numbers vs. aviation activity 

There are 16 residential properties at present, the new subdivision adds 18 parcels, all on a total of 94 acres. The 
new parces are significantly larger than the exist and with now unlimited tie-downs, it is conservative to expect 
future aircraft basing to be at levels approaching 100 as discussed in (3]. Further, reference [4] refers to " ... a 
number of residents with multiple planes, .. " with the conclUsion clearly that the number of based aircraft will 
exceed one per residence. 
A letter from Lawrence R Derr representing Bob and April Jossy [2] speaks to the number of aircraft and quotes a 
letter from a recreational pilot; " ... however, many aircraft a person may own, that person can only fly one at a 
time" A better analysis would be based on amount of flight activity as driven by number of based aircraft as well 
as number of pilots living at a particular residence coupled with some recognition of the particular type of aviation 
activity such as personal flight training. Such an approach is validated by the Integrated Noise Model as used as 
HIO. 

6. Home Occupations 

Ordinance 773 (5] significantly relaxes restrictions on Type 1 Home Occupations uses, e.g., retail sales now 
allowed, and permits Bed and Breakfast faCilities as Type 1 in AF5 and RR5 districts. This action increases the 
likelihood of increased air traffic at Sunset Air Strip. 
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Comments re Ordinance 772 
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1. FAA Comments or reference missing 

The ordinance [1] contains references to Oregon Department of AViation [DOA] and the Port of Portland yet has 
no comments or reference to the Federal Aviation Administration [FAA]. The FAA clearly has jurisdiction over the 
airspace above Sunset Airstrip yet their input is not acknowledged. Ordinance 772 increases capacity of the air 
strip, as measured by the number of hangars and tie-downs, and it is expected that such an increase would call 
for consultation with the controlling jurisdiction under current airspace doctrine. Further, Policy 2B pp. 2 of B, as 
included in the ordinance makes specific reference (paragraph a under implementing strategies) to "coordinate 
with the FAA ... ) 

2. Sunset Air Strip license 

The existing license is capped at 25 "families with aircraft" and does not aHow for the 34 that are now available 
with the new subdivision. It would seem that this should be addressed in concert with the ordinance, particularly 
as the FAA is a party to the license. 

3, Ambiguity and missing definitions 

A number of phrases; Commercial Aircraft Activities and Commercial Aviation Activities, are used throughout the 
material to describe activities under the ordinance. It's true that "commercial aviation activity" is prohibited at 
Sunset Airstrip. But it's also true that our Codes do not define that phrase. Could an aircraft kit builder buy a lot 
at or adjacent to this Airstrip and assemble aircraft kits, or a flying club buy such a lot and sponsor sky diving 
activities, or a bed and breakfast be established in this area catering to fly in lodgers? In his letter [2J Mr. Derr 
makes the point that "commercial use" is not authorized in the RAOD .... (We find no reference to the phrase 
"commercial use" in the RAOD as presented in [1]) and goes on to comment that he does not think that the 
meaning of "Commercial Aviation Activities" is unclear. We suggest that Mr. Derr review FAA and Internal 
Revenue Service writings if there IS doubt as the ambiguity of the phrasing. 

4. UnSUbstantiated Claims 

It is a practice of the Port of Portland to disperse noise generating aviation training activities into adjacent areas 
based on their assessment of "Noise Sensitive Areas" By contrast, Ordinance 772 [1 J page 2 of 5, Policy 
5(Noise) states that " ... to locate future noise generators (aircraft) near the existing airstrip rather. (dispersal)." 
There is no substantiation for this statement nor is there any notation of the staff involved in this decision, thus the 
validity of the claim is suspect. 

5. Aircraft/Hangar numbers vs. aviation activity 

There are 16 residential properties at present, the new subdivision adds 1B parcels, all on a total of 94 acres. The 
new parces are significantly larger than the exist and with now unlimited tie-downs, it is conservative to expect 
future aircraft basing to be at levels approaching 100 as discussed in [3]. Further, reference [4J refers to " ... a 
number Of residents with multiple planes, .. "with the conclUsion clearly that the number of based aircraft will 
exceed one per residence. 
A letter from Lawrence R. Derr representing Bob and April Jossy [2] speaks to the number of aircraft and quotes a 
letter from a recreational pilot; " ... however, many aircraft a person may own, that person can only fly one at a 
time" A better analysis would be based on amount of flight activity as driven by number of based aircraft as well 
as number of pilots living at a particular residence coupled with some recognition of the particular type of aviation 
activity such as personal flight training Such an approach is validated by the Ir.tegrated Noise Model as used as 
HIO. 

6. Home Occupations 

Ordinance 773 [5J significantly relaxes restrictions on Type 1 Home Occupations uses, e.g., retail sales now 
allowed, and permits Bed and Breakfast facilities as Type 1 in AF5 and RR5 districts. This action increases the 
likelihood of increased air traffic at Sunset Air Strip. 
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8. County wide impact 

The ordinance, through amendment through amendment to Policy 28 extends the template effect of the 389 CDC 
throughout the county with little regard for the concerns or input from local residents. Future air park development 
can occur with no notice to the public and thus no chance for community involvement. 

9. Accountability and CC&Rs 

The proponents have repeatedly alluded to the CC&Rs of the private organization as being the control 
mechanism for insuring protection of the community against adverse aviation impacts. These CC&Rs are hidden 
from the public and subject to no input from affected community members. In the transcript of the WACO 
planning commission meeting held on September 4,2010, Mr. McCandless, the President of Roth Development 
indicated that he would have objection to having those CC&R's specified in the land use regulations regulating 
this district. 

10. Balance 

Ordinance 772 does two things: sets in place an ordinance for a residential air park specifically for Sunset Air 
Strip and sets in place a policy amendment to spread this action across the county. Together those actions 
provide a template for other similar developments and an enabling mechanism for such activity. There is nothing 
in either statement that provides for balance between aviation user activities and local resident livability 
erosion. In fact, existing county legal infrastructure provides very high levels of protection for aviation interests, 
e.g., aviation noise complaints [1J page 2 of 5, Policy 5(Noise) are categorically excluded as valid. As a result 
county residents are completely vulnerable to both current aviation technology adverse effects as well as the 
constant development of newer technologies, e.g., wearable personal aircraft, robotic helicopters and personal 
commuter aircraft. 

11. Proponents Testimony 

The testimony from proponents seems to lie along similar lines: 1.) It refers only to the benefits "I can see only a 
benefit .. " [4J. 2.) "I like to fly" [6] [7] We note that these two letters are so close in wording that they appear to be 
copied from someone's template. 3.) "I like this air strip just as it is." Other proponents comments are addressed 
elsewhere. Perhaps the most telling comment is from this letter of support [8): "In summary, ... 1 hope the text of 
the RAOD is kept as simple as possible, allowing underlying zoning and HOA regulations to rule the land" 
(emphasis mine) 

12. Financial Hardship 

The applicant has stated that he will incur "financial hardship" unless the ordinance is passed. Certainly this is a 
matter of degree that depends not only on the ordinance but more significantly on the price asked per lot and the 
demand for such lots vs. the loss of the purchaser that are not willing to buy if there were community protecting 
restrictions. 

13. What ifs and future casting 

The proponents have attempted to denigrate the communities efforts to anticipate the future impacts of the 
Sunset Air Strip. In part, these forecasts are based on the personal experience of those living around Apple 
Valley Airport and the Hillsboro Airport as well as the experience of effected residents around the country. More 
to the point is that "Future Casting", Le., predicting the future is an essential part of any deSign or marketing effort. 
Lacking such effort is assuming that the future will be the same as the past at best and we know that will not 
happen. In fact the applicant has identified a potential market for the lots in the subdivision and this is indeed 
predicting the future. 

14. Noise 

Noise from aviation activities is a well-known community impact and there is a large body of work on the 
measurement and control of its adverse effects. Helicopters are a particularly egregious source of noise through 
the different characteristics [9J of the noise they generate and their current availability as well as future 
development of lower cost versions. At this time, Washington County has no mechanism for assessing this noise 
yet the implementation of 772 is sure to bring more of this adverse effects. 
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8. County wide impact 

The ordinance, through amendment through amendment to Policy 28 extends the template effect of the 389 CDC 
throughout the county with little regard for the concerns or input from local residents. Future air park development 
can occur with no notice to the public and thus no chance for community involvement. 

9. Accountability and CC&Rs 

The proponents have repeatedly alluded to the CC&Rs of the private organization as being the control 
mechanism for insuring protection of the community against adverse aviation impacts. These CC&Rs are hidden 
from the public and subject to no input from affected community members. In the transcript of the WACO 
planning commission meeting held on September 4,2010, Mr. McCandless, the President of Roth Development 
indicated that he would have objection to having those CC&R's specified in the land use regulations regulating 
this district. 

10. Balance 

Ordinance 772 does two things: sets in place an ordinance for a residential air park specifically for Sunset Air 
Strip and sets in place a policy amendment to spread this action across the county. Together those actions 
provide a template for other similar developments and an enabling mechanism for such activity. There is nothing 
in either statement that provides for balance between aviation user activities and local resident livability 
erosion. In fact, existing county legal infrastructure provides very high levels of protection for aviation interests, 
eg, aviation noise complaints [1] page 2 of 5, POlicy 5(Noise) are categorically excluded as valid. As a result 
county residents are completely vulnerable to both current aviation technology adverse effects as well as the 
constant development of newer technologies, e.g., wearable personal aircraft, robotic helicopters and personal 
commuter aircraft. 

11. Proponents Testimony 

The testimony from proponents seems to lie along similar lines: 1.) It refers only to the benefits "I can see only a 
benefit ." [4). 2.) "I like to fly" (6) [7] We note that these two letters are so close in wording that they appear to be 
copied from someone's template. 3.) "I like this air strip just as it is." Other proponents comments are addressed 
elsewhere. Perhaps the most telling comment is from this letter of support [8): "In summary, ... 1 hope the text of 
the RAOD is kept as simple as possible, allowing underlying zoning and HOA regulations to rule the land" 
(emphasis mine) 

12. Financial Hardship 

The applicant has stated that he will incur "financial hardship" unless the ordinance is passed. Certainly this is a 
matter of degree that depends not only on the ordinance but more significantly on the price asked per lot and the 
demand for such lots vs. the loss of the purchaser that are not willing to buy if there were community protecting 
restrictions. 

13. What its and future casting 

The proponents have attempted to denigrate the communities efforts to anticipate the future impacts of the 
Sunset Air Strip. In part, these forecasts are based on the personal experience of those living around Apple 
Valley Airport and the Hillsboro Airport as well as the experience of effected residents around the country. More 
to the point is that "Future Casting", i.e., predicting the future is an essential part of any design or marketing effort. 
Lacking such effort is assuming that the future will be the same as the past at best and we know that will not 
happen. In fact the applicant has identified a potential market for the lots in the subdivision and this is indeed 
predicting the future. 

14. Noise 

Noise from aviation activities is a well-known community impact and there is a large body of work on the 
measurement and control of its adverse effects. Helicopters are a particularly egregious source of noise through 
the different characteristics [9) of the noise they generate and their current availability as well as future 
development of lower cost versions. At this time, Washington County has no mechanism for assessing this noise 
yet the implementation of 772 is sure to bring more of this adverse effects 
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8. County wide impact 

The ordinance, through amendment through amendment to Policy 28 extends the template effect of the 389 CDC 
throughout the county with little regard for the concerns or input from local residents. Future air park development 
can occur with no notice to the public and thus no chance for community involvement. 

9. Accountability and CC&Rs 

The proponents have repeatedly alluded to the CC&Rs of the private organization as being the control 
mechanism for insuring protection of the community against adverse aviation impacts. These CC&Rs are hidden 
from the public and subject to no input from affected community members. In the transcript of the WACO 
planning commission meeting held on September 4,2010, Mr. McCandless, the President of Roth Development 
indicated that he would have objection to having those CC&R's specified in the land use regulations regulating 
this district. 

10. Balance 

Ordinance 772 does two things: sets in place an ordinance for a residential air park specifically for Sunset Air 
Strip and sets in place a policy amendment to spread this action across the county. Together those actions 
provide a template for other similar developments and an enabling mechanism for such activity. There is nothing 
in either statement that provides for balance between aviation user activities and local resident livability 
erosion. I n fact, existing county legal infrastructure provides very high levels of protection for aviation interests, 
eg, aviation noise complaints [1J page 2 of 5, Policy 5(Noise) are categorically excluded as valid. As a result 
county residents are completely vulnerable to both current aviation technology adverse effects as well as the 
constant development of newer technologies, e.g., wearable personal aircraft, robotic helicopters and personal 
commuter aircraft. 

11. Proponents Testimony 

The testimony from proponents seems to lie along similar lines: 1.) It refers only to the benefits "I can see only a 
benefit ." [4). 2.) "I like to fly" (6) [7] We note that these two letters are so close in wording that they appear to be 
copied from someone's template. 3.) "I like this air strip just as it is." Other proponents comments are addressed 
elsewhere. Perhaps the most telling comment is from this letter of support [B): "In summary, ... 1 hope the text of 
the RAOD is kept as simple as possible, allowing underlying zoning and HOA regulations to rule the land" 
(emphasis mine) 

12. Financial Hardship 

The applicant has stated that he will incur "financial hardship" unless the ordinance is passed. Certainly this is a 
matter of degree that depends not only on the ordinance but more significantly on the price asked per lot and the 
demand for such lots vs. the loss of the purchaser that are not willing to buy if there were community protecting 
restrictions. 

13. What ifs and future casting 

The proponents have attempted to denigrate the communities efforts to anticipate the future impacts of the 
Sunset Air Strip. In part, these forecasts are based on the personal experience of those liVing around Apple 
Valley Airport and the Hillsboro Airport as well as the experience of effected residents around the country. More 
to the point is that "Future Casting', i.e., predicting the future is an essential part of any design or marketing effort. 
Lacking such effort is assuming that the future will be the same as the past at best and we know that will not 
happen. In fact the applicant has identified a potential market for the lots in the subdivision and this is indeed 
predicting the future. 

14. Noise 

Noise from aviation activities is a well-known community impact and there is a large body of work on the 
measurement and control of its adverse effects. Helicopters are a particularly egregious source of noise through 
the different characteristics [9) of the noise they generate and their current availability as well as future 
development of lower cost versions. At this time, Washington County has no mechanism for assessing this noise 
yet the implementation of 772 is sure to bring more of this adverse effects 
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15. WACO Planning Commission input 

The Washington County Planning Commission voted 4 to 1 to request denial of 772 and at the least this input 
should be considered rather than denigrated as has happened. 

References from public records and sources: 

[1] WACO. "ORO 772A,"8/15/13. 

[2] L. R. Derr, "Re: Ordinance 772,10/4/2013," 10/4/13. 

[3] M. Barnes, "Letter, 10/10/13 in opposition," 10/10/13. 
[4] OPA, "Letter, OPA to BOC, support for 772," 10/8113. 

[5] WACO, "ORO 773, A," 10/22/13. 
[6] E. Chadwick, "Letter of Support to LUT," 9/18113. 

[7] H. Farr, "Letter of Support, dated 9/28/13," 9/28/13. 
[8] C. Gerber, "Re: Ordinance 772," 9/22/13. 

[9] W. Johnson, "Helicopter Theory," 1994. 
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15. WACO Planning Commission input 

The Washington County Planning Commission voted 4 to 1 to request denial of 772 and at the least this input 
should be considered rather than denigrated as has happened. 
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[3] M. Barnes, "Letter, 10/10/13 in opposition," 10/10/13. 
[4] OPA, "Letter, OPA to BOC, support for 772," 10/8113. 

[5] WACO, "ORO 773, A," 10/22/13. 

[6] E. Chadwick, "Letter of Support to LUT," 9/18113. 

[7] H. Farr, "Letter of Support, dated 9/28/13," 9/28/13. 
[8] C. Gerber, "Re: Ordinance 772," 9/22113. 

[9] W Johnson, "Helicopter Theory," 1994. 
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[5] WACO, "ORO 773, A," 10/22/13. 
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October 21,2013 

TO: WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

FR: Henry Oberhelman and Pat Wolter, CPO 8 Interim Co-Chairs 

RE: Ordinance 772 - Summary of Votes at CPO 8 Meetings 

We feel it wOlJld be useful to summarize the voting results of two motions regarding 
Ordinance 772 from the September and October CPO 8 meetings. 

At the meeting on September 9, 2013, members eligible to vote upheld the action of the 
Planning Commission re Ordinance 772 by a unanimous vote of the 28 members present; 
this decision was presented to the BOC at its September 1 i h meeting. 

Following that BOC meeting, proponents of the ordinance approached CPO 
representatives, both in person and by phone, to express their differing views; 
subsequently, the decision was made to invite county staff to the October meeting to 
fmiher discuss the engrossed ordinance. 

At the October 14th CPO meeting, proponents presented a motion in favor of the 
engrossed ordinance, which passed by a vote of 12 in favor; 3 opposed; and 3 
abstentions. Additionally, there were five people present from other CPOs who, not being 
members, could not vote. It is important to note that most of the people who had voted to 
uphold the Planning Commission's decision were not present for this vote. 

Here, in another form, is a summary of the voting results on adopting Ordinance 772: 

Meeting Date 

September 9, 2013 

October 14, 2013 

In Favor 

0 

12 

Opposed Abstentions 

28 0 

3 3 

TIle purpose of this writing is simply to provide perspective, in one place, on voting 
results on a contentious issue at two CPO 8 meetings. From recent reporting in the local 
news media, it could be interpreted that the BOC is giving morc weight to the results of 
the second vote. We ask that the Board give appropriate weight to both results. 

Thank you, 

Henry Oberhelman Pal Wolter 
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October 21,2013 

TO: WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

FR: Henry Oberhelman and Pat Wolter, CPO 8 Interim Co-Chairs 

RE: Ordinance 772 - Summary of Votes at CPO 8 Meetings 

Wc feel it would be useful to summarize the voting results of two motions regarding 
Ordinance 772 from the September and October CPO 8 mcetings. 

At the meeting on September 9, 2013, members eligible to vote upheld the action of the 
Planning Commission re Ordinance 772 by a unanimous vote of the 28 members present; 
this decision was presented to the HOC at its September 1 i h meeting. 

Following that BOC meeting, proponents of the ordinance approached CPO 
representatives, hoth in person and by phone, to express their differing views; 
subsequently, the decision was made to invite county staff to the October meeting to 
further discuss the engrossed ordinance. 

At the October 14th CPO meeting, proponents presented a motion in favor of the 
engrossed ordinance, which passed by a vote of 12 in favor; 3 opposed; and 3 
abstentions. Additionally, there were five people present from other CPOs who, not being 
members, could not vote. It is important to note that most of the people who had voted to 
uphold the Planning Commission's decision were not present for this vote. 

Here, in another form, is a summary or the voting results on adopting Ordinance 772: 

111C purpose of this writing is simply to provide perspective, in one place, on voting 
results on a contentious issue at two CPO 8 meetings. From recent reporting in the local 
news media, it could he interpreted that the BOC is giving more weight to the rcsults of 
the second vote. We ask that the Board give appropriate weight to both results. 

Thank you, 

Henry Oberhelman Pm Wolter 

October 21,2013 

TO: WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

FR: Heruy Oberhelman and Pat Wolter, CPO 8 Interim Co-Chairs 

RE: Ordinance 772 - Summary of Votes at CPO 8 Meetings 

We fcel it would be useful to summarize the voting results of two motions regarding 
Ordinance 772 from the September and October CPO 8 mcetings. 

At the meeting on September 9, 2013, members eligible to vote upheld the action of the 
Planning Commission re Ordinance 772 by a unanimous vote of the 28 members present; 
this decision was presented to the HOC at its September I ih meeting. 

Following that BOC meeting, proponents of the ordinance approached CPO 
representatives, both in person and by phone, to express their differing views; 
subsequently, the decision was made to invite county staff to the October meeting to 
fmiher discuss the engrossed ordinance. 

At the October 14th CPO meeting, proponents presented a motion in favor of the 
engrossed ordinance, which passed by a vote of 12 in favor; 3 opposed; and 3 
abstentions. Additionally, there were five people present from other CPOs who, not being 
members, could not vote. It is important to note that most of the people who had votc:d to 
uphold the Planning Commission's decision were not present for this vote. 

Here, in another form, is a summary of the voting results on adopting Ordinance 71'2: 

- Mecti"g D!"·_i.-1n Favor 16PPOSCdJAbs~e~tio~q .. 

September 9, 2013 0 =li8 I 0 
-" - - --. -- - ------- . --- -- ----------
October 14, 2013 I 12 3 3 

-- -----~- - -.--~- - - - - .- - - -

1110 purpose of this writing is simply to provide perspective, in one place, on voting 
results on a contentious issue at two CPO 8 meetings. From recent reporting in the local 
news media, it could be interpreted that the BOC is giving more weight to the results of 
the second vote. We ask that the Board give appropriate weight to both results. 

Thank you, 

Hcruy Oberhelman Pal Wolter 



n County Citizen Action Network 
Washington County Citizen Action Network (We CAN) is a coalition of grassroots advocates (individuals and groups) dedicated to 
improving quality of life in Washingtoll County by promoting healthy and sustainaille communities, social and economic jus/ice, aile) 
open end responsive government. 

October 22, 2013 

To: Chair Andy Duyck 
Vice Chair Greg Malinowski 
Commissioner Roy Rogers 
Commssioner Dick Schouten 
Commissioner Bob Terry 

cc: LUT Director Andrew Singelakis 
Senior Planner Paul Shafer 
County Counsel Alan Rappleyea 

From: Board of Directors, Washington County Citizen Action Network (WC CAN) 

Re: A-Engrossed Ordinance 772 

On October 20, 2013, with more than a quorum present, we voted unanimously to 
endorse the testimony previously submitted by Chair Linda Peters regarding A
Engrossed Ordinance 772. In the same motion, we endorse all testimony submitted by 
Miki Barnes on behalf of Oregon Aviation Watch previously and at the October 22 final 
hearing. 

Our concerns remain: 
1. Ambiguity of the Ordinance's intent: does it create a new variety of Overlay District 
applicable to rural residential properties surrounding private airstrips, or is it a one-off 
Code change benefiting a set of contiguous properties in single ownership? If the latter, 
it creaties the appearance of cronyism and favoritism on the part of the Board. 

2. Likelihood that as worded, the Ordinance invites future commercialisation and 
significant increase in air traffic at the Sunset Airpark: Surrounding properties remain 
free to develop home occupations facilitated by their access to the airstrip. Examples 
could include fly-in B&Bs doing regular business promoting wine country tours and other 
"Agri-tourism" commercial offerings; Coommissioner Schouten cites other possibilities in 
his recent letter to your Board. 
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3. Inappropriateness of the County "outsourcing" protection against significant increases 
in air traffic -- and conseguent decreases in air gualilty -- to existing and proposed 
CC&Rs for the properties to which the Residential Airpark Overlay District would 
immediately apply, 

4. Legal problems cited by Oregon Aviation Watch which call into question assumptions 
and evidence upon which A-Engrossed Ordinance #772 rests, leaving it ripe for legal 
challenge if adopted. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Linda Peters 
Chair, WC CAN 
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Sean T. Malone 

259 E. Fifth Ave., 
Suite 200-0 
Eugene, OR 97401 

Via hand delivery 

October 22, 2013 

Attorney at Law 

Washington County Board of Commissioners 
155 N. First Avenue 
Hillsboro OR 97124-3072, Ste 300 
(503) 846-8681 

Tel. (303) 859-0403 
Fax (650) 471-7366 

seanmalone8@hotmail.com 

Re: Oregon Aviation Watch Comments on Proposed Ordinance No. 772 

Dear Washington County Board of Commissioners, 

On behalf of Oregon Aviation Watch, please accept these comments on proposed 

Ordinance No. 772. OA W respectfully requests that the County reject Ordinance No. 772 

because the Ordinance, as it currently stands, violates state law, is inconsistent with 

comprehensive plan provisions, and fails to demonstrate compliance with applicable statewide 

planning goals. 

Ordinance No. 772 violates ORS 836.608 

Sunset Airport is a private use airport, and is, therefore, governed by state law according 

to ORS 836.608(2)1: 

A local government shall recognize in its planning documents the location of private-use 

airports and privately owned public-use airports not listed under ORS 836.610(3) if the 

airport was the base for three or more aircraft, as shown in the records of Department of 

Transportation, on December 31, 1994. Local planning documents shall establish a 
boundary showing areas in airport ownership, or subject to long-term lease, that are 
developed or committed to airport uses described in ORS 836.616(2). Areas committed 
to airport uses shall include those areas identified by the airport owner that the local 

1 The county apparently relies on the policy contained in ORS 836.600 because its proposed 
amendment to the development code to "support the continued operation and vitality" of the 
Sunset Airstrip is drawn directly from ORS 836.600. 
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Washington County Board of Commissioners 
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Tel. (303) 859-0403 
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government determines can be reasonably expected to be devoted to airport uses allowed 

under ORS 836.6/6(2). 

(emphasis added). According to LUBA: 

[t]he geographic scope of an "airport described in subsection (2)" of ORS 836.608 is 

defined by the boundary that local governments apply in their planning documents." 
That boundal'y "includes both areas developed with airport uses and areas committed to 

airp0\1 uses, i.e., areas identified by the airport owner that he local govemment 
determines "can be reasonably expected to be devoted to airport uses[.]" Areas outside 

the airport boundary, petitioners argue, are not planned for airport uses and not protected 

for airport usage under ORS 836.608(2). 

NAA VE v. Washington County, 2009-019. Here, the proposed residential airpark overlay district 
is an area that "can be reasonably expected to be devoted to airport uses." For example, "[tJhe 

Overlay District applies to the rural residential areas adjacent to the Sunset Airstrip" and the 

"Residential Airpark Overlay District authorizes uses commonly associated with airstrip use .... " 
Ordinance No. 772 allows for residential airpark development, including individual aircraft 

hangars and paved tie-down areas, and taxiways. Those areas "expected to be devoted to airp0\1 

uses," however, must fall within the existing airport boundary, as contemplated in ORS 836.608. 

The uses contemplated by Ordinance No. 772 must occur within the ail'port boundary, not an 

area adjacent to it. The hangars, tie-downs, and taxiways allowed by the proposed overlay 
district may be located only "at an airport" described in ORS 836.608(2), meaning within the 

airport boundary established under ORS 836.608. 

In NAA VE, LUBA determined that "[nJothing cited to us in the statute suggests that 
existing airport uses or structures may be relocated outside the established airpolt boundaries 
without/irs! amending those boundaries." (emphasis added). LUBA went on to find that: 

While the "fourth sentence of ORS 836.608(3)(a) does exempt additional hangars and tie
downs from the review criteria in ORS 836.608(4) that would otherwise apply to new or 

expanded uses, but exempting such airport usesfrom those criteria does not necessarily 

mean an additional hangar may be sited outside the established airport boundary. To 

the contrary, as petitioners point out, such hangars are permitted only "at an airport 
described in" ORS 836.608(2), which appears to restrict the location of the hangar to a 
geographic area that fits that description. The fourth sentence operates only if the 
proposed location can accurately be described as "at an airport" described in ORS 
836.608(2), as that phrase is used in ORS 836.08(3)(a). 

(emphasis added). Here, the County must first amend the airport boundary as that is defined in 

ORS 836.608(2), and then, if it chooses to do so, create an additional recreational airpark overlay 

district that is clearly devoted to airport uses. In NAAVE, LUBA concluded that: 
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We agree with petitioners that ORS 836.608(2) requires the local govelllment to establish 

an airport "boundary" that has the effect of determining the geographic extent ofthe 

"airport," based on areas that are developed or committed to airport uses. Committed 

areas include areas "identified by the airport owner that the local government determines 

can be reasonably expected to be devoted to ail'port uses allowed under ORS 

836.616(2)." By implication, areas outside the boundary are those that are not 
reasonably expected to be devoted to airport uses allowed under ORS 836.616(2). 

(emphasis added). Because the new district is devoted to airport use, it can only occur within the 

boundary ofthe airport. Thus, the Ordinance No. 772 is fundamentally flawed because the 

airport boundary has not been amended. 

Proposed Ordinance No. 772 is Inconsistent with Comprehensive Plan Policies 

In amending an acknowledged comprehensive plan, a local government is required by 

statute to assure the plan as amended complies with the statewide planning goal and the 

amendment does not create a conflict in the unamended portions of the acknowledged 

comprehensive plan and land use regulations. ORS 197.175(2); 197.835(4); Von Lubken v. 

Hood River County, 22 Or LUBA 307 (1991); 1000 Friends of Oregon v. Jackson County, 79 Or 

App 93, 98, 718 P2d 753 (1987). Here, Rural Natural Resource Policy 4 provides: "It is the 

policy of Washington County to maintain or improve existing air quality." Here, the residential 

airpark overlay district would allow additional aviation activity, and evidence in the record 

demonstrates that increased aviation leads to increased air pollution, including lead pollution (a 

neurotoxin) and particulate matter pollution. The County has not yet explained how proposed 

Ordinance No. 772 maintains or improves air quality. Simply put, increased air pollution does 

not maintain or improve existing air quality. 

Propo~~~L()rdinance No. 772 is inconsistent with S!~~\Yi9.(LPlarwln&.QQ<!LQ 

The County has not yet set forth the ordinance's consistency with the statewide planning 

goals, as is required when a local government pursues a post-acknowledgment plan amendment. 

See Von Lubken v. Hood River County, 22 Or LUBA 307 (1991). Goal 6 provides: 

To maintain and improve the quality of the air, water, and land resources of the state. 

All waste and process discharges from future development, when combined with such 

discharges from existing developments shall not threaten to violate, or violate applicable 

state or federal environmental quality statutes, rules and standards. With respect to the 

air, water and land resources of the applicable air sheds and river basin described or 

included in the state environmental quality statues, rules, standards and implementation 

plans, such discharges shall not (1) exceed the carrying capacity of such resources, 

considering long range needs; (2) degrade such resources; or (3) threaten the availability 

of such resources. 
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The County has not yet demonstrated how increasing the amount of hangars, tie-downs, and, 

presumably, aviation activity over the skies of Washington County maintains, improves, or does 

not degrade the quality of the air, water, and land resources. 

The County must make findings re compliance with Comprehensive Plan and Goal 6 

Here, the County must make adequate findings to support its decision: "[a]lthough no 

statute or appellate court case we are aware of specifically requires that all legislative 

comprehensive plan amendments be supported by findings, findings may nevertheless be 

required to allow this Board to determine whether the amended plan remains internally 

consistent with the statewide planning goals." Von Lubken v. Hood river County, 22 Or LUBA 

307 (1991). The county has not shown sufficient findings to support Ordinance No. 772 as it 

relates to the county's plan and the applicable statewide planning goals. 

~onclusion 

Unless the County first amends the airport boundary, Ordinance No. 772 violates ORS 

836.608. Ordinance No. 772 similarly violates statewide planning goal 6 and comprehensive 

plan provisions. Finally, though the County is proposing a legislative decision, the County must 

still make adequate findings to ensure consistency with statewide planning goals and the existing 

comprehensive plan. Because of these flaws, the County should reject proposed Ordinance No. 

772. If the County presses forward with this ordinance at this time, then it will likely draw an 

appeal to the Land Use Board of Appeals. 

Thank you for this opportunity to submit these comments on behalf of Oregon Aviation 

Watch. 

Respectfully, 

Sean T. Malone 
Attorney for Oregon Aviation Watch 

cc: client 
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presumably, aviation activity over the skies of Washington County maintains, improves, or does 

not degrade the quality of the air, water, and land resources. 

The County Intist make findings re compliance with CQmprehensive Plan and Goal 6 
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consistent with the statewide planning goals." Von LuMen v. Hood river County, 22 Or LUBA 

307 (1991). The county has not shown sufficient fll1dings to support Ordinance No. 772 as it 
relates to the county's plan and the applicable statewide planning goals. 

~onclusion 

Unless the County first amends the airport boundary, Ordinance No. 772 violates ORS 

836.608. Ordinance No. 772 similarly violates statewide planning goal 6 and comprehensive 

plan provisions. Finally, though the County is proposing a legislative decision, the County must 

still make adequate findings to ensure consistency with statewide planning goals and the existing 

comprehensive plan. Because of these flaws, the County should reject proposed Ordinance No. 

772. If the County presses forward with this ordinance at this time, then it will likely draw an 

appeal to the Land Use Board of Appeals. 
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October 22, 2013 

To: Chair Andy Duyck 
Vice Chair Greg Malinowski 
Commissioner Roy Rogers 
Commissioner Dick Schouten 
Commissioner Bob Terry 

cc: LUT Director Andrew Singelakis 
Senior Planner Paul Shafer 
County Counsel Alan Rappleyea 

Subject ORO 772 

\ 
L E\\et) 5",,,,,,<\ers 

Home Occupancy Type I are permitted, through a Type 1 Procedure 
in AF5 and RR5 land use districts. 

Ordinance 779. now allows retail sales in Type I Home Occupancies, 
allows limited business related delivery (See ordinance for exact 
language) and allows up to 5 on-site customers per day. 

These permitted activities show how much expansion could occur if 
ORO 772 is allowed. These activities would be in direct conflict with 
the Rural/Natural Resources Plans. 

As I have already mentioned in previous testimony this Ordinance 
772 constitute a taking from local residence. Since the air traffic from 
Sunset Airpark would be flying lower than 500 feet in many cases the 
local noise and lead gas plume will substantially diminish the property 
values, health, safety and livability of the local area. 

To quoit the work of Oregon Aviation Watch President Miki Barnes: 

The 1998 Letter of Understanding between the FAA and Roth Development states that 
"Pilots of aircraft using the Sunset Airport shall remain at or below 500 ft. AGL while in 
the Hillsboro Class D surface area." (See attached). Hillsboro Airport Class D airspace 
extends outward in a 4.2 mile radius of the Hillsboro Airport and includes the most 
densely populated areas over North Plains. i 

It is worth noting that this FAA direetive may well constitute a taking, as individual 
property owners own the airspace 500 feet above their properties. A case in point is: 
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Aaron v. United States (1963) -- In this action for compensation for the taking of 
an avigation easement, plaintiffs were entitled to compensation for an easement 
only with respect to overflights below 500 feet above ground. Plaintiffs lived in 
an "uncongested" area and the public ("navigable") airspace in uncongested areas 
commences at 500 feet altitude according to federal aviation regulations. (U.s. Ct. 
Claims; 160 Ct.Cl. 295, 311 F2d 798)ii. 

It is important to note in this regard that there are legal cases in which aircraft activity has 
been determined to be a taking, even in cases where it flies over private property above 
500 feet. See Thornburg v. Port of Portland. iii 

On July 13,2006, in McCarran International Airport v. Sisolak, a property owner was 
awarded over $16 Million subsequent to a Nevada Supreme Court ruling that, 

property owners have a right to airspace up to 500 feet and that the use of the 
airspace is subject to, and subordinate to, the property owner's interests ... the 
court found that the height ordinances caused a taking of the owner's property, 
because they 'exclude the owners from using their property and, instead; allow 
aircraft to exclusively use the airspace' ... The court based the "use of the 
airspace" on evidence in the record that aircraft flew within 500 feet of the 
ground, even though there was no evidence on the frequency or history of such 
flights. (Noise was not an issue in this case.) ... Sisolak also rejected the argument 
that the Airport held an avigation easement that it had secured in exchange for 
land use approvals. The Court found that the easement was an unconstitutional 
exaction, because there was no reasonable nexus between the approval sought and 
the avigation easement. '[R]equiring an uncompensated easement as a condition to 
development is improper and cannot be used by the County as a defense to the 
taking of the landowner's airspace without compensation."v 

The Apple Valley LUBA decision further points to CDC 430-7 as the relevant code in 
those cases where a "Personal use airport or heliport, including associated hangers, 
maintenance and service facilities, may be permitted as a special use in certain districts 
outside of the airport overlay district. .. flV One of the standards involves securing FAA, 
ODA and DEQ approval, none of which is formally on the record in the case of the 
Sunset Airpark's proposed RAOD proposaL" 

Rural/Natural Resources 

NATURAL AND CUL rURAL 

4, QUAliTY: 

It the policy of Washington County to maintain or improve 
existing quality. 

Implementing Strategies 

The County will: 
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a.Support effective controls on air pollutant emissions and their adverse 
impacts 

b.Work with the State Department of Environmental Quality and the 
Metropolitan Service District to develop State and Regional air 
quality programs. 

c.Assure that land use decisions comply with any applicable Department of 
Environmental Quality Standards. 

Summary Findings and Conclusions 

The majority of air quality problems in Washington County are the result of 
activities within the urbanized area in the eastern half of the County which 
is in the Portland Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA). The AQMA 
contains significant area that is not within the Metropolitan Urban Growth 
Boundary. The air in this area sometimes exceeds Federal standards for 
levels of ozone, carbon monoxide and total suspended paliiculates. 

Washington County Rural/Natural Resource Plan Element Policy 4, Air 
Quality Page 1 

POLICY 5, NOISE: 

It the policy Washington County to support efforts to 
control noise and attempt to limit the adverse impacts of noise. 

Implementing Strategies 

The County will: 

a.Support control of excessive or unnecessary nolse and efforts to limit its 
adverse impacts. 

b.Assure that land use decisions will be in compliance with the applicable 
Department of Environmental Quality Noise Standards. 

c. Evaluate existing noise problems in coordination with the Department of 
Environmental Quality. 

d.Discourage the location of service facilities such as schools, hospitalS. 
nursing homes, public assembly and high-density residential 
development within the year 2000 LDN 55 and LON GO contours. 

e.Coordinate with the Department of Environmenta! Quality, Oregor: 
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Department of Transportation and the Port of Portland when 
establishing land use designations near airports. 

Summary Findings and Conclusions 

Noise can be a significant hazard to health, more serious than usually 
recognized. Noise is defined as unwanted sound and can result in loss of 
sleep, general discomfort and a reduction in the quality of life. Source 
reduction, buffering, and careful location of noise producing and noise
sensitive activities are important methods of minimizing noise-related 
problems. 

I have also spoken in previous testimony and I reiterate here that this 
Airpark sits in the middle of agricultural land. The expansion of this 
facility will severely imping on the rural uses of nearby land. This 
again constitutes a taking. Code states new uses are not allowed if 
they seriously interfere with already established uses. There are 
many riding stables within the airparks takeoff and landing patterns. 
As an equestrian I can attest to the possible harm that can be caused 
by aviation noise. 

Again I quoit Oregon Aviation Watch President Miki Barnes: 

Though the location of the Sunset Airpark is in a rural area, a review of the Roth 
Development, Inc. Declaration of Covenant and Restrictionsvi that apply to the airpark 
Air Acres Home Owners Association reveals that the current mles place significant 
restrictions on current faml practices. For instance, Article II of this document entitled 
Reside111i;:tEJ.$~Ql!Iy. allows outbuildings such as garages, greenhouses, guest houses, 
servants' quarters and airplane hangars, yet prohibits building a stable ..... f! 

Under Article III: Prohibited Uses includes the following, "No poultry or other fowl, 
livestock, horses, or other animals, except dogs, cats, and the usual household pets, shall 
be kept or permitted upon said premises ... " 

Me lossy and a number of current Sunset Airpark residents seem much more invested in 
growing the airport than thcy are in preserving farmland. In fact, various residents 
testified that they want future residents to be pilots. In addition, lossy lobbied to include 
three Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) parcels and one Agricultural and Forest District (AF-20) 
parcel in the airport overlay district rather than preserve it for farming." 

Respectfully submitted by, 
Ellen Saunders 
47950 NW Dingheiser Rd 
Manning OR 97125 
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Good Evening 

My name is Robert Braze, I live at 264 SE 33rd Hillsboro, 
Oregon. Thank you for the opportunity to speak this evening. 

After a review of previous testimony concerning the proposed 
ordinance No. 772, I wish to clear up some concerns. Since 
beginning operations more than two decades ago, Sunset Airpark 
has been an exemplary model of a successful private use airport. 

Sunset Airpark operates within Federal Class D airspace controlled 
by the Air Traffic Control Tower located at the Hillsboro Airport. 
Operating under a letter of agreement with ATC, the pilots based at 
this airfield are required to inform the tower of their arrival and 
departure. This is to allow ATC to do their job and separate aircraft 
operating within this airspace. 

The Code of Federal regulations, Title 14, Part 49 does not limit 
the number or frequency of aircraft using pub1ic or private use 
airports. All aircraft are required to comply with the regulations 
contained within these codes. 

As a retired Federal Aviation Administration, Aviation Safety 
Inspector, I served almost 25 years at the local Flight Standards 
District Office here in Hillsboro. As an Operations Inspector I am 
intimately familiar with both General aviation and Air Carrier 
operations. 

One of my primary duties as an Operations Inspector was in 
compliance and enforcement of the Federal Aviation Regulations. 
Shou Id a Pilot Deviation be filed by Air Traffic Control against an 
aircraft operating within its jurisdiction or a public complaint be 
received, it is the responsibility of the flight Standards District 
Office to conduct a federal investigation. 
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Sunset Airpark operates within Federal Class 0 airspace controlled 
by the Air Traffic Control Tower located at the Hillsboro Airport. 
Operating under a letter of agreement with ATC, the pilots based at 
this airfield are required to inform the tower oftheir arrival and 
departure. This is to allow ATC to do their job and separate aircraft 
operating within this airspace. 

The Code of Federal regulations, Title 14, Part 49 does not limit 
the number or fi'equency of aircraft using public or private use 
airports. All aircraft are required to comply with the regulations 
contained within these codes. 

As a retired Federal Aviation Administration, Aviation Safety 
Inspector, I served almost 25 years at the local Flight Standards 
District Oflice here in Hillsboro. As an Operations Inspector I am 
intimately familiar with both General aviation and Air Carrier 
operations. 

One of my primary duties as an Operations lnspector was in 
compliance and enforcement of the Federal Aviation Regulations. 
Should a Pilot Deviation be filed by Air Traffic Control against an 
aircraft operating within its jurisdiction or a public complaint be 
received, it is the responsibility of the flight Standards District 
Office to conduct a federal investigation. 



During my tenure at the local FAA district office I am aware of no 
investigations or violations of the FAR's with regard to the pilots 
operating at Sunset Airpark. In addition, compliance with the letter 
of agreement with the Hillsboro air traffic control tower has not 
been a problem. 

The citizens of Washington County should be pleased that the 
board has not failed in their attention to detail in this matter and 
that their final decision will be in the best interest of their 
constituency. 

Prohibiting commercial flight activity within a Residential Airpark 
Overlay District would ensure that the current Airpark's 
operational status would remain unchanged. Defining hangar size, 
tie down space and taxiways currently in use at Sunset Airpark 
should encourage future success with the addition of the proposed 
lots. 

The homeowners and piJots along with the community surrounding 
the Sunset Airpark have established a working rapport. Operational 
safety has not been an issue over the decades and there is no reason 
to assume it will change. 

r recommend passage of the Ordinance and with due diligence by 
the board it will be the standard by which future residential airpark 
overlay districts will be judged. 

Thank you. 
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October 22, 2013 

Oregon Aviation Watch 
PO Box 838 

Banks, Oregon 97106 
503-324-0291 

Washington County Board of Commissioners 
155 N. First Ave. 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 
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Re: 10/22113 Washington County Work Session and Board of Commissioner's Hearing Urging 
the Rejection of Ordinance 772. 

Dear Commissioners: 

Sunset Airpark was accorded private airport status by the state simply because there were 3 or 
more aircraft based at that site in 1994. The airpark accepted this designation even though it is 
now, and has always been, a personal use airpark. The airpark could have lobbied against this 
designation both on a state and local level, but opted not to, presumably because it aspired to 
engage in commercial activities at some future date. 

Bob Jossy and members of the airpark homeowner's association have now decided that they no 
longer want to be bound by state and county laws that govern Private Use Airport Districts in 
Oregon and Washington County. Though they want to retain the rights accorded this designation 
accords, they want to be absolved from abiding by the laws that govern it. As a result, they have 
appealed to the county, via Ordinance No. 772, to establish an entirely new set of laws specific to 
their particular circumstances. If the county commissioners sllpport this effort by passing and 
codifying the proposed ordinance, it will inevitably open the door for other individuals and 
airports in Washington County to build aviation related structures on properties zoned for 
residential uses. Commensurate legal challenges are likely to follow - challenges that can 
proactively be avoided by rejecting this ordinance. 

Location of Airport Structures Off Airport Property 

There are striking parallels between the Apple Valley Airport multi-year legal struggle and the 
current Ordinance No. 772 Sunset Airpark expansion proposal, especially insofar as Mike and 
Jennie Applebee owned two adjacent properties one of which, the Apple Valley airstrip, was 
designated as a Private Use Airport Overlay District while the adjoining parcel included a 
residential dwelling and an agricultural outbuilding. Similarly, Sunset Airpark is also a Private 
Use Airport District which is located next to properties zoned for residential uses. 

A review of the Final Opinion and Orders in NAAVE vs. Michael and Jennie Applebee LlJBA 
No. 2007-001 1 and LUBA No. 2009-0192

, reveals that in promoting Ordinance No. 772, 
Washington County, Roth Development, Bob lossy, and Sunset Airpark residents are 
surreptitiously attempting to circumvent existing state statute and established Land Use Board of 
Appeals (LUnA) precedent. They are essentially trying to create a situation in which property 
owners can build hangars on their residential parcels outside of an established airport district. 
This is a dangerous precedent that could potentially trigger countywide reverberations. In 
addition, Ordinance No. 772 includes no protections whatsoever for neighboring property owners. 
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Oregon Aviation Watch 
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Re: 10/22/13 Washington County Work Session and Board of Commissioner's Hearing Urging 
the Rejection of Ordinance 772. 

Dear Commissioners: 

Sunset Airpark was accorded private airpolt status by the state simply because there were 3 or 
more aircraft based at that site in 1994. The airpark accepted this designation even though it is 
now, and has always been, a personal use airpark. The airpark could have lobbied against this 
designation both on a state and local level, but opted not to, presumably because it aspired to 
engage in commercial activities at some future date. 

Bob Jossy and members of the airpark homeowner's association have now decided that they no 
longer want to be bound by state and county laws that govern Private Use Airport Districts in 
Oregon and Washington County. Though they want to retain the rights accorded this designation 
accords, they want to be absolved from abiding by the laws that govern it. As a result, they have 
appealed to the county, via Ordinance No. 772, to establish an entirely new set of laws specific to 
their particular circumstances. If the county commissioners support this effort by passing and 
codifying the proposed ordinance, it will inevitably open the door for other individuals and 
airports in Washington County to build aviation related structures on properties zoned for 
residential uses. Commensurate legal challenges are likely to follow - challenges that can 
proactively be avoided by rejecting this ordinance. 

Location of Airport Structures orr Airport Property 

There are striking parallels between the Apple Valley Airport multi-year legal struggle and the 
current Ordinance No. 772 Sunset Airpark expansion proposal, especially insofar as Mike and 
Jennie Applebee owned two adjacent properties one of which, the Apple Valley airstrip, was 
designated as a Private Use Airport Overlay District while the adjoining parcel included a 
residential dwelling and an agricultural outbuilding. Similarly, Sunset Airpark is also a Private 
Use Airport District which is located next to· properties zoned for residential uses. 

A review of the Final Opinion and Orders in NAA VE vs. Michael and Jennie Applebee LUBA 
No. 2007-00 II and LUBA No. 2009-019", reveals that in promoting Ordinance No. 772, 
Washington County, Roth Development, Rob lossy, and Sunset Airpark residents are 
surreptitiously attempting to circumvent existing state statute and established Land Use Board of 
Appeals (LUnA) precedent. They are essentially trying to create a situation in wh ich property 
owners can build hangars on their residential parcels outside of an established airport district. 
This is a dangerous precedent that could potentially trigger countywide reverberations, In 
addition, Ordinance No. 772 includes no protections whatsoever for neighboring property owners. 
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Re: 10/22113 Washington County Work Session and Board of Commissioner's Hearing Urging 
the Rejection of Ordinance 772. 

Dear Commissioners: 

Sunset Airpark was accorded private airport status by the state simply because there were 3 or 
more aircraft based at that site in 1994. The airpark accepted this designation even though it is 
now, and has always been, a personal use airpark. The airpark could have lobbied against this 
designation both on a state and local level, but opted not to, presumably because it aspired to 
engage in commercial activities at some future date. 

Bob lossy and members of tile airpark homeowner's association have now decided that they no 
longer want to be bound by state and county laws that govern Private Use Airport Districts in 
Oregon and Washington County. Though they want to retain the rights accorded this designation 
accords, they want to be absolved from abiding by the laws that govern it. As a result, they have 
appealed to the county, via Ordinance No. 772, to establish an entirely new set of laws specific to 
their particular circumstances. If the county commissioners support this effort by passing and 
codifying the proposed ordinance, it will inevitably open the door for other individuals and 
airports in Washington COlmty to build aviation related structures on properties zoned for 
residential uses. Commensurate legal challenges are likely to follow - challenges that can 
proactively be avoided by rejecting this ordinance. 

Location of Airport Structures orr Airport Property 

There are striking parallels between the Apple Valley Airport multi-year legal struggle and the 
current Ordinance No. 772 Sunset Airpark expansion proposal, especially insofar as Mike and 
Jenrlie Applebee owned two adjacent properties one of which, the Apple Valley airstrip, was 
designated as a Private Use Airport Overlay District while the adjoining parcel included a 
residential dwelling and an agricultural outbuilding. Similarly, Sunset Airpark is also a Private 
Use Airport District which is located next to' properties zoned for residential uses. 

A review of the Final Opinion and Orders in NAAVE vs. Michael and Jennie Applebee UJBA 
No. 2007-00 I: and LUBA No. 2009-019', reveals that in promoting Ordinance No. 772, 
Washington County, Roth Development, Bob Jossy, and Sunset Airpark residents are 
surreptitiously attempting to circumvent existing slate statute and established Land Use Board of 
Appeals (LUnA) precedent. They are essentially trying to create a situation in wh ich property 
owners can iJuild hangars on their residential parcels outside of an established airport district. 
This is a dangerous precedent that could potentially trigger countywide reverberations. In 
addition, Ordinance No. 772 includes no protection;, whatsoever for neighboring property owners. 
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A letter submitted by Bob Jossy to the board of commissioners for the 9/24113 hearing 
acknowledges that airport activity can be a source of conflict. 3 

Those promoting the Sunset Airpark expansion have the option of using runways and storing 
aircraft at establ ished airports. There are already more than 450 general aviation airports in 
Oregon alone. As noted by several pilots during the hearings on this ordinance, a pilot can only 
fly one aircraft at a time,4 an obvious fact that mitigates the need to store multiple aircraft on a 
residential property that is not zoned for airport use. 

This ordinance is designed solely to benefit the financial interests and promote the personal 
development whims of the Jossy family and Roth Development Inc. in conjunction with the 
personal and financial interests of current and future residents of the Sunset A irpark. Though the 
county claims there are no noise complaints on record related to the Sunset Airpark, a review of 
the county file indicates that this is expected to change if the expansion is approved. A letter 
dated 411 5/09 from Melinda Fahey with the Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA) to Naomi 
Vogel-Beattie in the Washington County Land Use Division illustrates this point. After a 
preliminary plat review for the then J 5-lot subdivision proposal, she noted that "The ODA 
recommends the county incorporate a "Declaration of Anticipated Noise" to the adjacent homes." 
Attached to her correspondence was a copy of a sample noise easement. (See attached) 

The ongoing legal conflicts, numerous noise complaints, and concerns about aviation generated 
environmental impacts, including lead and other pollutants, further attest to the contentious nature 
of airport expansions and development in Washington County. 

A Review of LUBA No. 2009-019 Re: the Apple Valley Airport 

In the 2009 LUBA case cited above, Mike and Jennie Applebee, the owners of the Apple Valley 
airstrip and the adjoining residential property located next to the airstrip, sought development 
approval from Washington County to construct three aviation related structures on their 
residential property adjoining the existing boundary of the private use airport overlay district. 
Their proposal included the following: 

1) a new 17,000 square foot aircraft hangar 
2) a 36,500 square foot concrete helicopter landing pad 
3) an 18,500 square foot gravel vehicle and aircraft parking/staging area. 

In a 115/09 decision, Washington County Hearings Officer Pam Beery denied the helicopter 
landing pad and staging area request because both were located outside the airport overlay 
district. She did, however, approve the hangar though the proposed location for that structure was 
also outside the airport overlay district. Her rationale was that she viewed the hangar as a 
replacement for a barn that was currently located on the property but was being used as a hangar.' 

Due to a number of concerns related to Beery's final ruling, Neighbors Against Apple VaJJey 
Airport Expansion (NAA VE) appealed to LUBA. 

LUBA puzzled over Beery's decision to approve a hangar off of airport property and ultimately 
overturned her ru ling on this particu lar issue, 

It is not clear to us why the hearings officer believed that DRS 836.608(3)(a) authorizes 
location of the proposed hangar outside the overlay district and existing airport boundary. 
Nothing cited to us in the statute suggests that existing airpolt uses or structures may be 
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A letter submitted by Bob lossy to tile board of commissioners for the 9/24/13 hearing 
acknowledges that airport activity call be a source of con fiict. 3 

Those promoting the Sunset Airpark expansion have the option of lIsing runways and storing 
aircraft at established airports. There are already more than 450 general aviation airports in 
Oregon alone. As noted by several pilots during the hearings on this ordinance, a pilot can only 
fly one aircraft at a time,4 an obvious fact that mitigates the need to store multiple aircraft on a 
residential property that is not zoned for airport use. 

This ordinance is designed solely to benefit the financial interests and promote the personal 
development whims of the Jossy family and Roth Development Inc. in conjunction with the 
personal and financial interests of current and future residents of the Sunset Airpark. Though the 
county claims there are no noise complaints on record related to the Sunset Airpark, a review of 
the county file indicates that this is expected to change if the expansion is approved. A letter 
dated 411 5/09 from Melinda Fahey with the Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA) to Naomi 
Vogel-Beattie in the Washington County Land Use Division illustrates this point. After a 
preliminary plat review for the then IS-lot subdivision proposal, she noted that "The ODA 
recommends the county incorporate a "Declaration of Anticipated Noise" to the adjacent homes." 
Attached to her correspondence was a copy of a sample noise easement. (See attached) 

The ongoing legal conflicts, numerous noise complaints, and concerns about aviation generated 
environmental impacts, including lead and other pollutants, further attest to the contentious nature 
of airport expansions and development in Washington County. 

A Review of LUBA No. 2009-019 Re: the Apple Valley Airport 

In the 2009 LUBA case cited above, Mike and Jennie Applebee, the owners of the Apple Valley 
airstrip and the adjoining residential property located next to the airstrip, sought development 
approval from Washington County to construct three aviation related structures on their 
residential property adjoining the existing boundary of the private use airport overlay district. 
Their proposal included the following: 

I) a new 17,000 square foot aircraft hangar 
2) a 36,500 square foot concrete helicopter landing pad 
3) an 18,500 square foot gravel vehicle and aircraft parking/staging area. 

In a 1/5/09 decision, Washington County Hearings Officer Pam Beery denied the helicopter 
landing pad and staging area request because both were located outside the airport overlay 
district. She did, however, approve the hangar though the proposed location for that structure was 
also outside the airport overlay district. Her rationale was that she viewed the hangar as a 
replacement for a barn that was currently located on the property but was being lIsed as a hangar.' 

Due to a number of concerns related to Beery's final ruling, Neighbors Against Apple Valley 
Airport Expansion (NAA VEl appealed to LUBA. 

LUBA puzzled over Beery's decision to approve a hangar off of airport property and ultimately 
overturned her ruling on this particular issue, 

[t is not clear to us why the hearings officer believed that ORS 836.608(3)(a) authorizes 
location of the proposed hangar outside the overlay district and existing airport boundary. 
Nothing cited to us in the statute suggests that existing airport uses or structures may be 
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A letter submitted by Bob Jossy to tile board of commissioners for the 9124/13 hearing 
acknowledges that airport activity call be a source of conflict.] 

Those promoting the Sunset Airpark expansion have the option of using runways and storing 
aircraft at established airports. There are already more than 450 general aviation airports in 
Oregon alone. As noted by several pilots during the hearings on this ordinance, a pilot can only 
fly one aircraft at a time,4 an obvious fact that mitigates the need to store multiple aircraft on a 
residential property that is not zoned for airport use. 

This ordinance is designed solely to benefit the financial interests and promote the personal 
development whims of the Jossy family and Roth Development Inc. in conjunction with the 
personal and financial interests of current and future residents of the Sunset A irpark. Though the 
county claims there are no noise complaints on record related to the SUllset Airpark, a review of 
the county file indicates that this is expected to change if the expansion is approved. A letter 
dated 4/15/09 from Melinda Fahey with the Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA) to Naomi 
Vogel-Beattie in the Washington County Land Use Division illustrates this point. After a 
preliminary plat review for the then IS-lot subdivision proposal, she noted that "The ODA 
recommends the county incorporate a "Declaration of Anticipated Noise" to the adjacent homes." 
Attached to her correspondence was a copy of a sample noise easement. (See attached) 

The ongoing legal conflicts, numerous noise complaints, and concerns about aviation generated 
ellvironmental impacts, including lead and other pollutants, further attest to the contentious nature 
of airport expansions and development in Washington County. 

A Review of LUBA No. 2009-019 Re: the Apple Valley Airport 

In the 2009 LUBA case cited above, Mike and Jennie Applebee, the owners of the Apple Valley 
airstrip and the adjoining residential property located next to the airstrip, sought development 
approval from Washington County to construct three aviation related structures 011 their 
residential property adjoining the existing boundary of the private use airport overlay district. 
Their proposal included the following: 

I) a new 17,000 square foot aircraft hangar 
2) a 36,500 square foot concrete helicopter landing pad 
3) an 18,500 square foot gravel vehicle and aircraft parking/staging area. 

In a 1/5/09 decision, Washington County Hearings Officer Pam Beery denied the helicopter 
landing pad and staging area request because both were located outside the airport overlay 
district. She did, however, approve the hangar though the proposed location for that structure was 
also outside the airport overlay district. Her rationale was that she viewed the hangar as a 
replacement for a barn that was currently locateu on the property but was being used as a hangar.' 

Due to a number of concerns related to Beery's final ruling, Neighbors Against Apple Valley 
Airport Expansion (NAA VE) appealed to LUBA. 

LUBA puzzled over Beery's decision to approve a hangar off of airport property and ultimately 
overturned her ruling on this particular issue, 

[t is lIot clear to us why the hearings officer believed that ORS 836.608(3)(a) authorizes 
location of the proposed hangar outside the overlay district and existing airport boundary. 
Nothing cited to us in the statute 'luggests that existing airport u,es or structures may be 
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located outside the established airport boundaries without first amending these 
boundaries.6 

... ORS 836.608(2) requires the local government to establish an airport "boundary" that 
has the effect of determining the geographic extent of the "airport" based on areas that are 
developed or committed to airport uses. Committed areas include areas "identified by the 
airport owner that the local government determines can be reasonably expected to be 
devoted to airpOli uses allowed under ORS 836.616(2)." By implication, areas outside the 
boundary are those that are not reasonably expected to be devoted to airport uses allowed 
under ORS 836.616(2). ORS 836.6 \ 6(2Xa) lists "aircraft hangars" as an airport use that is 
allowed "within airport boundaries." That strongly suggests that the boundary of an 
"airport" is intended to include areas developed with or reasonably expected to be 
devoted to airport uses, including hangars, and conversely that airpOli uses including 
hangars are intended to be located within airport boundaries. 

Moreover, that view is consistent with ORS 836.605(2), which defines "airports" as used 
in ORS 836.600 to 836.630 to mean "the strip of land used for taking off and landing 
aircraft, together with all adjacent land lIsed in 1994 in connection with aircraft landing 
or taking off from the strip of land, including but not limited to land used for the existing 
commercial and recreational airport uses and activities as of December 31, 1994.7 

... the general thrust of ORS 836.6 J 6 is that uses associated with an airport, including 
hangars, may be approved within airport boundaries. Nothing cited to us in ORS 836.616 
suggests that any airport use can be located outside airport boundaries.s 

There is simply nothing in the text or context of the statute that suggests that it is 
permissible to establish or relocate airport uses such as hangars outside delineated airport 
boundaries, and several strong textual indications that the legislature intended airport 
uses, including hangars, to be located within airport boundaries.9 

The LUBA decision then offers an explanation on how to proceed, if the Applebee's wish to 
construct a hangar, 

Approval of the proposed hangar will require either an expansion of the overlay district 
or an amended application to locate the proposed hangar within the existing overlay 
d istrict. 1O 

At no point in their decision did LUBA suggest creating an entirely new zone such as the 
Residential Airport Overlay District (RAOD) currently under discussion in regards to the Sunset 
Airpark. It is also worth noting that residential airparks are not authorized uses allowed within 
airport boundaries under either ORS 836.616 (2)1 or CDC 385. Indeed, 385-3(A) expressly states 
that "customary and usual aviation-related activities" do not include residential, commercial, 
industrial, manufacturing and other uses. 

2009 Sunset Airpark Airport Overlay District Expansion Attempt Denied by DLCD 

When the county approved the Sunset Residential Airpark airport overlay district in 2003, it did 
not include Mr. and Mrs. Jossy's properties. The county record, however, does include 
documentation on an attempt that was made to amend the Sunset airport overlay boundaries to 
include Mr. Jossy's properties - Sunset Orchards Estates along with three Exclusive Farm Use 
(EFU) parcels and one Agricultural and Forest District (AF-20) parcel. Towards this end, in 2009 
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located outside the established airport boundaries without first amending these 
boundaries.6 

... ORS 836.608(2) requires the local government to establish an airport "boundary" that 
has the effect of determining the geographic extent of the "airport" based on areas that are 
developed or committed to airport uses. Committed areas include areas "identified by the 
airport owner that the local government determines can be reasonably expected to be 
devoted to airp0l1 uses allowed under ORS 836.616(2)." By implication, areas outside the 
boundary are those that are not reasonably expected to be devoted to airport uses allowed 
under ORS 836.616(2). ORS 836.616(2Xa) lists "aircraft hangars" as an airport use that is 
allowed "within airport boundaries." That strongly suggests that the boundary of an 
"airport" is intended to include areas developed with or reasonably expected to be 
devoted to airport uses, including hangars, and conversely that airp0l1 uses including 
hangars are intended to be located within airport boundaries. 

Moreover, that view is consistent with ORS 836.605(2), wh icll defines "airports" as used 
in ORS 836.600 to 836.630 to mean "the strip of land used for taking off and landing 
aircraft, together with all adjacent land llsed in 1994 in connection with aircraft landing 
or taking off from the strip of land, including but 110t limited to land used for the existing 
commercial and recreational airport uses and activities as of December 3 I, 1994.7 

... the general thrust ofORS 836.616 is that uses associated with an airport, including 
hangars, may be approved within airport boundaries. Nothing cited to us in ORS 836.616 
suggests that any airport use can be located outside airport boundaries.s 

There is simply nothing in the text or context of the statute that suggests that it is 
permissible to establish or relocate airport uses sllch as hangars outside delineated airport 
boundaries, and several strong textual indications that the legislature intended airport 
uses, including hangars, to be located witllin airport boundaries.9 

The LUBA decision then offers an explanation on how to proceed, if the Applebee's wish to 
construct a hangar, 

Approval of the proposed hangar will require either an expansion of the overlay district 
or an amended appl ication to locate the proposed hangar within the existing overlay 
district.!O 

At no point in their decision did LUBA suggest creating an entirely new zone such as the 
Residential Airport Overlay Distdct (RAOD) currently under discussion in regards to the Sunset 
Airpark. It is also worth noting that residential airparks are not authorized uses aJlowed within 
airport boundaries under either ORS 836.616 (2)1 or CDC 385. Indeed, 385-3(A) expressly states 
that "customary and usual aviation-related activities" do 110t include residcntial, commercial, 
industrial, manufacturing and other uses. 
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not include Mr. and Mrs. Jossy's properties. The county record, however, does include 
documentation on an attempt that was made to amend the Sunset airport overlay boundaries to 
include Mr. Jossy's properties - Sunset Orchards Estates along with three Exclusive Farm Use 
(EFU) parcels and one Agricultural and Forest District (AF-20) parcel. Towards this end, in 2009 
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the Washington County Board authorized Ordinance No. 721, an ordinance that was eventually 
denied by the county after the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DCLC) voiced opposition to the expansion of the Sunset Airstrip overlay district boundary. 

Sunset Airpark - Personal Use 

Documentation in the record describes Sunset Airpark as a "personaluse" airport. Included in the 
county file on Ordinance 772 was a copy of the Roth Development, Inc. Declaration of Covenant 
and Restrictions applying to the Sunset Residential Airpark Air Acres Home Owners Association. 
Article II of this document, entitled Residential Use Only, states, "Eacll building site, except the 
airport and taxiway, shall be used and occupied solely for private residential purposes. 
The covenant also disallows buildings erected "for any business, manufacturing or commercial 
enterprise of any nature ... " (See attached) 

Additional evidence of this "personal use" designation is found in a 10/01/98 Letter of Agreement 
signed by then FAA Hillsboro Airport Tower Facility Manager, Ric Chisholm, and 3 officers 
from Roth Development Inc. This document states that "Sunset Airport is a personal·use airport 
used exclusively by the owners, residents and guests of the properties adjoining the Sunset 
Airport. Sunset Airport is not open to the general public or other pilots." (See attached) 

LUBA provided an explanation of the relationship between the "personal use" and the "Private 
Use Airport" designation as used in Washington County Code. This terminology applies to both 
Apple Valley and the Sunset Airpark. 

CDC 385, the Private Use Airport Overlay District is applied to and governs certain 
personal use airports in the county that existed 011 a certain date, had certain 
characteristics, and are recognized under ORS 836.608(2) ... Under the county's scheme, 
identifYing what standards apply to a proposed new hangar that is accessory to a personal 
use airport would seem to depend 011 whether the hangar is located within a Private Use 
Airport Overlay District or not ... we are not cited to any authority suggesting that it is 
permissible to apply CDC 385 standards to airport development on land outside the 
overlay district, instead of CDC 344 standards that would otherwise apply.12 

Commercial Activity at Sunset Airpark Violates Law 

The dates recorded in the above documents provide conclusive and irrefutable evidence that the 
only uses permitted at the Sunset Airpark are exclusively for the personal use of residents, owners 
and occasional guests. This is critical information on the issue of authorized uses for this airport. 
Though Sunset Airpark was included on the list of state and county protected private use 
facilities, per ORS 836.608(3 )(a) that protection is extended only to those uses that existed 
anytime in 1996.13 CDC 385-3 reflects state law, "Operation of the following uses [see footnote 
11 for a list of the allowed uses as per state statute and CDC 385-3] may be continued at their 
current levels as of the effective date of this ordinance (November 27, 2003) upon demonstration 
that the use existed at the airport at any time during 1996." As stated in the LUBA 2007·00 I 
ruling, 

ORS 836.608(3)(b) provides that I[a] locat government may authorize the establishment 
of a new use described in ORS 836.616(2) at [a I isted airport] following a publ ic hearing 
on the use.' ORS 836.608(5) sets out the standards that apply to new uses, which 
generally require consideration of impacts on public facilities and surrounding uses. 14 
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used exclusively by the owners, residents and guests of the properties adjoining the Sunset 
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This calls into question the cavalier assertions by county staff in explaining the differences 
between the proposed RAOD and current llses allowed at the Sunset Airpark. 

The proposed Residential Overlay Airpark (RAOD) would allow limited accessory uses 
commonly associated with the adjacent airstrip ... such as aircraft hangars, aviation fuel 
storage, and aircraft taxiways. These uses would only be allowed when constructed on a 
lot or parcel with an existing dwelling. 

By way of contrast, the existing private airport land use overlay in CDC Section 385, 
which applies to Sunset A irstrip and Air Acres I & 2 and tax lot I N3 II AAO 1200, 
authorizes a greater number of uses commonly associated with airports. This includes air 
passenger and air freight services, flight training, aircraft sales and rentals. As stated 
previously, DLCD objected to expanding this district to include Sunset Orchards Estate. ls 

The above excerpt is shamefully misleading, as Sunset Airpark has never been approved for any 
uses whatsoever other than personal use. There is nothing in the county file on Ordinance 772 
indicating that a public hearing was ever held to consider transitioning the Sunset Airpark from a 
residential use only faci lity to an airport that is allowed to engage in commercial activity. If 
residents at the Sunset Airpark are currently engaged in any ofthe commercial enterprises listed 
under CDC385-3 (See footnote 11 for complete list), they are in violation of established law. 
Thus, charges should be filed and legal proceedings should commence immediately. 

If pilots at the Sunset Airpark are found to be in willful violation of state statute and county code, 
it won't be the first time Washington County aviators have run afoul of the law in an effort to 
illegally engage in commercial airpol1 activity. The Applebee'S accrued a long list of violations 
while running roughshod over the rights of community residents. (See attached Oregonian articles 
by Richard Colby from 4/1/05, 6/15/05, 7/22/05 and Kathleen Gorman from 7/27/06 and 
12/27/06 for additional historical information on this dispute). 

Possible Takings 

The 1011198 Letter of Understanding betwecn the FAA and Roth Development states that "Pilots 
of aircraft using the Sunset Airport shall rcmain at or below 500 ft. AGL while in the Hillsboro 
Class 0 surface area." (See attached). Hillsboro Airport Class 0 airspace extends outward in a 4.2 
mile radius from the Hillsboro Airport and includes the most densely populated areas over North 
Plains. 16 

It is worth noting that this FAA directive may well constitute a taking, as individual property 
owners own the airspace 500 feet above their properties. A case in point is: 

Aaron v. United States (1963) -- In this action for compensation for the taking of an 
avigation easement, plaintiffs were entitled to compensation for an easement only with 
respectto overflights below 500 feet above ground. Plaintiffs lived in an "uncongested" 
area and the public ("navigable") airspace in uncongested areas commences at 500 feet 
altitude according to federal aviation regulations. (U.S. Ct. Claims; 160 Ct.C/. 295, 311 
F2d 798)17. 

It is important to note in this regard that there are legal cases in which aircraft activity has been 
determined to be a taking, even in cases where it flies over private property above 500 feet. See 
Thornburg v. Port of Portland. IS 
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This calls into question the cavalier assertions by county staff in explaining the differences 
between the proposed RAOD and Clirrent lIses allowed at the Sunset Airpark. 

The proposed Residential Overlay Airpark (RAOO) would allow limited accessory uses 
commonly associated with the adjaccnt airstrip ... such as aircraft hangars, aviation fuel 
storagc, and aircraft taxiways. These uses would only be allowed when constructed on a 
lot or parcel with an existing dwelling. 
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mile radius from the Hi Iisboro Airport and includes the most densely populated areas over North 
Plains. 16 
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On July 13,2006, in McCarran International Airport v. Sisolak, a property owner was awarded 
over $16 Million subsequent to a Nevada Supreme Court ruling stating that, 

... property owners have a right to airspace up to 500 feet and that the use of the airspace 
is subject to, and subordinate to, the property owner's interests ... the court found that the 
height ordinances caused a taking of the owner's property, because they 'exclude the 
owners from using their pl'Operty and, instead, allow aircraft to exclusively use the 
airspace' ... The court based the "use of the airspace" on evidence in the record that 
aircraft flew within 500 feet of the ground, even though there was no evidence on the 
frequency or history of such flights. (Noise was not an issue in this case.) ... Sisolak also 
rejected the argument that the Airport held an avigation easement that it had secured in 
exchange for land use approvals. The Court found that the easement was an 
unconstitutional exaction, because there was no reasonable nexus between the approval 
sought and the avigation easement. '[R]equiring an uncompensated easement as a 
condition to development is improper and cannot be used by the County as a defense to 
the taking of the landowner's airspace without compensation.'19 

The Apple Valley LUBA decision further points to CDC 430-7 as the relevant code in those cases 
where a "Personal use airport or heliport, including associated hangers, maintenance and service 
facilities, may be permitted as a special use in certain districts outside of the airport overlay 
district. .. ,,20 One of the standards involves securing FAA, ODA and DEQ approval, none of 
which is formally on the record in the case of the Sunset Airpark's proposed RAOD proposal. 

Sunset Airpark Restricts Rather Than Protects Traditional Farming Practices 

Though the location of the Sunset Airpal'k is in a rural area, a review of the Roth Development, 
Inc. Declaration of Covenant and Restrictions21 that apply to the airpark Air Acres Home Owners 
Association reveals that the current rules place significant restrictions on current farm practices. 
For instance, Article II of this document entitled Residential Use Only allows outbuildings such 
as garages, greenhouses, guest houses, servants' quarters and airplane hangars, yet pl'Ohibits 
building a stable. The Wikipedia definition for stable is, "a building in which livestock, especially 
horses, are kept It most commonly means a buiiding that is divided into separate stalls for 
individual animals. There are many different types of stables in use today such as the American 
barn which is a large barn with a door each end and individual stalls inside or free standing 
stables with the classic top and bottom opening doors. The term "stable" is also lIsed to describe a 
group of animals kept by one owner, regardless of housing or location." 

Under Article III: Prohibited Uses includes the following, "No poultry or other fowl, livestock, 
horses, or other animals, except dogs, cats, and the usual household pets, shall be kept or 
permitted upon said premises ... " 

The evidence suggests that the Jossy's and a number of current Sunset Airpark residents are much 
more invested in growing the airport than they are in preserving traditional farming practices. In 
fact, various residents testified that they want future residents to be pilots. In addition, Bob Jossy 
lobbied to include three Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) parcels and one Agricultural and Forest 
District (AF-20) parcel in the airport overlay district rather than preserve it for farming. 

Concluding Remarks 

It appears that Ordinance 772 is a convoluted effort to expand the existing Sunset Airpark while 
pretending otherwise. Assurances that future residents of the proposed new residential airport 
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over $16 Mill ion subsequent to a Nevada Supreme Court ruling stating that, 

... property owners have a right to airspace up to 500 feet and that the use of the airspace 
is subject to, and subordinate to, the property owner's interests ... the court found that the 
height ordinances caused a taking of the owner's property, because they 'exclude the 
owners from using their property and, instead, allow aircraft to exclusively use the 
airspace' ... The court based the "use of the airspace" on evidence in the record that 
aircraft flew within 500 feet of tile ground, even though there was no evidence on the 
frequency or history of such flights. (Noise was not an issue in this case.) ... Sisolak also 
rejected the argument that the Airport held an avigation easement that it had secured in 
exchange for land use approvals. The Court found that the easement was an 
unconstitutional exaction, because there was no reasonable nexus between the approval 
sought and the avigation easement. '[RJequiring an uncompensated easement as a 
condition to development is improper and cannot be used by the County as a defense to 
the taking of the landowner's airspace without compensation.dQ 

The Apple Valley LUBA decision further points to CDC 430-7 as the relevant code ill those cases 
where a "Personal use airport or heliport, including associated hangers, maintenance and service 
facilities, may be permitted as a special use in certain districts outside of the airport overlay 
district. .. ,,20 One of the standards involves securing FAA, ODA and DEQ approval, none of 
which is formally on the record in the case of the Sunset Airpark's proposed RAOD proposal. 

Sunset Airpark Restricts Rather Than Protects Traditional Farming Practices 

Though the location of the SUllset Airpark is in a rural area, a review of the Roth Development, 
Inc. Declaration of Covenant and Restrictions21 that apply to the airpark Air Acres Home Owners 
Association reveals that the current rules place significant restrictions on current farm practices. 
For instance, Article II of this document entitled Residential Use Only allows outbuildings such 
as garages, greenhouses, guest houses, servants' quarters and airplane hangars, yet prohibits 
building a stable. The Wikipedia definition for stable is, "a building in which livestock, especially 
horses, are kept It most commonly means a building that is divided into separate stalls for 
individual animals. There are many different types of stables in use today such as the American 
barn which is a large barn with a door each end and individual stalls inside or free standing 
stables with the classic top and bottom opening doors. The term "stable" is also used to describe a 
group of animals kept by one owner, regardless of housing or location." 

Under Article III: Prohibited Uses includes the following, "No poultry or other fowl, livestock, 
horses, or other animals, except dogs, cats, and the usual household pets, shall be kept or 
permitted upon said premises ... " 

The evidence suggests that the Jossy's and a number of current Sunset Airpark residents are much 
more invested in growing the airport than they are in preserving traditional farming practices. In 
fact, various residents testified that they want future residents to be pilots. In addition, Bob Jossy 
lobbied to include three Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) parcels and one Agricultural and Forest 
District (AF-20) parcel in the airport overlay district rather than preserve it for farming. 

Concluding Remarks 

It appears that Ordinance 772 is a convoluted effort to expand the existing Sunset Airpark while 
pretending otherwise. Assurances that future residents of the proposed new residential airport 
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over $16 Million subsequent to a Nevada Supreme COllrt ruling stating that, 

... property owners have a right to airspace uplO 500 feet and that the use of the airspace 
is subject to, and subordinate to, tbe property owner's interests ... the court found that the 
height ordinances caused a taking of the owner's property, because they 'exclude the 
owners from using their property and, instead, allow aircraft to exclusively use the 
airspace'." The court based the "use of the airspace" on evidence in the record that 
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exchange for land use approvals. The Court found that the easement was an 
unconstitutional exaction, because there was no reasonable nexus between the approval 
sought and the avigation easement. '[RJequiring an uncompensated easement as a 
condition to development is improper and cannot be used by the County as a defense to 
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where a "Personal use airpolt or heliport, including associated hangers, maintenance and service 
facilities, may be permitted as a special use in certain d istriets outside of the airport overlay 
district ... ,,10 One of the standards involves securing FAA, ODA and DEQ approval, none of 
which is formally on the record in the case of the Sunset Airpark's proposed RAOD proposal. 

Sunset Airpark Restricts Rather Than Protects Traditional Farming Practices 

Though the location of the SUllset Ail'park is in a rural area, a review of the Roth Development, 
Inc. Declaration ofCovcnant and Restrictions21 that apply to the airpark Air Acres Home Owners 
Association reveals that the current rules place significant restrictions on current farm practices. 
For instance, Article II of this document entitled Residential Use Only allows outbuildings such 
as garages, greenhouses, guest houses, servants' quarters and airplane hangars, yet prohibits 
building a stable. The Wikipedia definition for stable is, "a building in which livestock, especially 
horses, are kept. It most commonly means a building that is divided into separate stalls for 
individual animals. There are many different types of stables in use today such as the American 
barn which is a large barn with a door each end and ind ividual stalls inside or free standing 
stables with the classic top and bottom opening doors. The term "stable" is also used to describe a 
group of animals kept by one owner, regardless of housing or location." 

Under Article IlL Prohibited Uses includes the following, "No poultry or other fowl, livestock, 
horses, or other animals, except dogs, cats, and the lIsual household pets, shall be kept or 
permitted upon said premises ... " 

The evidence suggests that t he lOSSy's and a number of current Sunset A irpark residents are much 
more invested in growing the airport than they are in preserving traditional farming practices. In 
fact, various residents testified that they want futllre residents to be pilots. In addition, Bob Jossy 
lobbied to include three Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) parcels and one Agricultural and Forest 
District (AF-20) parcel in the airport overlay district rather than preserve it for farming. 

Concluding Remarks 

It appears that Ordinance 772 is a convoluted effort to expand the existing Sunset Airpark while 
pretending otherwise. Assurances that future residents of the proposed new residential airport 
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overlay district will not engage in commercial activities, if approved at some future point, ring 
hollow. Currently there are no uses approved at this airport other than residential personal use. 
But county planning documents are intent on preserving the opportunity for Sunset Airpark to 
become a commercial airpark in the future. If this does indeed occur, the only runway access 
available to those who purchase property within the proposed residential airport overlay district 
will be the Sunset Airpark which will then be considered a commercial facility. There is nothing 
in the ordinance that addresses this ambiguity or that establishes safeguards for a two-tiered 
system wherein residents within one overlay district can engage in business enterprises that are 
prohibited for others. For this reason and all the reasons stated above, Oregon Aviation Watch 
urges the Washington County Board of Commissioners to reject this ordinance. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Prepared by, 

G/Ifiu '-liii-r'ltf~ ,,( t 5 ~ 
'k' C ! MI I Barnes, L SW 

President of Oregon Aviation Watch 

Attachments 

I LUBA No. 2007-001. Michael L. Applebee and Jennie M. Applebee vs. Neighbors Against Apple Valley Expansion, 
et al. Final Opinion and Order. (6/8/07) Available at http://www.oregoll.gov/LUBNdocs/opinions/2007/06-
07/07001.p<lf. 
2 LUBA No. 2009-019 Michael L. Applebee and Jennie M. Applebee vs. Washington County and Neighbors Against 
Apple Valley Expansion, et al. Final Opinion and Order. (6/16/09) Available at 
http://www.oregon.gov/LUSA/does/oDin ionsl2009/06-09/090 19.pdf. 
j Letter from Bob lossy to Washington County Board of Commissioners. (9/24/13). Included in 
Washington County Materials Packet for 10/1113 hearing. Available at 
http://www.co.washington.or.us/LUTlDivisions/LongRangePlanning/upload/Ord772 BCC Packet 10-01-
13 Off-Docket.pdf 
4 Letter from Cliff Gerber to Washington County Board of Commissioners. (9/22/13). Included in 
Washington County Materials Packet for 1011/ 13 hearing. Available at 
http;/lwww.eo.washington.or.tls/LUT/Divisions/LongRangePlanning/upload/Ord772 BCC Packet 10-01-
13 Off-Docket.pdf, 
5 LUBA No. 2009-019 Michael L. Applebee and Jennie M. Applebee vs. Washington County and Neighbors Against 
Apple Valley Expansion, et al. Final Opinion and Order. (6/16/09) Pg. 5. Available at 
http://www.oregon.gov/LUBNdocs/qpin ions/2009/06-091090 19. pdt: 
Pg,5. 
6 Ibid. Pg. 10. 
7 lbid. Pg. 11-12. 
8 Ibid. Pg. 12. 
9 Ibid. Pg. 13. 
10 Ibid. Pg. 18-19. 
11 Per Washington County CDC 385-3 Continued Operation and Determination of Existing Uses 

Operation of the following uses may be continued at their current levels as of the effective date ofthis 
ordinance (November 27, 2003) upon demonstration that the use existed at the airport at any time during 
1996. 
In response to requests for building permits or other expansions pursuant to Section 385-4 which mayor may 
not otherwise require a Type II or Type 1\1 procedure, or in response to citizen complaints, the Review 
Authority may require a determination regarding the existence and level of a particular listed use in 1996, 
This determination of an existing use shall be based upon a review of evidence provided by the airport 
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overlay district wi 1/ not engage in commercial activities, if approved at some future point, ring 
hollow. Currently there are no uses approved at this airport other than residential personal use. 
But county planning documents are intent on preserving the opportunity for Sunset Airpark to 
become a commercial airpark in the future. If this does indeed occur, the only runway access 
available to those who purchase property within the proposed residential airpOli overlay district 
will be the Sunset Airpark which will then be considered a commercial facility. There is nothing 
in the ordinance that addresses this ambiguity or that establishes safeguards for a two-tiered 
system wherein residents within one overlay district can engage in business enterprises that are 
prohibited for others. For this reason and all the reasons stated above, Oregon Aviation Watch 
urges the Washington County Board of Commissioners to reject this ordinance. 
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13 Off-Docket.pdf 
4 Letter from Cliff Gerber to Washington County Board of Commissioners. (9/22/13). Included in 
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Apple Valley Expansion, et a!. Final Opinion and Order. (6/16/09) Pg 5. Available at 
http://www.oregon.gov/LUBNdocslqpinions/2009l06·091090 19. pdf. 
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6 Ibid Pg. 10 
1 Ibid. Pg. 11-12. 
8 Ibid. Pg. 12. 
9 Ibid. Pg. 13. 
10 Ibid. Pg. 18-19. 
'1 Per Washington County CDC 385-3 Continued Operation and Determination of Existing Uses 

Operation of the following uses nJay be continued at their current levels as of the effective date of this 
ordinance (November 27, 2003) upon demonstration that the use existed at the airport at any time during 
1996. 
In response to requests for building permits or other expansions pursuant to Section 385-4 which mayor may 
not otherwise require a Type [l or Type l!l procedure, or in response to citizen complaints, the Review 
Authority may require a determination regarding the existence and level ora particular listed use in 1996. 
This determination of an existing usc shall be based upon a review of evidence provided by the airport 
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overlay district wi II not engage in commercial activities, if approved at some future point, ring 
hollow. Currently there are no uses approved at this airport other than residential personal LIse. 
But county planning documents are intent on preserving the opportunity for Sunset Airpark to 
become a commercial airpark in the future. If this does indeed occur, the only runway access 
available to those who purchase property within the proposed residential airpOit overlay district 
will be the Sunset Airpark which will then be considered a commercial facility. There is nothing 
in the ordinance that addresses this ambiguity or that establishes safeguards for a two-tiered 
system wherein residents within one overlay district can engage in business enterprises that are 
prohibited for others. For this reason and all the reasons stated above, Oregon Aviation Watch 
urges the Washington County Board of Commissioners to reject this ordinance. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Prepared by, 
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'k' c I Mt t Barnes, L SW 

President of Oregon Aviation Watch 
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Apple Valley Expansion, et 31. Final Opinion and Order. (61l6/09) Available at 
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J Letter from Bob Jossy to Washington County Board ofCotnmissioners. (9/24/13). Included in 
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5 LUBA No, 2009-019 Michael L. Applebee ami Jennie M. Applebee vs. Washington COllnty and Neighbofs Against 
Apple Valley hpansion, ot al. Final Opinion and Order. (6/16/09) Pg 5 Available at 
http://,,,ww.orcRon.gov/L UBAIdocs/qpinions/2009/Q6-091090 19.pdf. 
Pg.S. 
6 Ibid Pg, 10 
1 Ibid. Pg. 11-12. 
, Ibid. Pg. 12. 
9 Ibid, Pg. 13. 
10 Ibid. Pg. 18-19. 
, 1 P(:r Washington County CDC 385-3 COlllinued Operation and Determination of Existing Uses 

Operation of the following lIses nJay be continued at their CUfrent Jevels as of the effeclive date of this 
ordinance (November 27, 2003) upon demonstfation that the usc exisled at the airport at any time dUfing 
1996. 
In response to requests t,)r buildlllg PCrlnJts or othef expansions pursUAnt to Section 385·4 which mayor may 
not otherwise requife a Type (l or Type III procedure, or in response to citizen complaints, the Review 
Authority may require a determination regarding the existence and level of a rarticular listed use in 1996. 
This determination of an existing usc shall be based upon a review of evidence provided by the airport 
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sponsor, and shall be processed via a Type II Procedure. This determination may be processed independently 
or concurrently with another Type II or Type III procedure, 
A, Customary and usual aviation-related activities, including but not limited to takeoffs and landings; aircraft 

hangars and tie-downs; construction and maintenance of airport facilities; fixed based operator facilities; 
a residence for an airport caretaker or security officer; and other activities incidental to the normal 
operation of an airport. Except as provided in this ordinance, "customary and usual aviation-related 
activities" do not include residential. commercial, industrial. manufacturing and other uses. 

B. Air passenger and air freight services and facilities, at levels consistent with the classification and needs 
identified in the Oregon Depaltment of Aviation Airport System Plan. 

e. Emergency medical flight services, including activities, aircraft, accessory structures, and other facilities 
necessary to support emergency transportation for medical purposes. Emergency medical flight services 
include search and rescue operations but do not include hospitals, medical offices, medical labs, medical 
equipment sales, and other similar uses. 

D. Law enforcement and firefighting activities, including aircran and ground-based activities, facilities and 
accessory structures necessary 10 support federal, state or local law enforcement or land management 
agencies engaged in law enforcement or tiretighting activities. Law enforcement and firefighting 
activities include transport of personnel, aerial observation, and transport of equipment, water, fire 
retardant and supplies, 

E. Search and rescue operations, including aircraft and ground based activities that promote the orderly and 
efficient conduct of search or rescue related activities. 

F. Flight instruction, including activities, facilities, and accessory structures located at airport sitcs that 
provide education and training directly related to aeronautical activities. Flight instruction includes 
ground training and aeronautic skills training. but does not include schools for flight attendants, ticket 
agents or similar personnel. 

G. Aircraft service, maintenance and training, including activities, facilities and accessory structures provided 
to teach aircraft service and maintenance skills and to maintain, service, refuel or rcpair aircraft or 
aircraft components. "Aircraft service, maintenance and training" includes the construction and 
assembly of aircraft and aircraft components for personal usc, but does not include activities, structures 
or facilities for the manufacturing of aircraft or ail'crafl-related products for sale to the public. 

H. Aircraft rental, including activities, facilities and accessory structures that support the provision of air crall 
for rent or lease to the public. 

I. Aircraft sales and the sale of aeronautic equipment and supplies, including activities, facilities and 
accessory structures for the storage, display, demonstration and sales of aircraft and aeronautic 
equipment and supplies to the public but not including activities, facilities or structures for the 
manufacturing of aircraft or aircrafl-related produets for sale to the public, 

J, Crop dusting activities, including activities, facilities and structures accessory to crop dusting operations, 
Crop dusting activities include, but are not limited to, aerial application of chemicals, seed, fertilizer, 
defoliant and other chemicals or products used in a commercial agricultural, forestry or rangeland 
management setting. 

K. Agricultural and Forestry Activities, including activities, facilitics and accessory structures that qualify as 
a "farm use" as defined in ORS 215.203 or "farming practice" as defined in ORS 308A,056, 

L. Aeronautic recreational and sporting activities, including activities, facilities and accessory structures at 
airports that support recreational usage of aircraft and sporting activities that require the use of aircraft 
or other devices used and intended for use in night, are permitted subject to the acceptance of the airport 
sponsor. Aeronautic recreation and sporting activities include, but are not limited to, fly-ins; glider 
flights; hot air ballooning; ultralight aircraft flights; displays of air era it; aeronautic flight skills contests; 
gyrocopter flights; flights carrying 

12 LUBA No. 2009-019 Michael L. Applebee and Jennie M, Applebee vs. Washington County and Neighbors Against 
Apple Valley Expansion, et al. Final Opinion and Order. (6/16/09) Available at 
http://www.oregon.gov/LUBA/docs/opinions/2009/06-09/090J9.pdf.Pg. 18, 
lJ ORS 836.608(3)(a) "A local government shall not impose limitations on the continued operation of uses 
described in ORS 836.616 (2) that existed at any time during 1996 at an airport described in subsection (2) 
of this section. 
14 LUBA No, 2007-00 I, Michael L. Applebee I1nd Jennie M, Applebee vs. Neighbors Against Apple Valley Expansion, 
ct al. Final Opinion and Order. (6/8/07) Available at htt[l;llwww.oreglln,gov/LUBA/oocs/opinionsI20()71(L9: 
07/0700I.pdf~. 9, 
15 Back, Andy. Washington County Board of Commissioncrs Staff Report. Ordinance No, 772. (9/16113) Pg. 5. 
16 Federal Register Volume 78, Number 101 (Friday, May 24,2013). Pages 31395-31397, Available online 
at http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-20 1:3.:Q5-24/h tm I/IQll::12]JAj1tm. 
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sponsor, lind shall be processed via a Type 11 Procedure. This determination may be processed independently 
or concurrently with another Type II or Type III procedure. 
A. Customary and usual aviation-related activities, including but not limited to takeoffs and landings; aircraft 

hangars and tie-downs; construction and maintenance of airport facilities; fixed based operator r.1cilitics; 
a residence for an airport caretaker or security officer; and other activities incidental to the normal 
operation of an airport. Except as provided in this ordinance, "customary and usual aviation-related 
activities" do not include residential, commercial, industrial, manufacturing and other uses. 

B. Air passenger and air freight services and facilities, at levels consistent with the classification and needs 
identified in the Oregon Department of Aviation Airport System Plan. 

e. Emergency medical flight services, including activities, aircraft, accessory structures, and other facilities 
necessary to support emergency transportation for medical purposes. Emergency medical flight services 
include search and rescue operations but do not include hospitals, medical offices, medical labs, medical 
equipment sales, and other similar uses. 

D. Law enforcement and firefighting activities, including aircraH and ground-based activities, facilities and 
accessory struclures necessary 10 support federal, state or local law enforcement or land management 
agencies engaged in law enforcement or firetighting activities. Law enforcement and firefighling 
activities include transport of personnel, aerial observation, and transport of equipment, water, fire 
retardant and supplies. 

E. Search and rescue operations, including aircraft and ground based activities that promote the orderly and 
efficient conduct of search or rescue related activities. 

F. Flight instruction, including activities, facilities, and accessory structures located at airport sites that 
provide education and training directly related to aeronautical activities. Flight instruction includes 
ground training and aeronautic skills training, but does not include schools for flight attendants, ticket 
agents or similar personnel. 

G, Aircraft service, maintenance and training. including activities, facilities and accessory structures provided 
to teach aircraft service and maintenance skills and to maintain, service, refucl or repair aircraft or 
aircraft components. "Aircraft service, maintenance and training" includes the construction and 
asscmbly of aircraft and aircraft components for personal usc, but docs not include activities, structures 
or facilities for the manufacturing of aircraft or aircraft-related products for sale to the public. 

H. Aircraft rental, including activities, facilities and accessory structures that support the provision of aircraft 
for rent or lease to the public. 

I. Aircraft sales and the sale of aeronautic equipment and supplies, including activities, facilities and 
accessory structures for the storage, display, demonstration and sales of aircraft and aeronautic 
equipmcnt and supplies to the public but not including activities, facilities or structures for the 
manufacturing of aircraft or aircraft-related products for sale to the public. 

J. Crop dusting activities, including activities, facilities and structures accessory to crop dusting operations. 
Crop dusting activities include, but are not limited to, aerial application of chemicals. seed, fenilizer, 
defoliant and other chemicals or products used in a commercial agricultural, forestry or rangeland 
management setting. 

K. Agricultllfal and Forestry Activities, including activities, facilitics and accessory structures tllat (Iualify as 
a "farm use" as defined in ORS 215.203 or "farming practice" as dclincd in ORS 308A.056. 

L. Aeronautic recreational and sporting activities, including activities, facilities and accessory structures at 
airports that support recreational usage of aircraft and sporting activities that require the usc of aircraft 
Or other devices used and intended for use in flight, are permitted subJect to the acceptance of the airport 
sponsor. Aeronautic recreation and sporting activities include, bllt arc not limited to. fly-ins; glider 
flights; hot air ballooning; ultralight aircrat! flights; displays of air crall; aeronautic t1ight skills contests; 
gyrocopter fl ights; flights carrying 

12 LUBA No. 2009-019 Michael L. Applebee and Jennie M. Applebec vs. Washington County and Ncighbors Against 
Apple Valley Expansion, e! al. final Opinion and Order. (6116/09) Available at 
http://www.orcgon.gov/LUBAldoc~/oDini!)nsl2009/06-09l09019JJdf.Pg. 18. 
I) ORS 836.608(3)(a) "A local government silall not impose limitations on tile continued operation of uses 
described in ORS 836.616 (2) that existed at any time during 1996 at an airport described in subsection (2) 
of this section. 
14 LUOA No. 2007-00 I. Michael L Applebee nnd Jennie M. Applebee vs. Neighbors Against Apple Valley Expansion. 
ct nl. Pinal Opinion and Order. (6/8107) Available at il!tp:l/www.<>regon.gov/LUBAIdocs/opjJlionsarJ.!l1I!1.9: 
07107001.p!Jf I'g. 9. 
IS Back, Andy. Washington COllnty Board of Commissioners Staff Report. Ordinance No. 772. (9116113) I'g. 
16 Federal Register Volume 78, Number 101 (Friday, May 24, 2013). Pages 31395-31397. Available online 
at http://www.gpo. gov/fdsys/,pJiglFIUO lHJ~2 4/htmV:?(U;UUJ..'Lhtm. 
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sponsor. (mti shall be proces,ed via a Type 11 Procedure. This determination may be proce,sed independently 
or eoncl"rently with another Type II or Type III procedure. 
A. Customary and usual aviation-related activities. including but nDt limited to takeoffs and landings; aircmft 

hangars and tie-downs; construction and maintenance of airport facilities; fixed based operator facilities; 
a residence for an airport caretaker or security officer; and other activities incidental to the normal 
operation of an airport. Except as provided in this ordinance. "customary and usual aviation-related 
activities" do not include residential. commercial. industrial. manufacturing and other uses. 

B. Air passenger and air freight services and facilities. at levels consistent with the classification and needs 
identified in the Oregon Depattment of Aviation Airport System Plan, 

e. Emergency medical flight services. including activities. aircraft, accessory structures. and other facilities 
necessary to SUppOlt emergency transportation for medical purposes. Emergency medical flight services 
include search and rescue operations but do not include hospitals. medical offices. medicallabs. medical 
equipment sales. and other similar uses. 

D. Law cnforcement and firefighting activities. including aircrali and ground-based activities. facilities and 
accessory structures necessary to support federal, state Or local law enforcement or land management 
agencies engaged in law enforcement or firefighting activities. Law enforcement and firctighting 
activities include transport of personnel. aerial observation. and transport of equipment. water. tire 
retardant and supplies, 

E, Search and rescue operations. including aircraft and ground based activities that promote the orderly and 
efficient conduct of search or rescue related activities. 

F. Flight instruction. including activities. facilities. and accessory structures located at airport sites that 
provide education atld training directly related to aeronautical activities. Flight instruction includes 
ground training and aeronautic skills training. but does not include schools for flight attendants, ticket 
agents or similar personnel. 

G. Aircraft service. maintenance and training, including activities. facilities and accessory structures provided 
to teach aircraft service and maintenance skills and to maintain. service. relliel or repair aircraft or 
aIrcraft components. "Aircraft service. maintenance and training" include~ the construction and 
assembly of aircrali alld aircraft components for personal usc. but docs not includc activities. structures 
or facilities for the manufacturing of aircraft or ait'crall-related products for sale to tile public. 

H, Aircraft rental. including activities, facilities and accessory structures that support the provision of aircraft 
for rent or lease to the public. 

I. Aircraft sales and the sale of aeronautic equipment and supplies, including activities. facilities and 
accessory structures for the storage, display, demonstration and sales of aircraft and aeronautic 
equipment and supplies to the public but no! inciuding activities. facilities or structures for the 
manufacturing of aircraft or aircrafl-I'elated products for sale to the public. 

J. Crop dusting activities. including activities. facilities and structures accessory to crop dusting operations. 
Crop dusting activities include. but are not limited to. aerial application of chemicals. seed. lenilizer. 
defoliant and other chemicals or products used in a commercial agricultural. forestry or rangeland 
management setting. 

K. Agricultltral and Forestry Activities, including activities. tilcilities and accessory structures that qualify as 
a "farm use" as detined in ORS 215.203 or "farming practice" as dellned in ORS 308A.056 

L. Aeronautic recreational and sport!lIg activities, including activities, facilities and (lccessory structures at 
airports that support recreational usage of aircraft and spo'1ing activities that re~uire the usc of aircraft 
Or other devices used and intonded for use in flight. are pcrmitted subject to the acceptance of the airport 
sponsor. Aeronautic recreation and sporting activities include. bllt arc not limited to, fly-ins; glider 
flights; hot air ballooning; ultralight aircrat1 flights; displays of aircrall; aeronautic f1ight skills contests; 
gyrocoptcr f1 ights; flights carrying 

'2 LUBA No. 2009-019 Michael L. Applebee and Jenn.e M. Applebec vs. Washington County and Neighbors Against 
Apple Valley Expansion. cf al. Final Opinion and Order. (0/16109) Available at 
http://www.oregon.govll.UBAIdooioginI!Jn.;/2009106-0W09019J)<JJ.Pg. 18. 
Il ORS 836.608(3)(a) "A local government shall not impose limitations on tile continued operation afuses 
described in ORS 836.616 (2) that existed at any time during 1996 at an airport described in subsection (2) 
oflhis section. 
14 LUBA No. 2007-001. Michacl L. Applebee and Jennie M. Applebee Y$. Neighbors Against Apple Valley Expansion. 
ct 01. Final Opinion and Order. (6/8!{)7) Available at hltpJlwww.\>rcg(l)),gov/LUBAluocs ioPJllionsQi,IJl1l.().Q: 
071070010£1[, I:g. 9. 
1\ Back. Andy. Washington C0unty Board of Commissioners Staff Report. Ordinance Nn. 772 (Y/ 16113) Pg. 5 
1(. Federal Register Volume 78, Number 101 (Friday. May 24. 2013). Pages 31395-31397. Available online 
at htWl/www.gpo.goYlfdsyslj2h;If&lJ2lJ::2~:24ihtll1IlZQ.LU22..! ... Llltnl 
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i1 Beckman, Howard. Taking of Property: Avigation Easements and Zoning Regulations. Aaron v. U.S. 
(1963) Airport Noise Law. Website: http://airportnoiselaw.orgltakings.html. 
18 Ibid. Thornburg v. Port of Portland (1963). Available at hlli1.:lIairportnoiselaw.orglcases/thorn-l.html 
19 Las Vegas Height Ordinances Held to Be a Taking of Private Property. Airport Attorneys.com. A 
Practice of Kanplan, Kirsch and Rockwell, LLP. (7/31/06) Avaialbe at 
http://www.kaplankirsch.com/files/Airport_Law_Alert_July _ 2006.pdf, 
20 LUBA No. 2009-019 Michael L. Applebee and Jennie M. Applebee vs. Washington County and Neighbors Against 
Apple Valley Expansion, et aL final Opinion and Order. (6116/09) Available at 
hup:llwww.orcgon.gov/LUBNdocs/opinions/2009/06.09109012.ngf.Pg. 18. 
11 Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions Running With Land in North Plains, Washington County, Oregon, Roth 
Development, Inc .(8114171). 
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17 Beckman, Howard. Taking of Proper.tY: Avigation Easements and Zoning Regulations, Aaron v. U,S, 
(1963) Airport Noise Law, Website: hUp:l/airportnoiselaw.org/takiJ}gs.html. 
18 Ibid. Thornburg v, Port of Portland (1963), Available at llliQ.!.@kportnoiselaw.orglcases/thorn-l.html 
19 Las Vegas Height Ordinances Held to Be a Taking of Private Property. Airp011 Attorneys.com, A 
Practice of Kanplan. Kirsch and Rockwell, LLP. (7/31/06) Avaialbe at 
http://www.kaplankirsch.com/files! Airport_Law _ Alcrt_July _ 2006.pdf, 
20 LUBA No, 2009-019 Michael L. Applebee and Jennie M, Applebee vs. Washington County and Neighbors Against 
Applc Vallc)' Ex:pansion, ct al. Final Opinion and Order, (6116/09) Available at 
http://www.megon. g{)v/LUBNdocs/opinionsl2009l06-09lO9() 12,lli!!~ Pg. 18, 
21 Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions Running With Land in North Plains, Washington County, Oregon, Roth 
Development. Inc .(8114171). 
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ADf.16. 2009 7:14AM or dept of aViation 

_-Oregon 
Theodore R. Ku.longo~ki. Governor 

April 15, 2009 

Naomi Vogel-Beattie 
Washington County Dept of Land Use 
155 N. 1st Ave, #350-13 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 

Subject Type II Public Notice Casefile #: 09"'()50-S/PLA 

Ms. Vogel-Beattie, 

No. 1220 P. 2 

I'MIL~ 
3040 25th Street, SE 

Salem, OR 97302-1125 
Phone: (S03) 378-4880 

Toll Free: (800) 874.0102 
FAX: (S03) 373-1688 

The Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA) received a notice regarding the above 
referenced file number for a preliminary plat review for a 15-lot subdivision near Sunset 
Airstrip in North Plains, Oregon. The Sunset Airstrip is encompassed in the Airport Planning 
Rule. The purpose of the Airport Planning Rule is to OAR 660-012-0010(2) "Ensuring the 
vitality and continued operation of Oregon's system of airports is linked to the vitality of the 
focal economy where the airports are located. This division recognizes the interdependence 
between transportation systems and the communities on which they depend.~ As such, 
aDA would like to ensure the safe and efficient use of the Sunset Airstrip. 

The ODA recommends the county incorporate a "Declaration of Anticipated Noise" to the 
adjacent homes. This will ensure the home buyers understand the close proximity of the 
airport and its associated noise that it can create. Also, by including this document with the 
closing paperwork will reduce the amount complaints derived from the airport. 

Should you have any questions regarding the Oregon Department 01 Aviation's comments; 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (503) 378-2894. Thank you for allowing aDA to 
comment on this land use action. 

W:/;jaA"] 
Melinda Fahey ! 
Aviation Planning Analyst 

Enc: Sample Declaration of Anticipated Noise 
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Apr 16. 2009 7: 14AM or de~l oj aVI"lion 

.-Oregon 
Th~on: R, t<uJong"~ki. Governor 

April 15, 2009 

Naomi VogeJ"Beattie 
Washington County Dept of Land Use 
155 N. 1st Ave, #350·13 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 

Subject Type II Public Notice Caaefile #: 09...()50-S/PLA 

Ms. Vogel·Beattie, 

No, 1220 P. I 

3040 25th Street, SE 
Salem, OR 97302-1125 
Phone: (503) 378-4880 

Toll Free: (600) 874.0102 
FAX: (503) 373-1688 

The Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA) received a notice regarding the above 
referenced file number for a preliminary plat review for a 15-lot subdivision near Sunset 
Airstrip in North Plains, Oregon. The Sunset Airstrip is encompassed in the Airport Planning 
Rule. The purpose of the Airport Planning Rule is to OAR 660-012"0010(2) "Ensuring the 
vitality and continued operation of Oregon's system of airports is linked to the vitality of the 
local economy where the airports are located. This division recognizes the interdependence 
between transportation systems and the communities on which they depend: As such, 
aDA would like to ensure the safe and efficient use of the Sunset Airstrip. 

The ODA recommends the county incorporate a "Declaration of Anticipated Noise" to the 
adjacent homes. This will ensure the home buyers understand the close proximity of the 
airport and its associated noise that it can create. Also. by including this document with the 
closing paperwork will reduce the amount complaints derived from the airport. 

Should you have any questions regarding the Oregon Department of Aviation's comments; 
please do not hesitate to con1act me at (503) 378-2894. Thank you for allowing ODA to 
comment on this land use action. 

LftM:jalt .. J 
Melinda Fahey ! 
Aviation Planning Analyst 

Enc: Sample Declaration of Anticipated Noise 

Apr 16. 2009 714AM or HQl of aVlalion 

_-Oregon 
Th~orc R. Ku.longo$ki. Covcrnor 

April 15, 2009 

Naomi Vogel-Beattie 
Washington County Dept of Land Use 
155 N. 1't Ave, #350-13 
Hillsboro. Oregon 97124 

Subject: Type II Public Notice Caaefile #: 09-050..s/PLA 

Ms, Vogel·Seattie, 

No. 1220 P 2 

3040 25111 Street, SE 
Salem,OR97302·1125 
Phone; (503) 378-4880 

Toll Free: (800) 874.0102 
FAX: (503) 37J..1668 

The Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA) (eceived a notice regarding the above 
referenced file number for a preliminary plat review for a 15-lot subdivision near Sunset 
Airstrip in North Plains, Oregon. The Sunset Airstrip is encompassed in the Airport Planning 
Rule. The purpose of the Airport Planning Rule is to OAR 660-012-0010(2) "Ensuring the 
vitality and continued operation of Oregon's system of airports is linked to the vitality of the 
focal economy where the airports are located. This division recognizes the interdependence 
between transportation systems and the communities on which they depend: As such, 
aDA would like to ensure the safe and efficient use of the Sunset Airstrip. 

The aDA recommends the county incorporate a "Declaration of Anticipated Noise" to the 
adjacent homes, This will ensure the home buyers understand the close proximity of the 
airport and its associated noise that it can create. Also, by including this document with the 
closing paperwork will reduce the amount complaints derived from the airport. 

Should you have any questions regarding the Oregon Department 01 Aviation's comments; 
please do not hesitate to con1act me at (503) 378-2894. Thank you for allowing ODA to 
comment on this land use action. 

0fi);J;=jafi" J 
Melinda Fahey f 
Aviation Planning Analyst 

Ene: Sample Declaration of Anticipated Noise 



Apr. 16. 2009 7: 14AM or dept of aVla!ion No. 1220 P. 3 

Airport Land USII CompaUbUUy Guidebook January. 2003 

EXAMPLE 1 

NOISE EASEMENT 

THIS AGREEMENT, made this day of , 
20 ___ , between the (Airport Authority), a municipal 
corporation of the State of Oregon. hereinafter refe((ed to 8S -Gmntoo'; 

The Grantor does hereby grant, in consideration for the right to develop the 
subject property for residential use, pursuant to City Planning and Zoning Code, 
Chapter (No.), to the Granlee, its successors and assigns, to have 
and to hold an 98l!ement for aircraft noise impact unlil ________ -,--
shall be abandoned or shall cease 10 be used for airport purposes, over the 
following described parcel of land situated in the County of _____ -' 
State of Oregon, as follows: 

(Lagal description and street address of Grantor's parcel of land) 

Said Easement shall encompass the right. ill the airspace above the surface of 
the Grantor's property having the same boundaries as the above de&cribed 
property and extending from the surface upward& to the limils of the atmosphere 
of the earth, 10 cause in said airspace a maximum of such noise as reflected by 
the Noise Impact Zone Map adopled by City Ordinance (No.). Thill 
easement IS only applicable to airport noise caused runway alignments 
existing in (Year). More specifically, the noise created by aircraft 
now known or hereafter used for navigation of or flight In air, shall not exceed the 
permitted annual avemge DNL level obtained by using established measurement 
standards and procedures. The permitted annual average DNL level shall not be 
greater than the annual average DNL level established in (year), or 
the most recent annual average DNL established, pursuant to Section 
-,-____ (No.). prior 10 the date of said Easement, whichever is the lesser, If 
the permitted annual average DNL level can be shown to have been exceeded, 
as provided for by Section (No.). said Easement shall be void. 

The granting of said Easement shail establish the Grantor's right to develop the 
above-described parcel of land for residential USB, The Grantor's execution and 
offering of said Easement is sufficient to fulfill the requirements for the issuing of 
a building permit if all other zoning requirements have been met. 

It is understood and agreed that these covenants and agreements shall run with 
the lend, that notice shall be made to Bnd shall be binding upon heirs, 
administrators, executors. successors, and assigns of the Grantor. 

IN WITNESS IIVHEREOF, the Grantor has hereunto set his hand and seal this 
____ day of , 20 ___ _ 

Appendix I - 3 
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Airport Land Use Compallbillty Guidebool< January. 2003 

EXAMPLE 1 

NOISE EASEMENT 

THIS AGREEMENT. made .this day of , 
20 ,between the (Airport Authority), a municipal 
corporation of the State of Oregon. hereinafter referred to as -Grantee": 

The Grantor does hereby grant. in consideration for the right to develop Ihe 
subjed property tor residential use, pursuant to City Planning and Zoning Code, 
Chapter (No.), to the Grantee, its successors and assigns, to have 
and to hold an easement for aircraft noise impact unlil.,..... ______ --,-_ 
shall be abandoned or shall cease 10 be used for airport purposes, over the 
following described parcel of land situated in Iha County of _____ -1 

Slate of Oregon, as follows: 

(Legal description and street address of Grantor's parcel of land) 

Said Easement shall encompass the righI, in the airspace above the surface of 
the Granlor's property having the same boundaries as the above described 
property and extending from the surface upwards to the limits of the atmosphere 
of the earth, to cause in said airspace a maximum of such noise as reflected by 
the Noise Impact Zone Map adopted by City Ordinance (No.). This 
easemenl IS only applicable to airport noise caused from runway alignments 
existing in (Year). More specifically, the noise created by aircraft 
now known or hereafter used for navigation of or flight In air, shall not exceed the 
permitted annual average DNL level obtained by using established measurement 
standards and procedures. The permitted annual 8verage DNL level shall not be 
greater than the annual average DNL level eslabllshad In (year). or 
the most recent annual average DNl establiShed, pursuant to Section 
____ (No.), prior 10 the daIs of said Easement. whichever is the IS8ser, If 
Ihe permitted annual average DNL level can be shown to have been exceeded, 
as provided for by Section (No.), said Easement shall be void. 

The granting of said Easement shail establish the Grantor's right to develop the 
above-described parcel of land for residential USB. The Grantor's execution and 
offering of said Easement is sufficient to fulfill the requirements for the issuing of 
a building permit if all other zoning requirements have been met. 

It is understood and agr96d thaI these covenants and agreements shall run wittl 
the lend, that notice shall be made to and shall be binding upon heirs, 
administralors, executors, successors, and assigns of the Grantor. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Grantor has hereunto set his hand and &eal this 
____ day of ,20 __ _ 
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Airport Land U.e Compallblilly GUIdebook January. 2003 

EXAMPLE 1 

NOISE EASEMENT 

THIS AGREEMENT, made .thi& day of , 
20 ,between the (Airport Authority), a municipal 
corporation of Iha State of Oregon. hereinafter referred to a~ 'Grantee'; 

The Grantor does hereb~ grant. in consideration for the right to develop the 
subjec1 property tor resit1ential use, pursuant to City Planning and Zonil1g Code, 
Chapter (No.), to the Grantee, rts successors and assigns, to have 
and to hold an easement for aircraft noise impact uotil.,---:-_____ --::-_ 
shall be abandoned or shall cease to be used for airport purposes, over the 
fallowing described parcel of land situated in tha County of _____ -' 
State 01 Oregon, as follows: 

(Legal description and street address of Grantor's parcel of land) 

Said Easement shall eocompass the right. in the airspace above the surface of 
the Grantor's property having the same boundaries as the above deecribed 
property and extending from the surface upwards to the limits of the etmosphere 
of the eartn, 10 cause in said airspace a maximum 01 such noise as reflected by 
the Noise Impact Zone Map adopted by City Ordinance (No.). This 
easement IS only applicable to airport noise caused from runway alignments 
existing in (Year). More specifically, the noise crealed by aircraft 
now known or hereafter used for navigation of or flight in air, shall not exceed the 
permitted annual average DNL level obtained by using established measurement 
standards and procedures. ThEI permitted annual average DNL level shall not be 
greater than the annual average DNL level established in (year), or 
the most recent Bnnual average DNl established, pursuant to Section 
____ (No ). prior to the date of said Easement, whichever is the leBsor. If 
the permitted annual average DNL level can be shown to have been exceeded, 
as provided for by Section (No.), said Easement shell be void. 

The granting of said Easement shail establish the Grantor's right to develop the 
above-described parcel of land for residel1lial use. The Grantor's execution and 
offering of said Easement is sufficient to fulfill the requirements for the issuing of 
a building permit if all olher zoning requirements have been met. 

It is understood and agrood that these covenants and agreements shaJi run with 
the lend, that notice shall be made to Bnd shall be binding upon hell'S, 
adminlstrarors, executors, successors, and assigns of the Grantor. 

IN WITNESS INHEREOF, Ihe Grantor has hereunto set his hand and seal this 
____ day of ,20 __ _ 

Grantor 

Appo ndix I - J 



From The Oregonian of Friday, Apri 1 I, 2005 
Airstrip plans have residents in an uproar. Mike Applebee wants to increase the use of a remote 
strip near Buxton, but neighbors don't want the added noise 

By Richard Colby 

BUXTON -- Most passing motorists on U.S. 26 wouldn't notice the grassy strip paralleling the 
highway just to the north, a place where light airplanes can land and take off. 
Neighbors of the strip, near the unincorporated Buxton community in the Coast Range foothills, 
say they want the strip to stay unnoticed, and mostly unheard. With a Washington County 
regulation backing them, they say the strip is for use only by the property owner flying his own 
airplane in and out. 

But aviator Mike Applebee, who bought the strip late last year, says he wants a lot more from the 
strip. Doing business as Applebee Aviation, he has posted a sign near the highway advertising 
helicopter tours. 

Applebee also says he plans to give flying lessons in helicopters and light airplanes, launching 
from the 2,600-foot-long grassy stretch east of Northwest Fisher Road. He also wants to establish 
the landing field as a fuel stop for pilots flying between the Portland area and the Oregon coast. 
Describing himself as a "semiretired" steel broker embarking on a second career, Applebee said 
he would also use the strip to base crop-spraying or firefighting services he plans to offer with his 
four Hughes 500 helicopters and a Cessna J 72 airplane. 

All he needs is Washington County's land-use approval to increase the strip's activities from those 
of the fonner owner, Portland television personality Rod "Rambling Rod" Anders, who died in 
2002. With his plane, Anders set up the strip in J 994 to go with a log cabin-style home on the 
property. 

Jack Harper, the county's code enforcement officer, says Applebee got ahead of the regulations. 
Harper noticed in November the sign advertising helicopter flights and says he notified Applebee 
that the county's regulations covering the airstrip didn't allow commercial uses. 

Harper says complaints about helicopter noise began arriving from nearby residents in January. 
He says Applebee subsequently agreed to seek county approval for expanding the strip's uses. 
Such an application, yet to be fi led, must be considered by a county land-use hearings officer. 
Some Buxton-area residents, savoring a rural environment largely free of aircraft noise, promise 
to fight Applebee when the matter comes up for a hearing. 

Ellen Saunders, who lives three-quarters of a mile up Northwest Dingheiser Road, about a mile 
east of the strip and south of U.S. 26, says an organizational meeting of Applebee Aviation 
opponents drew "several dozen" angry residents. 

Although she lives in a forested ravine away from the airstrip, Saunders says, she can hear aircraft 
taking off, like one that zoomed away around 7 a.m. Sunday. 

"Basically, it bounces people out of bed on a Sunday morning," she says of the noise. Saunders 
says she fears a steadier stream of noise wafting up the ravine if Applebee's expansion permit is 
granted. 
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From The Oregonian of Friday, April 1,2005 
Airstrip plans have residents in an uproar. Mike Applebee wants to increase the use of a remote 
strip near Buxton, but neighbors don't want the added noise 

By Richard Colby 

BUXTON -- Most passing motorists on U.S. 26 wouldn't notice the grassy strip paralleling the 
highway just to the north, a place where light airplanes can land and take off. 
Neighbors of the strip, near the unincorporated Buxton community in the Coast Range foothills, 
say they want the strip to stay unnoticed, and mostly unheard. With a Washington County 
regulation backing them, they say the strip is for use only by the property owner flying his own 
airplane in and out. 

But aviator Mike Applebee, who bought the strip late last year, says he wants a lot more from the 
strip. Doing business as Applebee Aviation, he has posted a sign near the highway adveltising 
helicopter tours. 

Applebee also says he plans to give flying lessons in helicopters and light airplanes, launching 
from the 2,600-foot-long grassy stretch east of Northwest Fisher Road. He also wants to establish 
the landing field as a fuel stop for pilots flying between the Portland area and the Oregon coast. 
Describing himself as a "semiretired" steel broker embarking on a second career, Applebee said 
he would also use the strip to base crop-spraying or firefighting services he plans to offer with his 
four Hughes 500 helicopters and a Cessna 172 airplane. 

All he needs is Washington County's land-use approval to increase the strip's activities from those 
of the former owner, Portland television personality Rod "Rambling Rod" Anders, who died in 
2002. With his plane, Anders set up the strip in 1994 to go with a log cabin-style home on the 
property. 

Jack Harper, the county's code enforcement officer, says Applebee got ahead of the regulations. 
Harper noticed in November the sign advertising helicopter flights and says he notified Applebee 
that the county's regu lations covering the airstrip didn't allow commercial uses. 

Harper says complaints about helicopter noise began arriving from nearby residents in January. 
He says Applebee subsequently agreed to seek county approval for expanding the strip's uses. 
Such an application, yet to be fi led, must be considered by a county land-use hearings officer. 
Some Buxton-area residents, savoring a rural environment largely free of aircraft noise, promise 
to fight Applebee when the matter comes up for a hearing. 

Ellen Saunders, who lives three-quarters of a mile up Northwest Dingheiser Road, about a mile 
east of the strip and south of U.S. 26, says an organizational meeting of Applebee Aviation 
opponents drew "several dozen" angry residents. 

Although she lives in a forested ravine away from the airstrip, Saunders says, she can hear aircraft 
taking off, I ike one that zoomed away around 7 a.m. Sunday. 

"Basically, it bounces people out of bed on a Sunday morning," she says of the noise. Saunders 
says she fears a steadier stream of noise wafting up the ravine if Applebee'S expansion permit is 
granted. 

From The Oregonian of Friday, April I, 2005 
Airstrip plans have residents in an uproar. Mike Applebee wants to increase the use of a remote 
strip near Buxton, but neighbors don't want the added noise 

By Richard Colby 

BUXTON -- Most passing motorists on U.S. 26 wouldn't notice the grassy strip paralleling the 
highway just to the north, a place where light airplanes can land and take off. 
Neighbors of the strip, near the unincorporated Buxton community in the Coast Range foothills, 
say they want the strip to stay unnoticed, and mostly unheard. With a Washington County 
regulation backing them, they say the strip is for use only by the property owner flying his own 
airplane in and out. 

But aviator Mike Applebee, who bought the strip late last year, says he wants a lot more from the 
strip. Doing business as Applebee Aviation, he has posted a sign near the highway adveltising 
he Iicopter tours. 

Applebee also says he plans to give flying lessons in helicopters and light airplanes, launching 
from the 2,600-foot-long grassy stretch east of Northwest Fisher Road. He also wants to establish 
the landing field as a fuel stop for pilots flying between the Portland area and the Oregon coast. 
Describing himself as a "semiretired" steel broker embarking on a second career, Applebee said 
he would also use the strip to base crop-spraying or firefighting services he plans to offer with his 
four Hughes 500 helicopters and a Cessna 172 airplane. 

All he needs is Washington County's land-use approval to increase the strip's activities from those 
of the fonner owner, Portland television personality Rod "Rambling Rod" Anders, who died in 
2002. With his plane, Anders set up the strip in 1994 to go with a log cabin-style home on the 
property. 

Jack Harper, the county's code enforcement officer, says Applebee got ahead of the regulations. 
Harper noticed in November the sign advertising helicopter flights and says he notified Applebee 
that the county's regulations covering the airstrip didn't allow commercial uses. 

Harper says complaints about helicopter noise began arriving from nearby residents in January. 
He says Applebee subsequently agreed to seek county approval for expanding the strip's uses. 
Such an application, yet to be fi led, must be considered by a county land-use hearings officer. 
Some Buxton-area residents, savoring a rural environment largely free of aircraft noise, promise 
to fight Applebee when the matter comes up for a hearing. 

Ellen Saunders, who lives three-quarters ofa mile up Northwest Dingheiser Road, about a mile 
east of the strip and south of U.S. 26, says an organizational meeting of Applebee Aviation 
opponents drew "seveml dozen" angry residents. 

Although she lives in a forested ravine away frol11 the airstrip, Saunders says, she can hear aircraft 
taking off, like one that zoomed away around 7 a.m. Sunday. 

"Basically, it bounces people out of bed on a Sunday morning," she says of the noise. Saunders 
says she fears a steadier stream of noise wafting up the ravine if Applebee's expansion permit is 
granted. 



Mike Borreson, a retired county engineer who lives on Northwest Pongratz Road nOlth of the 
airstrip, says he has no objection to Applebee flying a personal aircraft in and out as Anders did. 
"I do have a problem with him trying to turn it into an airport," Borreson says. "Helicopters are a 
lot noisier than airplanes." 

The strip, BOITeson says, lies in the middle of a valley about a mile wide with hills on three sides. 
That, he says, causes aircraft sounds to reverberate through the area. 

Borreson says he also has safety concerns about student pilots using the strip. Applebee says that 
with farming and forestry-related flying jobs, he wants to offer flight instruction from the strip "to 
keep it busy and help pay for the place." He says he would be happy to designate "sensitive areas" 
around the strip that he and other pilots would avoid flying over, being careful to follow federal 
aviation regulations. 
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Mike Borreson, a retired county engineer who lives on Nortllwest Pongratz Road nOlth of the 
airstrip, says he has no objection to Applebee flying a personal aircraft in and out as Anders did. 
"I do have a problem with him trying to turn it into an airport," Borreson says. "Helicopters are a 
lot noisier than airplanes." 

The strip, BOITeson says, lies in the middle of a valley about a mile wide with Ilills on three sides. 
That, he says, causes aircraft sounds to reverberate through the area. 

Borreson says he also has safety concerns about student pilots using the strip. Applebee says that 
with farming and forestry-related flying jobs, he wants to offer flight instruction from the strip "to 
keep it busy and help pay for the place." He says he would be happy to designate "sensitive areas" 
around the strip that he and other pilots would avoid flying over, being careful to follow federal 
aviation regulations. 

Mike Borreson, a retired county engineer who lives on Northwest Pongratz Road nonh of the 
airstrip, says he has no objection to Applebee flying a personal aircraft in and out as Anders did. 
"J do have a problem with him trying to turn it into an airport," Borreson says. "Helicopters are a 
lot noisier than airplanes." 

The strip, BOITeson says, lies in the middle ofa valley about a mile wide with hills on three sides. 
That, he says, causes aircraft sounds to reverberate through the area. 

Borreson says he also has safety concerns about student pilots using the strip. Applebee says that 
with farming and forestry-related flying jobs, he wants to offer fI ight instruction from the strip "to 
keep it busy and help pay for the place." He says he would be happy to designate "sensitive areas" 
around the strip tbal he and other pilots would avoid flying over, being careful to follow federal 
aviation regu lations. 



From The Oregonian of Wednesday, June 15,2005 

Washington County hits airstrip owner with citations. Officials accuse Michael Applebee of using 
his strip for commercial purposes without proper permits 

By Richard Colby 

BUXTON -- Washington County is taking the owner of a small rural airfield to court and 
accusing him of using the land to run a flight school and air-tour operation without the proper 
permits. 

A county land-use code enforcer issued three COUlt citations last week to Michael Applebee, 
owner of a 2,600-foot-long grass airstrip next to U.S. 26. 

The citations accuse Applebee of operating a commercial airport without county planners' 
approval, failing to submit a previously required application for a land-use review and placing an 
advertising sign on his property without a county sign permit. 

Neither Applebee nor his attorney, John Rankin of Sherwood, returncd telephone calls Monday or 
Tuesday. Applebee has owned the strip, which he calls Apple Valley Airport, since late last year. 
The airfield and Applebee's plans to use it for flight training and other businesses have drawn 
vehement opposition from neighbors in the rural Buxton area. Neighbors have taken their 
complaints -- mostly related to noise and safety issues -- to the county Board of Commissioners 
and land-use staffers. 

The three citations, each carrying a $182 base fine, summon Applebee to appear June 30 at the 
county's Justice Court. 

If he continues to run a business from the airfield, Applebee could face another round of citations 
and fines levied for each day of its operation. 

The airstrip's builder and former owner was POitland television personality Rod "Rambling Rod" 
Anders, who died in 2002. Anders, who also built a large house on the site just east of Fisher 
Road and north of U.S. 26, used the landing strip for his personal flying. 

Since January, county code enforcement officers have received several complaints from 
neighbors about helicopter noise and Applebee's announced plans to use the strip as a base for 
flight training, recreational tours, airplane fuel storage and other commercial activities. 

At least 75 residents formed Neighbors Against Apple Valley Expansion to try to halt commercial 
activity on the grassy strip. They have hired POltland land-use lawyer Ed Sullivan to represent 
them. 

In April, Applebee scheduled a county-required neighborhood meeting to discuss his plans before 
he could formally apply to change the airstrip's use to a commercial operation. But a few days 
before the scheduled meeting on April 25, Applebee canceled it. 

Reached last week, Applebee said he didn't want to face a gathering that would be hostile to his 
proposal. 
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From The Oregonian of Wednesday, June 15,2005 

Washington County hits airstrip owner with citations. Officials accuse Michael Applebee of using 
his strip for commercial purposes without proper permits 

By Richard Colby 

BUXTON -- Washington County is taking the owner of a small rural airfield to court and 
accusing him of using the land to run a flight school and air-tour operation without the proper 
permits. 

A county land-use code enforcer issued three COUlt citations last week to Michael Applebee, 
owner of a 2,600-foot-long grass airstrip next to U.S. 26. 

The citations accuse Applebee of operating a commercial airport without county planners' 
approval, failing to submit a previously required application for a land-use review and placing an 
advertising sign on his property without a county sign permit. 

Neither Applebee nor his attorney, John Rankin of Sherwood, returned telephone calls Monday or 
Tuesday. Applebee has owned the strip, which he calls Apple Valley Airport, since late last year. 
The airfield and Applebee's plans to use it for flight training and other businesses have drawn 
vehement opposition from neighbors in the rural Buxton area. Neighbors have taken their 
complaints -- mostly related to noise and safety issues -- to the county Board of Commissioners 
and land-use staffers. 

The three citations, each carrying a $182 base fine, summon Applebee to appear June 30 at the 
county's Justice Court. 

If he continucs to run a business from the airfield, Applebee could face another round of citations 
and fines levied for each day of its operation. 

The airstrip's builder and fonner owner was POitland television personality Rod "Rambling Rod" 
Anders, who died in 2002. Anders, who also built a large house on the site just east of Fisher 
Road and north of U.S. 26, used the landing strip for his personal flying. 

Since January, county code enforcement officers have received several complaints from 
neighbors about helicopter noise and Applebee's announced plans to llSC the strip as a base for 
flight training, recreational tours, airplane fuel storage and other commereial activities. 

At least 7S residents formed Neighbors Against Apple Valley Expansion to try to halt commercial 
activity on the grassy strip. They have hired POltland land-use lawyer Ed Sullivan to represent 
them. 

In April, Applebee scheduled a county-required neighborhood meeting to discuss his plans before 
he could formally apply to ehange the airstrip's use to a commercial operation. But a few days 
before the scheduled meeting on April 25, Applebee canceled it. 

Reached last week, Applebee said he didn't want to face a gathering that would be hostile to his 
proposal. 

From The Oregonian of Wednesday, June 15,2005 

Washington County hits airstrip owner with citations. Officials accuse Michael Applebee of using 
his strip for commercial purposes without proper permits 

By Richard Colby 

BUXTON -- Washington County is taking the owner of a small rural airfield to court and 
accusing him of using the land to run a flight school and air-tour operation without the proper 
permits. 

A county land-use code enforcer isslled three court citations last week to Michael Applebee, 
owner of a 2,600-foot-long grass airstrip next to U.S. 26. 

The citations accuse Applebee of operating a commercial airport without county planners' 
approval, failing to submit a previously required application for a land-use review and placing an 
advertising sign on his property without a county sign permit. 

Neither Applebee nor his attorney, John Rankin of Sherwood, returned telephone ealls Monday or 
Tuesday. Applebee has owned the strip, which he calls Apple Valley Airport, since late last year. 
The airfield and Applebee's plans to use it for flight training and other businesses have drawn 
vehement opposition from neighbors in the rural Buxton area. Neighbors have taken their 
complaints -- mostly related to noise and safety issues -- to the county Board of Commissioners 
and land-use staffers. 

The thrcc citations, each carrying a $182 base finc, summon Applebee to appear June 30 at the 
county's Justice Court. 

Ifhe continues to rUIl a busincss from the airfield, Applebee could face another round of citations 
and fines levied for each day of its operation. 

Thc airstrip's builder and former owner was P0I11and television pcrsonality Rod "Rambling Rod" 
Anders, who died in 2002. Anders, who also built a large house on the sitejllst east of Fishel' 
Road and north of U.s. 26, used the landing strip for his personal flying. 

Since January, county code enforcement officers have reccived several complaints from 
neighbors about helicopter noise and Applebee's announced plans to llse the strip as a base for 
flight training, recreational tours, airplane fuel storage and other commercial activities. 

At least 75 residents formed Neighbors Against Apple Valley Expansion to try to halt commercial 
activity on the grassy strip. Thcy have hired POltland land-use lawyer Ed Sullivan to represent 
them. 

In April, Applebee scheduled a county-required neighborhood meeting to discuss his plans before 
he could formally apply to change the airstrip's lise to a commercial operation. But a few days 
before thc scheduled meeting on April 25, Applebee canceled it. 

Reached last wcek, Applebec said he didn't want to face a gathering that would be hostile to his 
proposal. 



He also said he was offering flight training as advertised daily in a classified newspaper ad and on 
a Web site but would fly the helicopters or fixed-wing planes to other airports to meet his flight 
students. 

Applebee also said he was using the Buxton strip as a base for other operations, including drying 
rain-soaked cherries in orchards with helicopter down drafts. 

County officials had given Applebee until June 3 to file a land-use application for planners to 
review the airstdp's status. Last week, Rankin, Applebee's attorney, appeared before county 
commissioners to request a 30-day extension of the deadline. The commissioners declined to get 
involved. 

David Bratton, who lives across Pongratz Road from the strip, said Tllesday that he had watched 
helicopters fly over the strip and hover five feet above ground for as long as 30 minutes, two or 
three times a week. 

Bratton, a co-founder of the opposition group, said the helicopter noise distracts him and clients 
of his freight-hauling brokerage that he operates from his home, even when his windows are 
closed. 

"We've had some cOllversations with the county about cease and desist," he said. "They've done 
what we were hoping they'd do." 
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He also said he was offering flight training as advertised daily in a classified newspaper ad and on 
a Web site but would fly the helicopters or fixed-wing planes to other airports to meet his flight 
students. 

Applebee also said he was using the Buxton strip as a base for other operations, including drying 
rain-soaked cherries in orchards with helicopter down drafts. 

County officials had given Applebee until June 3 to file a land-use application for planners to 
review the airstrip's status. Last week, Rankin, Applebee's attorney. appeared before county 
commissioners to request a 30-day extension of the deadline. The commissioners declined to get 
involved. 

David Bratton, who lives across Pongratz Road from the strip. said Tuesday that he had watched 
helicopters fly over the strip and hover five feet above ground for as long as 30 minutes, two or 
three times a week. 

Bratton, a co-founder of the opposition group, said the helicopter noise distracts him and clients 
of his freight-hauling brokerage that he operates from his home, even when his windows are 
closed. 

"We've had some conversations with the county about cease and desist," he said. "They've done 
what we were hoping they'd do." 

He also said he was offering flight training as advertised daily in a classified newspaper ad and on 
a Web site but would fly the helicopters or fixed-wing planes to other airports to meet his flight 
students. 

Applebee also said he was using the Buxton strip as a base for other operations, including drying 
rain-soaked cherries in orchards with helicopter down drafts. 

County officials had given Applebee until June 3 to file a land-use application for planners to 
review the airstrip's status. Last week, Rankin, Applebee's attorney, appeared before county 
commissioners to request a 30-day extension of the deadline. The commissioners declined to get 
involved. 

David Bratton, who lives across Pongmtz Road from the strip, said Tucsday that he had watched 
helicopters fly over the strip and hover five feet above ground for as long as )0 minutes, two or 
three times a week. 

Bratton, a co-founder of the opposition group, said the helicopter noise distracts him and clients 
of his freight-hauling brokerage that he operates from his home, even when his windows are 
closed. 

"We've had some conversations with the county about cease and desist," he said. "They've done 
what we were hoping they'd do." 



From The Oregonian of Friday, July 22, 2005 
Aviator will hold public meeting on Buxton airstrip 

Mike Applebee seeks Washington County's OK to conduct commercial flights from his property 

By Richard Colby 

BUXTON -- Aviator Mike Applebee said Thursday that he will seek Washington County land
use approval to conduct commercial flight operations from his 2,600-foot-long airstrip off U.S. 26 
and Fisher Road. 

Applebee has scheduled a public meeting in Buxton next week to present his plans to neighbors 
of the grass airstrip, 25 miles west of Portland. Some of them recently formed an organization to 
fight the proposal because they fear noise, danger and environmental damage from helicopter and 
fixed-wing operations. 

The neighborhood meeting, with attendees' comments compiled, is required by the county as part 
of Applebee's application. The aviator said in a prepared statement that he wants to broaden the 
strip's use to include flight training, excursion trips and other commercial uses. 
Fearing opposition to his expansion plans, Applebee canceled an earlier neighborhood meeting in 
April. 

The county and the expansion's foes contend the field's lise is limited to personal flights in and 
out by the property's owner. The opponents have formed Neighbors Against Apple Valley 
Expansion and hired land-use attorney Ed Sullivan of Portland to contest the application. 
Applebee bought the property last year from the estate of Portland television personality Rod 
"Rambling Rod" Andersen, who built it and an adjoining log house before his death in 2002. 

On Thursday, ajudge granted Applebee a delay of at least 30 days for his trial on three county
issued citations. The citations allege the aviator violated land-use rules last month by conducting 
commercial flights, fai ling to seek formal county review of the property's use and erecting a sign 
advertising flight tours. 

The trial had been scheduled for today in the county's Justice Court in Beaverton. No new trial 
date was set. 

Chris Gilmore, an assistant county counsel assigned to the case, said he agreed to the delay 
because Applebee had assured the county's Department of Land Use and Transportation he 
wouldn't do anything outside the rules without a county hearings officer's approval of the 
application. 

Gilmore said the citations, each carrying a maximum $ J 82 fine, could be dropped entirely if the 
hearings officer allows the expansion. Such a decision must come five months after the county's 
staff decides that Applebee's application is complete. 

In the prepared statement approved by Applebee's attorney, John Rankin, the aviator said he had 
covered up a sign that advertised excursion flights and had removed references to the place as 
"Apple Valley AirpOlt" from his Applebee Aviation Web page. 
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From The Oregonian of Friday, July 22, 2005 
Aviator will hold public meeting on Buxton airstrip 

Mike Applebee seeks Washington County's OK to conduct commercial flights from his property 

By Richard Colby 

BUXTON -- Aviator Mike Applebee said Thursday that he will seek Washington County land
use approval to conduct commercial flight operations from his 2,600-foot-long airstrip off U.S. 26 
and Fisher Road. 

Applebee has scheduled a publ ic meeting in Buxton next week to present his plans to neighbors 
of the grass airstrip, 25 miles west of Portland. Some of them recently formed an organization to 
fight the proposal because they fear noise, danger and environmental damage from helicopter and 
fixed-wing operations. 

The neighborhood meeting, with attendees' comments compiled, is required by the county as part 
of Applebee's application. The aviator said in a prepared statement that he wants to broaden the 
strip's use to include flight training, excursion trips and other commercial uses. 
Fearing opposition to his expansion plans, Applebee canceled an earlier neighborhood meeting in 
April. 

The county and the expansion's foes contend the field's use is limited to personal flights in and 
out by the property's owner. The opponents have formed Neighbors Against Apple Valley 
Expansion and hired land-use attorney Ed Sullivan of Portland to contest the application. 
Applebee bought the property last year fi'om the estate of Portland television personality Rod 
"Rambling Rod" Andersen, who built it and an adjoining log house before his death in 2002. 

On Thursday, ajudge granted Applebee a delay of at least 30 days for his trial on three county
issued citations. The citations allege the aviator violated land-use rules last month by conducting 
commercial flights, fai ling to seek formal county review of the property's use and erecting a sign 
advertising flight tours. 

The trial had been scheduled for today in the county's Justice Court in Beaverton. >Jo new trial 
date was set. 

Chris Gilmore, an assistant county counsel assigned to the case, said he agreed to the delay 
because Applebee had assured the county's Depaltment of Land Use and Transportation he 
wouldn't do anything outside the rules without a county hearings officer's approval of the 
application. 

Gilmore said the citations, each carrying a maximum $182 fine, could be dropped entirely if the 
hearings officer allows the expansion. Such a decision must come five months after the county's 
staff decides that Applebee's application is complete. 

In the prepared statement approved by Applebee's attorney, John Rankin, the aviator said he had 
covered up a sign that advertised excursion flights and had removed references to the place as 
"Apple Valley Airport" from his Applebee Aviation Web page. 

From The Oregonian of Friday, July 22, 2005 
Aviator will hold public meeting on Buxton airstrip 

Mike Applebee seeks Washington County's OK to conduct commercial flights from his property 

By Richard Colby 

RUXTON -- Aviator Mike Applebee said Thursday that he will seek Washington County land
use approval to conduct commercial flight operations from his 2,600-foot-long airstrip off U.S. 26 
and Fisher Road. 

Applebee has scheduled a public meeting in Buxton next week to present his plans to neighbors 
of the grass airstrip, 25 miles west of Portland. Some of them recently formed an organization to 
fight the proposal because they fear noise, danger and environmental damage from helicopter and 
fixed-wing operations. 

The neighborhood meeting, with attendees' comments compiled, is required by the county as part 
of Applebee's application. The aviator said in a prepared statement that he wants to broaden the 
strip's use to include f1 ight training, excursion trips and other commercial uses. 
Fearing opposition to his expansion plans, Applebee canceled an earlier neighborhood meeting in 
April. 

The county and the expansion's foes contend the field's lise is limited to personal flights in and 
out by the property's owner. The opponents have formed Neighbors Against Apple Valley 
Expansion and hired land-lise attorney Ed Sullivan of Portland to contest the application. 
Applebee bought the property last year fi'om the estate of Portland television personality Rod 
"Rambling Rod" Andersen, who built it and an adjoining log house before his death in 2002. 

On Thursday, ajudge granted Applehee a delay of at least 30 days for his trial on three cOllnty
issued citations. The citations allege the aviator violated land-use rules last month hy conducting 
commercial flights, fai ling to seek formal county review of the propelty's lise and erecting a sign 
advertising flight tours. 

The trial had been scheduled for today in the county's Justice Court in Beaverton. ~o new trial 
date was set. 

Chris Gilmore, an assistant county cOllnsel assigned to the case, said he agreed to the delay 
because Applebee had assured the county's Department of Land Use and Transportation he 
wouldn't do anything outside the rules without a county heanngs officer's approval of tile 
application. 

Gilmore said the citations, each carrying a maximum $182 fine, could be dropped entirely if the 
hearings officer allows the expansion. Such a decision !TIlist come five months after the county's 
staff decides that Applebee's application is complete. 

In the prepared statement approved by Applebee's attorney, John Rankin, the aviator said he had 
covered lip a sign that advertised excursion flights and had removed references to the place as 
"Apple Valley Airport" from his Applebee Aviation Web page. 



The statement, on which the aviator wouldn't elaborate, said he and his wife, Jennie, were co
owners of Applebee Aviation. The company "continues to be open for business at several other 
locations in the local metro area," the statement said. 

It also said the Applebees have formed a group, Neighbors for Apple Valley Expansion, to 
advocate for the expansion application. 
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The statement, on which the aviator wouldn't elaborate, said he and his wife, Jennie, were co
owners of Applehee Aviation, The company "continues to he open for business at several other 
locations in the local metro area," the statement said, 

It also said the Applebees have formed a group, Neighbors for Apple Valley Expansion, to 
advocate for the expansion application. 

The statement, on which the aviator wouldn't elaborate, said he and his wife, Jennie, were co
owners of Applehee Aviation, The company "continues to he open for business at several other 
locations in the local metro area," the statement said, 

(t also said the Applebecs have formed a group, Neighbors for Apple Valley Expansion, to 
advocate for the expansion application. 



From The Oregonian of Thursday, July 27,2006 

Land-use officials review bid to expand airstrip. A couple seek county permission for commercial 
flights, but neighbors are opposed 

By Kathleen Gorman 

Buxton landowners Michael and Jennie Applebee have asked Washington County for permission 
to use a private runway they call Apple Valley Airport for commercial activities. 

Neighbors oppose the request, saying it would create noise, pollution and environmental and 
safety hazards in the rural communities around the 2,470-foot-long turf runway at U.S. 26 and 
Northwest Fisher Road in the Coast Range foothills. 

The Applebees bought the property in 2004 from the estate of Portland TV personality Rod 
"Rambling Rod" Anders, who built it and all adjoining log house before his death in 2002. 
In June, the Applebees filed an application with the county's Department of Land Use & 
Transportation. The application asks permission to base as many as 10 aircraft at the airport; 
increase flight activity to 3,016 annual departures; provide helicopter and fixed-wing private and 
commercial flight instruction; offer helicopter scenic flight tours; and provide agriculture-related 
services. They have not asked to add any buildings to the property, 

Besides the request for expansion, the Applebees also are asking the county for a review of the 
airstrip's operations. The Applebees missed an earlier filing deadline for the review. Calls last 
week to the Applebees and their attorney were not returned. 

The Applebees' neighbors -- who last year formed Neighbors Against Apple Valley Expansion -
pian to fight the proposal. They say Anders used the airstrip strictly for personal use, but the 
Applebces have greatly expanded its operation, 

"We don't object to the original uses," said Ellen Saunders, co-chairwoman of the organization. 
"It is the expanded lIses that we are opposed to." Saunders said noise from the airstrip is already a 
problem. Because the terrain isn't flat, the sound from planes and helicopters bounces around. 
"The sound ofthis is literally like a BB in a boxcar," she said. 

The Applebees do business as Applebee Aviation and have been cited by the county in the past 
for failing to comply with the conditions of approval for the airstrip. The county also cited 
Applebee Aviation for conducting commercial activities without the proper permits, but that 
citation did not hold up in court, land-use officials said. 

Applebee Aviation also had posted a sign that advertised excursion flights and advertised "Apple 
Valley Airport" from the Applebee Aviation Web page, which neighbors said was more evidence 
of commercial use there. 

Neighbors complained that the county was allowing Applebee Aviation to continue to violate 
codes while an earl ier application -- evcntually found to be incomplete -- was pending. But the 
county didn't actively pursue more enforcement because the Applebees were working toward 
getting the necessary permits. County staff members are reviewing the June 9 application and 
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From The Oregonian of Thursday, July 27, 2006 

Land-lise officials review bid to expand airstrip. A couple seek county permission for commercial 
flights, but neighbors are opposed 

By Kathleen Gorman 

Buxton landowners Michael and Jennie Applebee have asked Washington County for permission 
to use a private runway they call Apple Valley Airport for commercial activities. 

Neighbors oppose the request, saying it would create noise, pollution and environmental and 
safety hazards in the rural communities around the 2,470-foot-long turf runway at U.S. 26 and 
Northwest Fisher Road in the Coast Range foothills. 

The Applebees bought the property in 2004 from the estate of Portland TV personality Rod 
"Rambling Rod" Anders, who built it and an adjoining log house before his death in 2002. 
In June, the Applebees filed an application with the county's Department of Land Use & 
Transportation. The application asks permission to base as many as 10 aircraft at the airport; 
increase flight activity to 3,016 annual departures; provide helicopter and fixed-wing private and 
commercial flight instruction; offer helicopter scenic flight tours; and provide agriculture-related 
services. They have not asked to add any buildings to the property, 

Besides the request for expansion, the Applebees also are asking the county for a review of the 
airstrip's operations. The Applebees missed an earlier filing deadline for the review. Calls last 
week to the Applebees and their attorney were not returned. 

The Applebees' neighbors -- who last year formed Neighbors Against Apple Valley Expansion -
plan to fight the proposal. They say Anders used the airstrip strictly for personal use, but the 
Applebces have greatly expanded its operation. 

"We don't object to the original uses," said Ellen Saunders, co-chairwoman of the organization. 
"It is the expanded lIses that we are opposed to." Saunders said noise from the airstrip is already a 
problem. Because the terrain isn't flat, the sOllnd from planes and helicopters bOllnces around. 
"The sound ofthis is literally like a BB in a boxcar," she said. 

The Applebees do business as Applebee Aviation and have been cited by the county in the past 
for failing to comply with the conditions of approval for the airstrip. The county also cited 
Applebee Aviation for conducting commercial activities without the proper permits, but that 
citation did not hold lip in COllrt, land-use officials said. 

Applebee Aviation also had posted a sign that advertised excursion flights and advertised "Apple 
Valley Airport" from the Applebee Aviation Web page, which neighbors said was more evidence 
of commercial use there. 

Neighbors complained that the county was allowing Applebee Aviation to continue to violate 
codes while an earl ier appl ication -- evcntually found to be incomplete -- was pending. But the 
county didn't actively pursue more enforcement because the Applebees were working toward 
getting the necessary permits. County staff membcrs are reviewing the June 9 application and 

From The Oregonian of Thursday, July 27, 2006 

Land-use officials review bid to expand airstrip. A couple seek county permission for commercial 
flights, but neighbors are opposed 

By Kathleen Gorman 

Buxton landowners Michael and Jennie Applebee have asked Washington County for permission 
to use a private runway they call Apple Valley Airport for commercial activities. 

Neighbors oppose the request, saying it would create noise, pollution and environmental and 
safety hazards in the rural communities around the 2,470-foot-long turf runway at U.S. 26 and 
Northwest Fisher Road in the Coast Range foothills. 

The Applebees bought the property in 2004 from the estate of Portland TV personality Rod 
"Rambling Rod" Anders, who built it and an adjoining log house before his death in 2002. 
In June, the Applebees filed an application with the county's Department of Land Use & 
Transportation. The application asks permission to base as many as 10 aircraft at the airport; 
increase flight activity to 3,016 annual departures; provide helicopter and fixed-wing private and 
commercial flight instruction; offer helicopter scenic flight tours; and provide agriculture-related 
services. They have not asked to add any buildings to the propcrty. 

Besides the request for expansion, the Applebees also are asking the county for a review ofthe 
airstrip's operations. The Applebees missed an earlier filing deadline for the review. Calls last 
week to the Applebees and their attorney were not retumed. 

The Applebees' neighbors -- who last year formed Neighbol's Against Apple Valley Expansion -
pIan to tight the proposal. They say Anders used the airstrip strictly for personal use, but the 
Applebces have greatly expanded its operation. 

"We don't object to the original uses," said Ellen Saunders, co-chairwoman of the organization, 
"It is the expanded uses that we are opposed to." Saunders said noise from the airstrip is already a 
problem. Because the terrain isn't flat, tile sOllnd from planes and helicopters bounces around. 
"The sound ofthis is literally like a BB in a boxcar," she said. 

The Applebees do business as Applebee Aviation and have been cited by the county in the past 
for failing to comply with the conditions of approval for the airstrip. The county also cited 
Applebee Aviation for condllcting commercial activities withoLlt the proper permits, but that 
citation did not hold lip in COllrt, land-use officials said. 

Applebee Aviation also had posted a sign that advertised excursion flights and advertised "Apple 
Valley Airport" from the Applebee Aviation Web page, which neighbors said was more evidence 
of commercial use there. 

Neighbors complained that the county was allowing Applebee Aviation to continue to violate 
codes while an earlier application -- evcntually found to be incomplete -- was pending. But the 
county didn't actively pursue more enforcement because the Applebees were working toward 
getting the necessary permits. County staff members are reviewing the June 9 application and 



have tentatively scheduled a public hearing in September. HI expect we will have an extended 
hearing," said Edward Sullivan, an attorney for the neighbors. 
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have tentatively scheduled a public hearing in September. "I expect we will have an extended 
hearing," said Edward Sullivan, an attorney forthe neighbors. 
have tentatively scheduled a public hearing in September. ") expect we will have an extended 
hearing," said Edward Sullivan, an attorney for the neighbors. 



From The Oregonian of Wednesday, Dec. 27, 2006 
County rejects Buxton airstrip's bid to expand 
Neighbors applaud a decision not to allow commercial flights at Apple Valley Airport 
By Kathleen Gorman 

A Washington County hearings officer has denied a request from Michael and Jennie Applebee to 
use their private runway in Buxton for commercial activities. 

Nearby landowners were pleased with the Dec. 20 decision by hearings officer Dale M. Hermann. 
They had campaigned against the Applebees' request to increase flights at the 2,470-foot-long turf 
runway the couple call Apple Valley Airport. 

The neighbors said a higher number of flights would create noise, pollution and environmental 
and safety hazards in the rural communities around the runway at U.S. 26 and Northwest Fisher 
Road in the Coast Range foothills. "We're pretty happy with what we got," said David Bratton, 
the co-chairman of a group called Neigllbors Against Apple Valley Expansion. 

A call Tuesday to the Applebees was not returned. An attorney representing the Applebees said 
she had not seen the decision and couldn't say whether the couple would appeal to the state Land 
Use Board of Appeals. 

The Applebees bought the property in 2004 from the estate of Portland TV personality Rod 
"Rambling Rod" Anders, who built it and a log house before his death in 2002. 
In June, the Applebees filed an application with the county's Department of Land Use & 
Transportation. The application asked permission to base as many as 10 aircraft at the airport; 
increase flights to 3,016 annual departures; provide helicopter and fixed-wing private and 
commercial flight instruction; offer helicopter scenic flight tours; and provide agriculture-related 
services. They did not ask to add buildings to the property. 

The Applebees, doing business as Applebee Aviation, had been cited by the county in the past for 
failing to comply with the conditions of approval for the airstrip. The county also cited Applebee 
Aviation for conducting commercial activities without proper permits, but that citation did not 
hold up in court, land-use officials said. 

Bratton said the neighbors didn't object when Anders used the airstrip strictly for personal use and 
won't object to the Applebees' private use of it, either. 
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From The Oregonian of Wednesday, Dec. 27, 2006 
County rejects Buxton airstrip's bid to expand 
Neighbors applaud a decision 110t to allow commercial flights at Apple Valley Airport 
By Kathleen Gorman 

A Washington County hearings officer has denied a request from Michael and Jennie Applebee to 
use their private runway in Buxton for commercial activities. 

Nearby landowners were pleased with the Dec. 20 decision by hearings officer Dale M. Hermann. 
They had campaigned against the Applebees' request to increase flights at the 2,470-foot-long turf 
runway the couple call Apple Valley Airport. 

The neighbors said a higher number of flights would create noise, pollution and environmental 
and safety hazards in the rural communities around the runway at U.S. 26 and Nortllwest Fisher 
Road in the Coast Range foothills. "We're pretty happy with what we got," said David Bratton, 
the co-chairman of a group called Neighbors Against Apple Valley Expansion. 

A call Tuesday to the Applebees was not returned. An attorney representing the Applebees said 
she had not seen the decision and couldn't say whether the couple would appeal to the state Land 
Use Board of Appeals. 

The Applebees bought the propelty in 2004 from the estate of POI·t1and TV personality Rod 
"Rambling Rod" Anders, who built it and a log house before his death in 2002. 
In June, the Applebees filed an application with the coullty's Department of Land Use & 
TranspOltation. The appl ication asked permission to base as many as 10 aircraft at the airport; 
increase flights to 3,016 annLlal departures; provide helicopter and fixed-wing private and 
commercial flight instruction; offer helicopter scenic !light tours; and provide agriculture-related 
services. They did not ask to add buildings to the property. 

The Applebees, doing business as Applebee Aviation, had been cited by the county in the past for 
failing to comply with the conditions of approval for the airstrip. The county also cited Applebee 
Aviation for conducting commercial activities without proper permits, but that citation did not 
hold up in court, land-LIse officials said. 

Bratton said the neighbors didn't object when Anders used the airstrip strictly for personal use and 
won't object to the Applebees' private use of it, either. 

From The Oregonian of Wednesday, Dec. 27, 2006 
County rejects Buxton airstrip's bid to expand 
Neighbors applaud a decision not to allow commercial flights at Apple Valley Airport 
By Kathleen Gorman 

A Washington County hearings omccr has denied a request from Michael and Jennie Applebee to 
use their private mnway in Buxton for commercial activities. 

Nearby landowners were pleased with the Dec. 20 decision by hearings officer Dale M. Hermann. 
They had campaigned against the Applebees' request to increase flights at the 2,470-foot-long turf 
runway the couple call Apple Valley Airport. 

The neighbors said a higher number of flights would create noise, pollution and environmental 
and safety hazards in the rural communities around the runway at U.S. 26 and Nortllwest Fisher 
Road in the Coast Range foothills. "We're pretty happy with what we got," said David Bratton, 
the co-chairman of a group called Neighbors Against Apple Valley Expansion, 

A call Tuesday to the Applebees was not returned. An attorney representing the Applebees said 
she had not seen the decision and couldn't say whether the couple would appeal to the state Land 
Use Board of Appeals. 

The Applebees bought the property in 2004 from the estate of Portland TV personality Rod 
"Rambling Rod" Anders, who built it and a log house before his death in 2002. 
In June, the Applebees filed an application with the county's Department of Land Use & 
Transportation, The appl ication asked permission to base as many as 10 aircraft at the airport; 
increase flights to 3,0 I 6 annLlal departures; provide helicopter and fixed-wing private and 
commercial flight instruction; offer helicopter scenic ilight tours; and provide agriculture-related 
services. They did not ask to add buildings to the property. 

The Applebecs, doing business as Applebee Aviation, had been cited by the county in the past for 
failing to comply with the conditions of approval for the airstrip. The county also cited Applebee 
Aviation for conducting commercial activities withollt proper permits, but that citation did not 
hold up in court, land-use officials said. 

Bratton said tbe neighbors didn't object when Anders used the airstrip strictly for personal use and 
won't object to the Applebees' private use of it, either, 
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" ' , , ' ,\rnEREASr 'RotH DEVEt:.OJ>II£W.,' INC .. herellutter caU.d : 
,"'Ront",' 1,,, thIJ ownol', of all ot the l'>eal prop(l'~)' ,1nc~udCd' \(1th;~ , 
t'oe bounttari'G5,ot AIR ,ACRES! a Dubdl~v11S1on ~lv1dod 1:ato'el~ven '" 
loU l'C'Col'ded HOV~II11ber 27', 1968, 11'1 tho Plat Reco~lI Cit add 
County ~;n f.iook 26 a~ Pas,e I.j8 thtNto:r:. ·:-Ct(:!N)oce to ~1eh' ,now iI . , 
made, "~ 1\' c!ctl1re!l to, eetablhh 8 ltlU1e-l"al and un1rOt'!l1 pl.;-n, roC' 
ttl$ dew\l.opmcnt of IH1'1d' pliopoMo)', d-e:a1gMd flO as to provide, I() , 

tar AS ~lUl1blci, tor tho cOMtruct,l:on o,t rell1denco'O Which ~,l1 , 
'he.'tDlon1,~" with ~thot' e!1:ist1ng Btl"'Uc:t-uru, each 00 ,81tuated 1.11 to 
glvo to e8,(!~ <It-heX' building 'a1h ownor the max1roum' ot unobat.r.uctO'd 
v'le",' e..n6 oth'er ~dilantllgeB, and to provide to,r al'zopoftt: opOt'lt.1on 
w1th~ ,the pht.' " , ," ", 

, HOW 'l"H£REF.OltE, 1n v1e)l ot tho p~he,a~ ~,RO'l1I p~rctb1 
do~1S declare that al~ ot tho ~~l property 1nclud~~ vlthln,tho 
re~orOed plat or At~ ACN':IJ IH'Id', each and overy lot and pare~l 

'thereof 10' M~ -shall be O\C'Mo-d) holes, tloed. tlnd eQC1voyed ,subJ~ct to' 
tho tollo~1og 'r'eotr.tct1on"~, cont11t1o.'no, chargo!!, covenants and " 
Ag'reemonta, to-Wit I ' , , , 

;ARTICLE 1 

BtrILPINO SITE: : ... ~, 
" A "bullding ISH;e",' alJ . oa.:1;d te~ hCl"OinAttor itt I,ltle~,: 

ohall Inea.n &nY. lot 111\0.1<0 0\'\ t,ho reC'o:~ed plae ot k1l"Acl"OlJ '.and 
under no. C"'r'cwnBtarH~etJ' shell a frll.·c:tlon, of Q. lat bo ,doo~d a 
bulld1,ng nibol 1n thOIl&.1nlltd'ACU WhON 'Il '..thole lot; and tc paM; ot 
an adJo1nfng lot ,aro hold under' 00.0 'Q.\(norllhlP. tho, ta111 \C'h.o,io lot, 
IlOd lSo.'1,d pru~ of 'th~ ndJoln1ns lot':toget:horshall b~',dumod coo 
building oHl)f 1n thOoo iMhncoA ~ON': two. conUguou8 lO'1j.1I a~ 

'held undor' OM Oll'OC'rtllllp and 'botht:6gothot' -are utll,1%itd',(or th8 
conotrudion ,ot oncIl1,ngl~-rl1m.1ly owcll1ng w1thapp~rtel'Ulnt, 
o\;ltpulld1-n:e;.a, thon nl!.~d, two ,lota, (IeI' the Pl.lrpou tlf those ,%'Oot-ria .. 
t101l!l, tJhll.U. bl!ld<a~mod 000 b~l1dlnglllte. ',' , 

" AR'I'l CL.E II. '. ,'. 

RESIDEIn'I AL USE 'Om.y 

~ch bu1'l~1ng ei'h. ex'Co~t th~ ,'a1~rt "ao<1 hX1wl\.Y, 
nh1!l:t1' ~ u&ed ,,&0<1 occupied lIo101,Y ·tor pr1vatlt NH~1dentl~1 J)U.rpO,e&1!1 
no biill~lng Ilhtll L bo ~r.;,oted, md'n't'ained 0,1" ultod 'upo:n any bUlld'1fl$' 
aite otl1o:t' than, .4' dotachod ,tl.tt1e;lA~rArnUy dwelling hOU·BC. with, 
outbuU,dlnga, appurtenantthc'l"otQ, lIu'ch aa t1 pM.v.cto g~'rAe;o, greon' 

,/:1-01.11.\0, gtI"lIt h,ouoo, lIorvilnta' l qUArterra, 'airPlane httngarll 0'1' othor 
atru()t.;ut"O whony In<l~d(!ntCl1· to ~hc t'OlI1dontla.l UlIO or lIal~ Pt'Onl1f3u. 
tto, 'otfibl.' Q'I1~l1 b;'!l 'et'(l~te~ tlioreon, 1101' c.~ bufldlng ulted' Q;I!I a ' , 
.otab2;o .. , " " , 

:,', 00:. ,728 :~355' .. , 

l" 

,'. 

:S~~~~~;10.~._~~~~.:t.1m~}~~~~:~~R.1.~ .... ::<J~ .. ~.IS.:.~. t1i,,~~~::i1::: 

helen,mccandless@gmail,com 
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" . '. ,\rnEREA-SI Rom DKVEWI'lI.£HIr,' INC .. herehutter c .. U'iK1 
"'ROTH" " 1·11 thlJ OWl10l', or all ot thd ~&1 P~P( .. rt)' .1neludcd' wlth~~ , 
t'ho bounitarl'!l5,ot AIR ,ACRES! a llulXI1,vll11on -cl1vldod ii:lto'el~vlln ,,:. 
lotI! roc(lo~ed Hov&mber 27', 968, HI tho l'lat Record-:s CI.( ,lSald ' 
Coul'\ty 1'1'1 !3ook 26 at pag,o 48 thel'Oo't:. ':-ctcroneo to ~lch .00'1( 11 ' , 
mado,'tmd it oeeirelS to eet.ablhh 8 '&IJMl'al .. nd \ln1t'Onn plM.tor 
thO deVca.opnlont 01' 1lIl.1d propof1,y, O-e-JIlgMO 110 lUI to provide, &0 
tar A'S p!"1So1 blci , tor tho conatruct,l:cm o,t rell1dencc'o \lh1ch w1.l1 . 
'h,;a-!",\oru: . .II" wl-th ~thoT' ~x1tlt1ng 8t Mlc:t-u l'ell , each eo .e1t\lltted .. 11 to 
g,1.,~o to e8~h: ot-he~ buildIng '111 to owner the, ma.x~U:IlI' ot. \1n~bllt.ructll'd 
-v1ew .a.n6 ot/:)'er ll-1iIlAl'ltllgell, and to Pt'Ovldo fo,r atrpot't· Op,"tation 
dthJ.n ,tho plat.' " , ." ' . '" 

, I/OW 'l"HER£.FOru::, 1n v~ e)ol or tho proe,lll1 1100; ~,f!Cf.l'Jf PflNtbY 
<looo declare that IIll ot tho NlCI,l pl'Opcny includol1 withln ,tho 
re~ortied plat of M.~ Acree ~nd',etlch!lnd overy lot an~ pat'ClIl 

'thereot 10' aM-shall be o\(J'\e-d) hol(2, tllled, aM cCU1Voyctd ,lIub.lllct to' 
the tollow1ng 'l"elltr.1ctione;, cond1tlo'I'lB, charge!!, covenants and 
IIgreefnontll, to-~tl ., "" . '" . 

,ARi'ICL! 1 

" Ii "bullding oite ... · aft 'eaj;d ~e~ hereinaftor 111 I,ltle~,. 
ohall mun A.n.Y. lot lIt\own 01\ t,he NI"O:li<!ed plat ot Att4 AcrelJ 'and 
untlo!:' no C~'l"cutno~aC\,eelJ' shell a fl'tl,c:t1on, of tI. lat bo doo~d e 
bulld1.ng Ilibel 1n thOIl&,~nstd'Ac"e H'hON '4 'Whole lot; 'l\l1d II paM; ot 
an adJo1nfng lot ,aN1 held uMor 00.0 'ownorohlp, tho Ild-tS who,i.e lot:· 
and oOold pact. ot' 'th~ ndJoln1ng lot·'tog~t:het'!lhal1 b~',deo-mod one 
buildIng oito;' 1n tholla 11'lc:t~nco3 liI1<ONl I;wo con't1guoull ~O~II a~ 
hold undor one ol"''lCrtllllp and both t:oEtothol' 1IN1 ut1Hzod .tor the 
conotMl·etlon.ot onoI31.n~1~~rllrnlly dWlIll1ng w1thllppurtenant. 
out~uUd1,ng-tl, thon oll~d two lota, ~or tho purpcae <:I't those .relSt-ria .. 
tiona,· chall· bed;a1:mod 0'00 b~l1dlngs1to. 

AFl'I'lCLE 11. .'. 
RESlDEtn'I IlL USE 'OH'LY 

~eh bun~lng lIih, excc~t. thc'a1t1>ol"t "l\Od tllXiWllY. 
oh1l~" bi:! utlecl,and cccupled 110101,;' ·f-or p .. 1.vllt~ I:'(Hl1dentl~-l purpO,lI'Oll1 
nO' bull~1ng 8hall. btl ~r.;cted, rnil1·n'tdned cr \lltod 'upo'n Any bull~'ing' 
!lite ot/-16,t:' than. a, detached ,llll1g1e~rt.rni-ly dwell1ng hO'uDD, \d,th' 
outbu11d1nss, appurtenB.nt tho'l"CtQ, lIu·ch fill a Pr1.V6to S,IlN.ge, green' 
,hcu~o. g\ltlllt t:ouoo, eOt'v~ntl!'l quartenll, 'ain:>lane hang",,1! 0"1' other 

otr'Uoiiut"O whO'lly 1n<l~dentCll' ~o tho 1:'/!1I1dont1!l1 ,1.IBO ot: 118.-1~ l't'OlI\1o!!s, 
»0, otJl.bh' o'hall btl eM\:'tc:~ thot'aon, ~or an:: bulldlng uud' lUI a . . 
,otab2:04, ' , ' 

~ ,726 :~3&i ~:,~ ", 
'.';:',' 

~~. n.~~~~lH~h~ft»~~~~.<.i,~ 
.' :~r.it.~~ I • " 

; ,', helen mccandless@gmaJl COIll • , 

, ".' .:. B,,JI lvi (Lt.,·d1t» 
, ::. lJmcccand@gmaJl com 
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'. . '. . wm:nEA'SIRoi'H PKVEWl'I'.£HIr,· l}/C •• herellU.rte:o caU'" :. 
*'Rcmf" " 1·1\ th!l .oWI'IOI'. or all or thdl'ul propo·rt)' .1nclUdcd· "Hhtn 
tlto bounilar.\<l&.ot' AIR .AGRES

i 
a lIutxa,v1ll1on 'divided iilto'eleven 

loOtl! l'OcCoJ1iled /lovomb,u' ~!7', 968, 1n the 1'lAt RecorG1!I Cit' .lS&,ld 
QoUllt, ,:n Book 26 at Pago 48 therocr:, ·i-cr~NHlee to !<hleh .no·w 1 • . 
made. and 11; ootllrell to eetllblhh 8 'SIiMral and \ln1fot'lll pl~.t'or 
the df>Ve:1cpcnont of 60.1d prol'e~)', de1l1gned ISC as to provide, ao 
tar a's ~'11l1iblci, tor tho cOJ\etruct.l'c>n o.t rellidencoo wM cn -.111 
'h,,s,'.t"\Oni.:II\! w1th ~ther exht1ng atruc:t-uI'U, eIIeh lie .1I1tUllt6(\ 1.11 to 
1>.1,110 t.o e8~~ ol1he~ bull ding 'e1te .oWI1O'I' the. muuum' cr. \In~b&t.NctO'<l 
vlew and ethel' advantllgell. lind to PNv1de te.l' &lrpo1"t· .op."t'lt1on 
w1 th~, tha plet.· , '. . ". . . , " . ,,' " 

, ..' /lOW TlfER£.l>OR1::, 1n vl e)ol ot ,'the J'l'¢.1l>h.e.e .... R01Jf PI!Nlb), 
dcoll dflclare that 0.11. or tho NlCI,l property include!! withln .tho 
Mccr<Jod plat .of All;' Acree lind' each and overy lot lind »llrc~l 
thereof 10' an1l·!5h&.ll be ok'l'lell, hold,. \I~ed. aM CQI1YIlYfidlSl,lbJ.ect to' 
the tcl10wlng reDtrlctlone. oondltionB, char&e~, covenants and 
tltIMernentll, tc-W'itl . 

,ARTIe!..! 1 

. A "buildIng 111\;11",' ae 'ea:l;d (lel'l11 hereInafter III \l"lI~.: 
ohall mUn A.nY. lot Gt\cwo on t.he N>"o~ed plat .ot' 11.1.1' Acres '"nd 
undol' no crrcWIIBtar\~aft shell a, fl"o.·c:t1on, or a lot be ):\&&l1I&d e 
blll1d1ng oH;"i In.thoD&,instd,n~eo "'hoN'a 'whole lot AIld II PI!Mo or 
an adJoJ.nlng lot . a 1'0 held 1,111<\01' 011.0 Qwnorohlp, tho tilid I<'h,ol/J lot; 
and oli!.d pact. or 'th~ adJoln1ng lot·'togethorahall bo·.de<l'med one 
bulldlng o1tll{ 1n tho so 1Mtaneca \thON! two c.ontiguous 1()~1 aN! 
held undor ona o.'Mrohlp and 'both to,gothOl' liN! utl1·1z(!tf !'or the 
conntMl·etlan of onocl.ngl~"rD.mlly dwelling with ftPp~rtenant. 
outbullc:l1n:g-a, thon oa~d two lota, ~Cl' the purpot)!I 'Or thODe ,Nat-ria" 
tiona,· IIh fl 11· be ~1:mod ona D~ndIngD1te. 

AR1'lC!.E n 
RESIDENTI A!. USE '(jifLy 

. ," 

, ~ch bu1ldIng ~1h, except. the 'aIt1>ol"t "!inti tltdwllY, 
oha).;l b .. ueed ,end occ~plad eolol,v ·r'OI" pr1vllt& l"<I&l.dentl.a1 PUrpcilJ~151 
n.o buil~1ng aha11 btl ~I't\ct;ed, rn'n1·n'ta.1ned or uD'ad 'uPO'1l any bUll,Hng' 
aite otller than "" detachod .~tnglc-t'amUy dwol11ng hOIlOO, with· 
outbuildings, IIppuMoen!l.nt the'/"(ItQ, au·ch &11 II pM.Vllte garAge, greon' 

. houe .... g\loet t:0UGO, ea,.~ente·1 quartone, ·Al.rpllU'lO hangare 01' other 
otruc\iut"O ...ncUy 1ne1dentCll· to the 1:'<181dent1r.l uao o~ aald pl'Olo\1~os. 
No. otl\bl.· r .. ~all b" (H'<lt'ted theroon" !lOr A~ blllldlng ulted' 1111. . , 
otabl-o. 

.' . .. 

." :,~I.' 

\,'Ic.""1 \ "l':" (171) ) 
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ARTICLE IU 

f'ROHtBlT'£.D USES, 
.' . 

110 building .tIlt«\' OT' buUding ere'ct.<&(\ t~dreon ahul:. b-. " 
. used or occuPJed.,: in .whole or in part, tOI.' t;l'Iy' bUl!tnflu. . ' .' 

lIjaflutact.u;J:t1ng or cOrnnl'erclal ent.erprlse ,ot' 61W~ oat.o~, cx~ept ." 
that doet.or4, phy~ic1Aful and dontbU' Ntts14ent .10 'Or oc¢upylns 
lillY dwcll1nE; 1'n Alto ACN" may !\ori.e pattt:!I1U 1n any ooch dwel1tng 
in (:&.Go.8 'Of e~o·l.'g~ncy.. '.' . . .' 

I' 
I 

'.. ".{.':: ,; 

'. " l'o pobltry .or .o.ther t01ol1,',l1voeto(lK, ·,t)Ol:"8eft or 'othel" 
&n1m6.tD, e~-cept dOg8, C8·t,·I.'I, and 'the uouDl hO~lIchDl(J P<I~f$,. t\~1 . 
be k~pt or ·p,lu"t1d;t.ted upon u~d pr-eld!!l~b;' provl(Jed tMt oaH1 dog._ .. 
cats' and other household ~t e IIliall not ~ 'kept, bN4 or N-1864 

• I' '" '.c> ~'. ·\~·'1f·':"'!it~~~.: f 

·..~~'~::.~~~jw ji 

,-;" , 

tor eommorcial' pl.I'J"P0·actl o:r'1n unulHial nurnbflMl. Putu1"1~ ot, . 
.ho·r8~G ahall b~ .p-erm1.tte-d O!) 'any lot When 1'1: ·1.e. riot tI!!·~d rqr ~ .' .'." 
'b-vlldlng blt-e., ..', ":. . " ." 

, No g&.M\go, ,guelJt hOUlS", tent, t~ler, lIhac)< 01' other , .... 
~1;'t'\J¢\;ure or o.utbulld~ns:·.~hall ~~. o~cupled· .at! ;ft t.eln~:r:-ary dweUl~ 

. prl·or .. t~ 01' dur1n.g CO'MtNct10.l) or the' pr1ndpal dlo(e1l1ng. )10 
• "Mob1-l~ hom~ !lhall bo, p,arkec3 on any bu11'd1ng IIlt·e. . , 

, No nodous, :d·angc1"Q\)I;). Gr.. \)nd;e.lI~~'~lc ~hlng ~ha~l be . 
cQnd\l~te!2 or pend etc-d 00 anv buUd1-ng 81 t'b, . nor "ahllll ·!'lny .. spit. '" 
or nuha.hco wall,. hedge, .rance Ol"tr4o ,be .!penni tted on, Anr 

"buildill6 1S1te·~ ',' " '. ',' . 
. No traatr, or' un,,1ght 1y mat.erill ahall ~. dumpoc!, ~~-&tS' .:. 

, uPQr.I Or' lIt;or&d upon any ))l-lllding dte oX' p~x:tl01'1 thcreor"o-t' . 1ft ' 
any: or 1;h-o ':road\",ayo 01" astr&eto in tho tla1a .p~at, exccj)t that th.. . 

'ctoMlge ot C'ompoat 8haJ.\ ba pcrmleeab·1e. :No motor, vah1cl'e'a 1th1'dl 
40 not have a curr~nt 11cen~c and no blrc~t~ Which do not h_vo' 

'. Ii eUM'et)t Ail'\1oM.hinetHI ~art.1.t1c.!\to ma,>" .6"i<·ept on any lot cJ(ce.pt 
dur.1.ng ~pa.il", N:nOvllt191> '0'" l"eb\llldJ.ng~ 'and then' only .... i·th1n a 
!Structure llPPrOved u,r\~~l" Art.i~lo V heNot::, 

ARTICL£ Iv 
SIONS .. 

, , . No bUlbo4~ '01" ailve:.i-t1allig fI.1gn. Or any k1:n~ Ot' 
dot!.cription chaU tlG el'ect'od,. J!I.IttAt;a~nod or, Allowed upon 8..ny 
building 81'bo 01' upon anY ,bulluSI1it'ig' theNon, exec~t pnlYI . 

1,. f'l'atu or: pl"Or"~QAAl mell" no·t 'i!rx~(Wng' . 
. 144 ~tluare lnchO' 11"1 eite. ' " '" '.' 

2., ".For Slllc lt dgn,,·, not C!lxce~dlng !)OO , 
uqu(n'o 1:n-chclI 1.0 .Cl1~o. ' Eadh ouch dgn 
cM;ll rela·tie on~>, to the !!lite on Which: f· ti')e ,otone ·1/J' ,t!Ntc,t.ed~, 'awl ootmoN! than ' 

'I~ , .~~' SUch sign ohlill be pemitted on 

",." 

~'. . . 
" , . 

, I 

. ~.~. . '. ' . 
~'a-c~, building n-tt<a. :',' : . 

, 1 3.. RO'l'H may e~~t, 'ut!o atld ma1.ntaln on ~1l1 ot . 
l' ~41,~ bulld1nS tsl,tOB, owned 'by it, 9. ",,For Sah-

. Al;\e,t1J lHI(!h' lJ1-gri" may Ntlat.ct to tl.ny. oX' all auQh ' ". ;>'" 

J
r n1,sn. not mot:"t) than 2$ .Dq~a.ro f()ct 'in tron·td' . '.' " 

,."" t','''··· own •• : R; ~~ 356 ' , , ~f![));:; 
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AR-I'l CLE IXI 

ftjOHtBlnD USES . 

flo bLlild1ng .tI1t.~ or bvllcHng u"C·c~'b(j tht!l'eoll IIhdi' bot .; 
. used or c>ccu~~ed.: in :wnol0 01" ill pa.rt. 1'01' ~llf. buatnulI, ..... 
lI\anutac~\l1'1ng. or cOll\1'4'erc1d ont..erprlse ,of b./'Iy' rnlt.vre, ex~ept . '. 
that doet.or1l, phyolc1wA and dont1~ttf rcts1dellt 1n or Dccupying 
~ny dwcll1ne; 1'n Alto Act'4l1 may lIorie pathntll in IU'I1 OVCh dwelling 
in caoe-a of' el1lo'rg~nc'y" . . . .-
, rIo poultry or ether t'o1otl,·,l1vcet.ock., ·.horeell or 'other 

anlrnU:II, c>(oCept doga~ Ctl·t;·I:I. and ·the ulluol hOClllchold P<I.tll, flh.Ul ' 
be k~pt 01" ·p.!nd;t.ted upon u~d P.J'tIn1I!~II.· provided tMt eMd dog ... 
taU' and (')ther household pete annll not ~ 'kept, bre4 ot' NJ.~ 
ror commllrci~l' pl.IJ:"poBe-a or' in unuiluel tllUlibt:Nl. P~lIltut"1~ or' 
.hON¢O allall be .1»l."'mi.tt~d 09·t!.1l¥ lot \Chon 1'1: . 1.tI , riot tlll·C!d rt:;tr ~ .. 
'b-vlld1ng &11:-0.· '. ":. '. . 

'. No garage, .~uelrt houlIe, te'nt, t'vMler, IIh1lck 01' other ..... 
~i;·tN¢t.vre or o.utbulld~ng·.~hall be occup1ed'a!! ,Il t.elll~.r.ary dwcll1ll& 
prJ.·or .. t~ 01" duriM ccmll\;NctloJ)-or the' principal dwelling. )b 

'-Mobile hom~ ,shall btl, parked on any buH'dIng IIIt.e. . 
. No I1OX10U3, :d·angcl"Ovll. or. vnd:e.lI~~'ble :thing ~hAl,l be 
condvcted or pSnIlitte-d on any buUd11iS /llt'e,' nor"".,hllll·any"llplte ... 
or nu15a·nco wall •. hcdgo, (enee 01:' tr<!o .be !~t'm1 ttoeS on. any 

"builoins !lite·. '.' .. '. '. . 
. No trull'. or' unlJ1ghtly materlal ahall ~. dumpoa. p1'~-btS . 

. ' upon or fltoreeS uPl>n a.ny Jju1lr:ling lIito or p~t:tlot\ the reo!'"o it' .1n . 
. allY: or t,h'O ':roadwollYII or atreetll 1n the U1d .p~at. except tnat: th.. 

'lltorneo ot compolSt shaH be pom1osab·le. <110 motor. vahicl'u ~l'Ch 
do not have a eurr~nt 11C'en~o and no &1rc~t~ which do not havo' 
a CUM'et)t Ail'\torth$.neIUJ cllrtHlc.ato mat .tio kept.. on any lot except 
durlng repait'. renovat1pn'I;"r rebuilding; 'at'ld thon' only wlth1n a 
IItructUNI ~pprOved. undor Art1.:1o V hONor:; 

MTlC!£ Iv 
SIGNS .. 

. . . No bUlb04~ '01' ad-ve.rt1Mng lIign or any k1:n~ 01' 
dotlcciptjon /)h~U be erect-od,. ~.f;I'I~M,/lOd or, All~Wt!d upon &.ll)I' 
buUdlng Bite or upon AJ\Y .bun~· th$l'eon, exco~t pnlYl . 

. 1,. !'l'atu or: p:ror'O.lJ¢.tOAlIl men·, no·t 'i!rx~"!:hg' . 
144 ~qu"NI 1nchel' tn e1ze. ." .... '. 

2. "For Slllc" olgnll, not axce~d1n.g 500 . 
uquaNl 1:n'C~';D 1nll~':o •. Eaeh I'IU<:h. lI~gn. 
IIh~ll ~late on~y to the IIU;" on wh1~h: . 
tt)e .aMl., ·1IJ'.t!NC.t.!ld·~t1M· not ·mON th~ .. 
. O!ti~. ouch sign IIh·All be perni1ttod on 
(lac~. bullding &i'll'!, :': : 

3. ROTH mt\y e.N~t I '\lee and maLnta1n on Ant ot . 
1141.<1 bul1d1nt 1l1.tOIl. owood 'by it, ~ ".For Sllh· 
Ili~ not: m()f'I) than 2; .Dq~a.ro rut 'in r1"On·ta1,· 
lI.~tlJ au(!h' lIi-go'may Nllat.o to tu\y. or all Ituch 

.. aitu Olm&(i by Rcm.I.. '. . .. ' 
.; , 
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ARTl CLE III 

mOIl till n.D USES 

110 building fI1te or bvLld1ns OI"CCt6(! th4l'eon at\al'; t.. " 
u1l0d or ()cc\ll>~ed. '1n ,Wliolc 01" in p~:rt, tor t,l'\).' buatnoea, '" 
lIlanutaet.ur1ng or COllU'll'orclal ent.crpr1ee ,ot any net,ure. cxce:pt " 
that doetorll, phye11:1Anll amI dont1l1t~· reU",cnt 1n or occupying 
4ny dwcll1nEl 1'" A1~ AcNlS lIIay IU~ri:C pllti'entll in al'\1 OUCh dwell1n1J; 
1n ¢IUHUI ot e~erg~ncy.. ',' . . 

. I/o poultry or .othor rov1;.l1volltoclt, ,.tioracl! or 'other 
anlmtl:II, e>'(cept dogtl, ca·t'II, and 'the ullull1 hOU&loholcS JXl.tll,. el\4l1 . 
bo k-ept 01" 'pot'tl\j;t.ted llpon IIIt.~d f,lN:1II11!,!o, provided tMt !Iud do~ ... 
eat II' and ot.hcr household l>CtI! IInan not be- 'kept, bN:4 Qr NJ,~ 
for commercbl.' purpo'Dee cr' in unuil\illl nunobeNl. PutUl"in& or 
hOrtl¢8 shall be .pel:'m1.tto.d 01) . any lot When 1't 'i,tl. riot tilled t'O:t" ... ' 
bulldlng ri1t-e. ' . - ". . ." 

'. No gb.N\go, .gU!!st. hc)U~,,:, tent, tl'1ll1er, IIhsck or other , .... 
at'rUctuL'e or o.\Jtbulld~ng-8.hall 1>!)., occup1&da~ .ft tODlpz,rary d'lloUl-ng 
prl·or,.t~ or durlt:1g cC>"netN_ctlon or the' pr1ncipal dW'1!1l1ng. )k» 

.... "Mobile hOti'll! ,IIha11 hI!, parl<eCl 00 11n,y buH'ding lilt-e. -
. »0 001:'1:0118, :r;l,lInge1"QV8. 0."'. IInd-".II~P\l't>le :t:h1ng olle.l,l be 
condllcted 0'" pendtte-d on any buUd11i8 1I1t'.,·nor"lIhllll.·any .. splte" 
or ouhs·nco wall •. ho(\go. (enQ(> or treo ·be '~na1tted on.4tlJ' 

"bullo1na 111te·. , . '" 
, I/o trull', or' uOllightly materH.l Shall be-' dUl!lpod, ~~-&I! . 

. ' upon or IItor6d IlpJ)n IU\Y pUl1ding !lito or PClt:tlon t.he r-eor-' o !I' .tl'l: .. 
. any. or t,h1)roadl(aYII or lItruts 1n tht! 11(1,1(1 p~at, excel't thllt t.he 

'et;oroee ot compollt. IIhaU bl! ponn1ellab-le. :tlo motor. yaM cl·t's 1Ih1'ch 
do not have a curront l1cenpo and no !l1rc~t~ Which do not; havo' 
II. eUr'rel\t al1'\tOM-h$.nea,1S oort1.r1~.t\to mlt,t .tie kept. on lIny lot OJ(cllpe 
dur.1.n:g repair. renovat1PI) '0'" l"ehvlld11l8; '!1M then' on1.y wlth1a a 
structure ~PPrOv&d undoX' Arti.:lo V hereof::_ 

M1'ICLE IV 

SIO~S_ 

. _ No blllboa~ '01' advc.i-t1I11rig !lign. or any k1:nd or . 
dOllcclpt1on I)h:a·l1 bG eNctod,. l!IIt4:n~!I.~Md or. allowed upon Il.I11 
build1ng uto 01' upon Af\Y _buUIIItrig' theNOll, tll<cc~t onlYI , 

. 1.. f'l'atu of- pror"-IJ¢to-nlll men-, no·t 'ii-x~(tdtilg' -
l4li II\lUIlNl 1nch~.· in ein. ' - - ...' 

2. ".ror 31010" o1e;na, not oxce~dln.g 500 ' 
DQunre 1;r.-eI108 l11e~~e. ' SAc'h !I\lell, lI~gn , 
OlH\l1 Nla·te on~)' to the lilt" on which: -
tt)/l ,O~lI ·le-.cNe.ted·, 'lIM- not ·mON th~ -
.or.rc BUt'h s1gn IInA11 bo penli1t.tod on 
<I&C~. bulld11l1; I)ite. :-.' : 

3. RO'l'H Ill!\)' e.NI~t, 'lll!e a:nd ma1.nta1" on IIny ot ' 
1I1l1~ bul1tllr;S Cl.tOIl, owned -by it, " ".Por Sal.
a1~ not Il>~t"t) than 2:; Dql!&rO ("ct '1n f1'On·td
t!.I;>eA.I lIuch ,l.e;n-- may Nlato to tu'Iy- or all \tUM 

- ,oltO» ownoa by RC1l'l!.. • 
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A;RTl OIZ Y ' .... ' 

, .. MlH1M1JM LOT' SIZE, . s1Jt3J'>rnSlOH PROHIBI1'!fi 

, No 'dw&ll1~ houio ~hali' ;b" e~,ct-cd Ptl ~1l1 lot' tthtoh 11 
tllIll1l1er thM throe ~to".l1"tha. acre.' No lot exc-ept tor' lote 10 t.1l(S . 
11, \Ch1ch 8t'C held' by' ROTH tor fJ~ rptl:rt and. tcud\taf PUrp;ls'o'!, .1lIV' 
be ISI.Ibd1vlded .1 Tito nmallero lot~. or p.arce1,a.. . , 

.: 'ARTICLE .VI: 

. . 
APPROVAL OF' P·LAJ.t~!$ .MA'l'tRIALS 

No dwe1l1n8 house Or othe'r buUCJlnS or .. atNcture 
6hall be. 'e",etl)4Q'r construction, t'het'C¢t ct-ar'te-d' \tpon an..7 , 
buUdlr.ll) fl1te in Air' "Cref! until ·thfl plan-a and· &,pe.o'1tlcat1o~ rot'. 
th~ samo /Sha.ll ha-vo been flUb'tn~ ttedto and; app;t-o'Vlild in W'l."1 t1ng br. 

I' 'a +'O'e;ht'el'O~ architect] ·a.ll',tI,uch bulldlnga ,tmft>ll b~ c:'Qrl'otl"fct,CK1 

I 
, .. , , . 'Or f.lrst-el8.-8·1S 'I!IAterial/) ·1~· a .. gopd :end workmllnlike NM!!fl" ¥d ,. 

: .,' 1n l1CCONM~.O 11'1 th ·tho !S1\1d p18ms 'and ~:pClc11'l cat10ns U 1$0 epP1"Ov,ed. 
. A1-1 ~ut bl;1lld'1ng'U $ppur:-t~nant to th'b ,dwe.l'll ns o,n oa-c:~ bllll~lnt .slt • 

. , .. ind ucl1ng' (I:>ut;;' not "~y' kn¥' of' limit.altaorr) , a1·rpl.~n~· .hang4!-:n, ohan' , 
,c'onfom to, e.uch dwellIng' in &:1'ch1teoetux-al dOI.l·le;n,· e'xterlor . 

: . '" !, 

, ,_ .' I ~ . 
~.' i -7Jj',,' I' I, 

: ( . ;: ~ '·1 . 

:J'" J.: I ,., 
• • ~. • -t;'" :, . , 

t . , 

. ' 
.. 

.. ,' i 

m~hr1ala, colot' 'and' tIn1sh, 80 aGt~ Pi"Clleot a· ho.rm~·tUou •. 
ap'poartinee to 'pu'bltc v1·cw. '." ,,: ,'., . .. , .. 

, .. . , 

totIOH'1" OP BUILDINGS'AND STR'ucrrURES' .. : ..... 

The peak oi' 'hlghCGt po1rit' ·ot· tn,lt root',on £\1'1)' d~olling' 
or bu1lding In Air AcPeIS 8haU- ,be oc? hl&h-&~ than 30 t~ot abo,,_ 
th~ top or the front foundat1on h-vel .of tho gro\lnd floor 01' 'stlen 
dwe1l1ni;' or bulld-ltlg. . , ; ,. ' 

No b,uihHl'lg,~tructur4/t;reC!, aoo·¢'I1·rul" naepol0 or 
, Bt\l' ol;nor prot :"UtllC!n .into tha ai·%'ape.Ctt ohfJlit be nllowcd 'in i:t-xcu. 
. ot!1' to.at abcvl!I the' Nn:hhod gr?iJrld:t1urt"~$ on ,,(hlen 1~ 111 .. 

locat64.. " . , 

; . ART! CLE':-I!I.I, 

. No. d~Gll1ng hOUDO wh1ch~ontafnti la~1J than '-«500 . 
oquara' teot.Qr.'rleoor. area ma,y ba ar.octod on any lo-t. , Floor' 
Ar~"a" in tho. intont or thU r.oatrlc't1on "hall 1nclud-o none o't' . 

. ~o tollowlng cnumorated tI"t'eui. to-1otlt, . . : " 
Blnu~ml!lnt, 04tbu11dlng,l!l'. oliltllido pol'chea, pot'golaa.· 
te-rriu:u, b~~2:o\('a,ya, ga:rASc~ 01' hnns.1ll'lS, wtl;~.ther . 
Or not tHlch.garagu '01' h'angarlt Are connoc-t-Itdl' W;1th ·th 

, .... 

,?rinclPlll dl!to111ng~ , . ," 

t~. .No 'dw'olilrig hou"e whtch :e.oete l.,.ee than' $.20'.~ ·t~,~:.: 
. :' ,",,-. 

,.oonstruct; tnll.;1. be Ol"Clct~ 0!1 ~ .lo:t~ '.' . ,'" ...', 
'.':. ,""" ".' . ",' 
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. foUlflI-NM LOT' SIZE. 'S\JWInSlOH PIlOHIBI'l'lID 
" 

, No 'dwelling houie ahaU"'o" c~.c1;ed ~Hl ~Il)' lot' tth1ch 11 
tllIlllllcr thM three ~ro'lJct;h.!l, acNt.' No l<>t exc.ept foJ" lota 10 t.nI! . 
11, ..mien ar-e held' b~" Rc.1TH tor Il~rp:rrt and, tAXiway pUt"p9s'el!, .1IIV' 
be !Subdiv1ded i rito tlllIaller lotlJ, Or' :p.arcel,a,. 

: 'ARTICLE .VI 

APPROVAL O? P'LAU~:I ,MATtRIALS 

No dwcll1~ house or othn: bull~ln8 or"atM.lcture 
Ilhall. be .. ere·ctc'" "'1' conetNct1otl, t'Mr-eot II til rt cd , Itpon any , 

, bulld11'l8 8ito in Air' "Cref! until ,tho plan;1I aw:!' .!I.pell'l:t"1eat1oM rot'. 
l" the samo /Shall ha-vo been 8ublll~ttec! .to !!Inti: app;ro-vllld In wrUing b7 
\ 'a Ngh1;;ere~ BrchitcctJ 'all'lS,vell bllllc1tnga ,lI11r.>l1 b",: CQlrotl'l,tct,04 

I "'" 'Qt f.1rllt-cl8.<I5·f!'llIaterlal" ·1~,a .. go~od 'end workmft.nllke InMm~" a,nd " 
: ,,' in lIecordMt',O 1<'1 th ·the GII1d plan!! 'and ~:pae11'l catlona aa ISO epPl"Ov.ed • 

. " .' ~l l?utbulld'1ng'O apput;tcnant. to th'e ,dwe,l'l1ng c.n oae~ bll1l41ng .&1t9 
.1MluCl1ng' (b'Utl' Mt 'Ily' kn¥' ot' 11m 1 t.aiti 1 orr) 'al'rpl,~n'e·,han~<\:n. IIhall; , 
,c'onfom to, e.uch dwelling'1n a:reh1teoetul'IL1 dos-1gn,' c"ct;orlor ' 
llI~t&l:'1all!, color 'and' t.1nlJJ.h, ISO ao 't~ pi'eBent III ho.rcn"·!UOUI, 
Appoaranee tOpU'bl1.C ,Vi'OW. ' . 

MTicIiE VII 

HEIOHT Of' BUILDINGS AND S'l'RUt:n'URES 
, . . 

Ttfe peak or 'hlghOGt potnt ,of' th,e l"Oo1".on ~t'IY d¥ell1ng' 
or building 1n Air AcX>es shall' .be n~ hi&h.e~ than 30 r~ot abo,,_ 
tho top of the front foundat.lon h,vel.of tho 8ro\lnd floor or 'Stleh 
dwe1l11'\~( or bulll11tlg. '. ,. ,; '. ., . " 

No b.ulldhlg, IItNctUl"O ,t:roo-, Ilnb·cm·nft" i'laep<>10 or 
any ot;hor' protl"\lll1~n into tha 111rspaco o~t be nllowod '1n eMU. 

, ot' !1' faat abcvl!J the' Nniahod i;r6uIlI.1· lIurt.¢,$ on \'Ihlen 1 t 111 locat64; " , , " ' 

AA'l'I CLEYrII. 

tuN'lMuM FLOO'i\ ,Altet\ 

, " 

No dwelHng hOUDO which contafnti le~1J than ~i ~ . 
IIquaro' teet, oc.'.noor aNA may bo CNtctod on any lot •. Floor' 
Are'a" 1n tho, intont ot thU r,ollt;.ric't1on ohall Ineludlt none ot' . 

,1#10 tothwlng cnurnol'lLted IlrUlSj to~1t. . . : .' 
Ba:nemont, Ol.\tbu11d1ns,il'. outll.ldc poreh&~, pergolu. 
tel'ril.~en, b~!!2:o\{·l\,ye. ga:ragc/I or hnng4N1 j wn;e·tner . 
01" not e:tlch,garagell '01' h·ange.rll Are connoC't-Itd" Wilth ,th_ 
,pr1nc1p~1 d~ell1ng~· , 
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, ¢loLl V 

, IUlilt-NM LOT' SlZE! '~vrum"llSIOH PIlOHIBI'J'l!j) 

, Hodwe1l1~ hou~e ehall"oe C~'I1t-ed pn ~rl1 lOt;,' tthteh 11 
amaHc!" thAn throa~ro'urthll, acJ"e.' No l<>t exe.ept for loU 10 am ' 
11, \Ihlen al'e held' by' Rd1.'1f tOI' a~rp:,.rt and, taxiway llut"p:Ol!'el!' ,IIIf.1' 
be aubd1vlded into Dl1Ialler lota, or ,'luu·cela .. 

: 'ARTICLE ,VI 

APJ'flOVAL OJ> P'LANS'I ,MA'l'tRIALS 

No dwclUni house or othe-:: buUdlni or,.atM.letuNI 
Ilhall bl!!, 'el'Octc'" PI" constructlon, t'hCl'e'et IItartcd 'upon ~ , 
bulldit.\1l: lIite in Mr' Acr.,t< until ,the plan;1I and' ll,pe1!'l:t'1cat1otUI rot' 

l, - the sMle /lna.ll he. ... c!r been lIublll~ttec! to &:I'ld: IIpp;to'Vcd 1n 1t1'1t1ng b7 
\ 'II roghtt:irod.l1rchltcct)'alt,e,uch bullcl.:tnga,ltha>ll b~;aol\'etl'l,let,od 

I ,'" , ,or f.1rat-elil"I'lI' material" '1~'II"lliOJ'd :end 1I0rkmllnl1ke ~Mcl' a.nd "', 
" ' in at'corda.n~,o ""lth,thc Gllid plenlland ll'paclflcat1onl$ 8& 110 epPl"Ov,ed. 

, , ~l l?utbl,1ll.;l.1ng1J appuf't;cnllnt. to the ,dlo/~,l'l1ns o,n ca<:~ bllll~lnt ,lilt, 
1Mlul;11ng' (but' not 'l5y' \\-:ny' ot' Hm1t,a'Uorr) , al'!'Pl,an'o',hang,.'n, ahal,l, 
,t'ontot'm to, auch dl/elling'1n Areh1t;o.etural dos,1lm,' o'xterlor 
lutel'1allS, 00101' ·and tinlJJ.h. 110 ao 't-o, present a ho.nn~'n1ou., 
il.p'poaranca to pU'bl1,c vi-cw. ' ' 

MTlCtK vn: 

tm1PH'I.' OP mn,LDrHOS AND SiRUtn'URES ".,.' 
, , 

Ttl'e peak ot< 'h1&lH~Gt point -or' tn,lI roor',on e..1\Y d'!lelUng 
or bunding 1 nAir ACf.'ea 8haa ,be n\l high.e~ than 30 t'I'Clt above 
tno top of tho front foundatIon hvelClr tho ground floor or'sueh 
dltolUng or bullllll\g. ' ',: ' ,', , " 

No b,ulld'lrlg,istructuro,t're.,., Ilntl<:m,rul., f'laepolo or 
any othor pl'Otrual(ln into tho HrspIICo Il~).; be ol1ol/od '1n Itltcea. 

, 01' !1' feci; abQvl!l the' t'tn:1&hod !;rOulld lIurran en wh1ch 1 f; 111 
lQcater.1; , " ',' , 

AATICLHYIU 

I'liNlMUl'I FLOOll ,MEA 

No dHelling hOUDCt It'hieh contafna ltu!1J than ,,~~ , 
GqUAN teet, of, 'rlGor aNA may bl! Ol'Octoi1 on, any lot. . Floor' 
An'a" in tho, intent ot:' thlll ~Hrlc'I;lon ohal-l includo none ot', 
W\o followIng onumora.ted IINU i, to..o1ol1t I, , ' 

BII:aellll!nt, 0I.\tbu.11diniJ-ll'. outllldo poreh&1'" pergolas. 
tel'ril~ea, b~(!2;OW'L\Y~. gal'lIg(!CI 01' hnng~l"II, ~e,thcr ' 
or not /l,uch ,garagclI 01" hangarll Are COMO c'!ied' , w;1th ,th" 
pr'1nclpnl d1!l'''1l1ng~ , 

,', tlodwolllns houoe ~ieheO.,t4 l(18t! thM' ~'.oo;o 't~", 
construe:\; 1Il~, be arcctc4 on a.nt lo't. " . 

___ l.~ __ '_~ _____ '-__ ~_·._ .. ~~_ 
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'J..RnCLE IX 

"SET~nACK Ll,HE$ " ' 

.... 

DR;t.yE!lAY§ ,tr. PlIRJONG :sp.A~. , 

" The following 'c~~o~ted 8e~.:.~ek l1~ea he reb), ~'t"e' 
I e.a,t,8bl1tstled$' No bull~1h.g or Al\f part thcNtot, .or any,ethel' 

, ',i ':et,Muitu'l"(t,' t::JScC'pt ten-cell, ruybe erected on tho tollowt-ng, 
" ,I', enUlA~'~M;cd l-o~G in A~r :Ae,t'etl-S , , ' , 

'/' " , " (in a..ny "101; or b~l:dlri.g aUe 'wt,thl:n 2S ,f-<let CIt' 
, " , a.n)" lS,treet 'Or road. . ' 
. " ': ' ': No bu.l);d1ng·or ~tru(,'t\;lt"O. or any PArt t.h1t"Nt'Or, 

t' oxcept tcPC(!8, may be 'er-ectecJ ,wIthin ~~1"CHI;t or" 
, the ll'1<.1o 1,10.0 ot 4.I'Iy bi.tlldlng 'ait'" or M), 11rie 

... 

~ . \l'hfch 'd'1V'1~" 41\)' bu.Ud1'ng 1l1·tct t'VOIlI.ari c!.dj~l'n1r)g 
,-.: ... :j . : __ ;; ,bul'~ins, 81te., '. .... ' . , 

" - N-o 'lS:tl,P\.I~,t,uro .of ,ah.x .. ldnd tnay,b'e erected end no 

I 
I 
I' 

'j/,'':,: 
, , 

. 

',' 

,gro~ ..... ,tng bUflh or t.ree (or a1m1.3.:e:r wood1"platlt) ' . 
. rna>.' .be P!?ro1 ttC!.d on any :lot ,,..;tthl:r\ 2? ·t«bt or 
.tho proportY',llh,,' Whl,ch,:adJolnll t'M tus.wG.y or 
the riJmfliY or tho airpof't.· ' , 

,DGvelopmopt ot Ilny bu1lding 'alte 1n /:it' A<tl'U , 
tor the cJ:'Cct.S'on o'r a dwe,lang th~Non tth~ll inelud. 

,park·log &,pU tluttScle'nt 1,n lli1U tor tire pa~' . 
or ,.' aU'n1mUlll or fOUl'tlUtOIllObl1iu!., 

• ART{,CLE X 

\01 A1J..S I ;nt,IX) is I, ~NCE8 , ' " 

, , "No' wall' hodgo,oP fe'nce Ilh1\ll Ibe 'orecl;ed.~"f'IIIlt,ti)d ',', or !Ctl.lnta.J.l1&i1on' a.nr' buIhHng '!lHe wM:6h Ie high~r, than, nh: (6) 
teet abovo tho .rln.1.l!Ihed g'round !lUrrAC'~on which add wAll, hedge 
or te.nc~ .1:8 l:-octa:t~c.1" ,. , 

" 

',+ • 
ART1CLS XX' , ' 

Se'!IAOE DISPOSAL 4: ,:tn\!LITDtS. 

. Untll au~h' tltlto ,alia sani tari t16WOr flyot,G'm, phdl havtl 
beoo l!onetrucllod :to oorve All' J,cret.' (ft' boing undqrlJtood that' 

, ROO!H 10 unde'r no obU,gtlt1on to COlll!ltru-ct ollch a' :80,101-01" ayo:tom) • 
p.l'l\1Ate ISew~e dIl1pQlld systom oonatr.uctcr.i 1n accordAhce with 

• " ~'he :r6qu1romoT;ltlS ot tho, WlUlhlng(:o-n Co~ntfafld tho Stato or ()l'(!gon 
, 'hc'all;h 'lluthor1 thIS ohtlll be lnotlllloi.1by the oWn-cr 01:" i!4ch' , 

, " 

" 

(.1woUins. 'ruo' drAlr111 from t\ny: l!Iep~k tAnk 'chaU be. k~pt Id.thl1l 
the bul1~11lS: 11l)11tJS or each I;luildlnglllte ae h~~lna~ov-e deec.l'lb~, 
and the 'crt)'\%ont rrolil traid tank!! cha~l not, be pcm1ttcd to ~~ftcb .. t'g .. , 
into 6 htroam, ctem ,I!CW~l'. open di1.:.ct) Or;' drain unl~-811.,it ,ha,o ,t1Mt . 
S>IUHsod,throUgh an, o.baorpt.:1o!,) r1cl~ ap:PN?vtld by thtt het\l!;hl!.l.Itl\o~lt1u. 
All 'ut1l-it1olS' o-IJrvil:l!I to' s..r:w lot And ,wIthin the lo't to IU\.Y ijtt"'Uct,UNI 

" ohaU be ot M APP1"OV4H1 U!idllicg~UI)d t~.", " ' ' " " " ' ' 

'.- , 

'" 

i 
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/ 
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I 

(in any'lot or bU!l:dlrig IIHel<1·thln 25 .f~et ot" 
&1'\)" lS·treot 'Or road. . ' 

, No building'or tltructut'O. or taly Pflrt t.ne'·reor, 
oxcept reflCc.!!, may be 'el'ectedwlth1n ~~ 1"~~ ,or·. 
the 11'1<10 1·1M ot any bulldl/l8 :flit" or any l1n~ 
M1:lf.cn ·d1.,i~D 4l\)' bu,Udlng 2l1,tct 1"%'0lIl .ari e.dJG>1'n1ng 

... ~' ..... J • : _ .:: bu'-'~ing, 8itit.. ..' .... ",' 
- No ·1I,t,J'\l~·t·UNt ,or ,aTI.x .. kind llllIy,bo ~ree~'er.S end no 

.gro~lt,,tt'lg bush or t.l'ect (or ai..mll:e:r I(oody"platlt) '. 
,may ,b-e pf:.ro1tt:~d oh any ·.lcit.lt;ttll1'1'1 25 ·teet or 
,tho pr'ol'erty'.llh,,· wh1.cI'l.:adJolnll .t'no tadwc.y or 

< ~. • 

I 
I 
I 

J . 

'.' 

the rUnwAY of the a1I"p<)rt.· .. 
. DoWllopmlJpt or IlIlY bUIld1ng 'flite 1n /t.11' A<n'lI. . 
tor tho c.r-cct.l·on o·t a dwe·llt-ng thel'eon tth~ll include 

.pM'k·1ng a~1\ t!utflclant 1,1'\ aha tor to'c p1l~. • 
or a' min.1m\llll or C'ourllUtollloblliUI •. 

ARTICLE X 

W AU.S, ;ntlX) is I. ~NCE.8 .. 

No WAll. hodgo or fence ahd). 'be' ot'Octed '~":rI'IIl t·ted '.' 
or IDlt1ntall.tl~ on' IU\)' bull<Hng 'lIlte wh!-ch 18 hlgher. thM,nix (6) 
teol; above tho t!lUlln&d e;round IIUl"tAC'l)on Whl(:h IIdd wA~l; hedgo 
01' tonco .1:11 loca:t~d" 

A.R'l'lCJ:..E XI' 

S!!WAOE DXSPOSAL & .. ,tr.l\ILI:'l'I£S, 

" unt1:l. 8u~h tUn" .aBa 80.nl tary /lowor tl¥tlt.qlll. nhAl1 havtl 
boen I!ontstruc~od :to oorvo All" /,Crtfl (It· belng undol'lItoOd that· 
ROTH h undo'!:, no ObU.gAtion to conetru'Ct euch fI' .'11001-01" aYO;torn) • 
p~1vAte eewage d1BpOIIAl system conatructlld 1n Bccordlhce with 

.. '( ~'he :re''QUIN11110I)ta ot the. W'l\lIh1ngto'h Pount;<Bnd th" State or O~S:Oh 
, . hc'Ut/h 'Imthol".1 tiea "hall be '-noetalled 'by tile own~.r ot" eAch' . 

: . 

d~ol.l1n.g. 'mO' d~lha trom (II).)" lIop~1'¢' tatlk&hall boo k~Pt Idt-hl'C'l 
the bull~ltlg lil)lltl' ot oaen ~uUdtl'lgll1h aa hCM1naboV'e detle~lb~; 
and tho ·crtl.\.\ent t'rolil !laid tanh !lhall·not.bc pot'l'llltt'ed to dinchtt'g .. · 
1nto A 'otNlatll, IItom 'H1WOl', open dtt.cl) or drdl'l unle~1I..1t .na.1i .1'.I."t , 
»allMd . through Inl· nbllorpUol') tield apPl'I?ved b;< th8. het\).:thltutl\o~ltl ... 
All 'ut1Ht1oo' o~rv1l:" to any lot And ·w1thin th" lO'~ to ~ ijtl."Uct,ure 

., IIhaU bo ot Ml I!..PPt"Ov~ Uhdo~t'Ound t~., . .. .. . 
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. SET .fl.ACK LX,lIES 
llRlVE':'A'i§ 6: P1.RJONOSPA~., 

.' Ti,,, folloj"l'ng /)nu!o&~t&d set~~ck l1~e1I hel'Cb, ... !'t' 
e.lSt.ablHt\eth . No buUt;!ll\5 or a1i¥ part tner-<)ot, .or al1¥. othel' 

'" ·:et.ruc·ture,· e~¢eP.t tell'ce~, Plbybt> ert'cted on tho .roll'owt-ng . 
I ~UlWJIc:::aj;"d loto ,I." M r Ac-l>e1l~ . 

. /' •. ' .. (in My 'lot or bU!l:dlrig eite 1<1·thln 25 .r-eet of 
e..ny 1S·t~et 'Or r-o&d, . ' 

, no bul).d1tlS'or ~eructUI'<l, or 4I'ly part th,n'~or, 

I 
' oxcept tI:lPCCIl, m$Y be'erectedwlthin ~~ 1"11<1:1;,01'· 

the 1!'140 Hne 01" any bul1dlngll1te or an), line 
~ I<htch 'dlyi~1I IIl\,)I bu.1ld1'ng Ilt·tc!, rl'Olll ,ari MJoi'nlog 

.~ ..... J ' , _.:;bU,l.,l:t!:1ng, lSie." . " '" ' • 
No '1l',I!,J"\l~,t,ure ,of ,1lilJ'" k.l.n(l IllIIY be erect .. .,,, and no 
grOwitl'lg bUflh or ~ree (or a1m,at'!' woody"plant) ' . 

. ~y .1>-0 P!1ro11 tte.d on any ,lcitwlth1n 25 'relit or 
,tho property.l.1no' whi,ch.:lldJolnll .HI!!! tad\olay or 

I 
I 
I 

J 

the riJnKllY of the airport,' ' , 
.vevelopmupt ot erlY bUilding '1l1te 1n Ail' 1Icl'tl. , 
tor tha e.recti'on ot II "we·lang theMon I!h1l<1l inelud. 

,pArk·lng 4PU eutrlcl&nt 1,0 ahe tor tll'li parliJ;ng . 
or 0' lIlin.1rnUlll or rour~uto",ob11el!. 

AR'l':ICLE X 

W /I.LLS I }OtI:Q,lts" PEtiCES , 

No wll.l1 hedge! 01' renee 3111111 'be' oncted .~:I"III1t·t(!" . 
or lulntlllln&ll on' any bu1l<:l1ng 'e1te whlc-h 115 hishor. than,niX (6) 
teet abOVe tho fltUehod &rou!\d our1'ac.,on 1<h1ch MIld, wap, hedge 
0:' ronco .111 loctit~d" 

ART l eLl> XI' 

SEWAOE J)XSPOSAL &: :1!l"rLI'l'IES, 

'. UntU Buell t1m~ ,ad a sa.nitaj'f Q6Wer o),ot.<1m, nhall have 
bun lIontJtrtlcbod :to corvo All' J,crell (it· boing undorlltood tlhat ' 
110'l'H 1-0 undo'r no obltSllt1on to conetruct ouch /I"tlli·woOl'· e,yo-tem) • 
prlvate eewkSe d1epOlIal system conetruccod in accordahc~ with 

. ;, 

... , t'he'l'<illu1NIIlCr-tt" 01" the lielllh1ngton County and tho State or Ol'<!gon 
, 'hc'alt,h 'l1uthor~ ties ahllll be inntallililby tho owner 0;(" esch' , 

" 

(1wol.l1n.g. 'ruo' dr41i1a t'l'QrJl 1I1).y· ~"P~1>(i' tankllhilll boo kopt; \dtttl11 ' 
the bull121ng :Ullllt~ ot 61lch ~uildlr.gll1t6 all hCMinab.ov-e dceerlbed, 
and the Clrtluont rrolil lI'ald tIInXlI Clha~l· not bepot'l1l1 tt"" to ~inclltt'g'" 
into ~ 'Qt~aAl, /ltono , .. " .. ,,1'. 0P~fl dtt':l) or;' drain unle811..1t ,ha,B tll'llt . 
p/I II lIocl ,through 111'\, nbllorptl0t:\ tillld IIPPl'9Vlld by, th" hMUhautho~lt1 ... 
All. 'util,1t1aIl' oervHe to IlfIY lot And ,w1thin th" lo·t to M,y ~tl"\lct.ure 

" ollllU be or t.tl I!.PPl"Ovod undol'grol.U}d t)'~.. . " ' . 

-~~------
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',ARTICLE xpa: .: ,",' , , .... 
. AIRP081" OPE'~'TIO~'cHAAOE'S ',: '.', . 

) !!'he 'oWnev 'or eAch lot, ohall \bo lhbl,,>tcl" ROTH tor" 
'h1t1'.P1'O ,vatft 6ht\~.ot tnt! anrud'prop.c;.rf;y tax "rnpoBC2d aga1nilt 
,tho proporty Ufl&d tor vunlorAY an~ ta.x1wa,y ,?U%'pOBU,' and. ror hl._ 
,p,1'O rAt'a ,nnare or tho, annual expeneo oft oporaUng (1nelutUng 
ihbPlty' 1naU~(!1t pNim1um) Md m~1n:t,a1n1na the'ruow/l)' ~nd,. "'. 
taX:1:Wt\Y'(S). '" '.',' '", '.', ,'" . . 

',' . The "ownel' of &&.C'h lot nh'.aUabo bl7 l1abl(t to ROTH, to%" 

gl·' '~~~ ,f'~1~:;:';~o~~rt~~'~~d1~~!;aft:~~:~'v~~,:'~:~1~, t~~a~~~,~and'" " 
"'~:' rf "'" .ma1nhnanco chllrgcHI <lauDed by Iluch ln1P1'OVC'IMlfiU 1t /Such' 1mprovo-,'" 

'f' ,menh ,aNt Inad~, only at'ter unanimoul! ,apPl'OlfAl ,or the' t)'t'O~1J-Oti ' ',:' .' 
tmprovomc)nt~ in w1'1tJ.ng bY the 0\(nO-1'3 'ot' all lote :w1th1,n th18 . 

. sl1b~lv1lS1on,~ or fl;nY other lata Aft' ,to ,whioh a:1rpo,rt'~'al\~mente 
:f',· h'!vabeon.gl:'lUlt-ecd. ,," " .' ,','. : ':',"'." .:. '0, 1 .. '. . .. , Tho chargl9lS tiet'Oina.bove -!lot ':rorth chall' eontlt1tute to 

!.Hen upon the P1'OPO r.ty ' aM, 1'r unpa~d,; \m9¥ bfJ t'oroeloBed ·by Rom: . 
by tJU1 t· in oQuUy 1n which ROTH ahAlla:lISO b~' ~nt·1,tl.ft~ to r&e'o.vO'l" . 

·itlt conto· o'r a.ollo~t1on, 1nel.udlng it:1I reQllQna.t>le·lict~l att9n\&y.'. 
',ree; incllld1ng"An ndd'1t10nd 'ruuount' tor .l!.nf. appoal.·., '.. . 

. , . ' ~. ,~: •• ~ .. : ... :/'" ':,. i ..... ' I. .' 

", . 

. .' ~, .. : '. " 

" 
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. i J: . ' : .... . ARTIGLB XII " 

. \.: 

) .. :~~ 'AIRPORT UTlLi~A"T([~lH' ":,',: 
.: .. ~ . 

( . 

',': ,'j 

, ... 
. ./lo owner 01' ·any lot· IIhal1w,1t or pcm.1t tnD' UU 'ot 

tho NOWay Olllloraont· IIppurtonant to h1ll :lpt by an~ at.t'J)lano' 
'. Whleb rOQuir'OlI' ·t.~oot'·t 4!11tin.cc pvor a ';.0 toot· .obet_ole OJ'" . 

·l6.ntUng dl:lIt.an.co oVllr II. ;.0 root <Sbllte"}o 1n 0.11008" ot "2.~ ' . 
. ' ·tee·t;, 01:', 1t· the N"H'8Y l:en,gth 111 changod trom 3.090 teet, .tWQ
· "th1rt1~ ot tho then \llIIlblll Nnw·ay lengt'li.. Takeoff 01' Ilmdi¥)<t· . 

d,tlltM'CtI req,u1 Nld. Dhall. bit 1111 g1ven by ·tho .1l\B.nut6 C!.tu 1'0 I:' 01:· the 
6J .. %"cl".a.rt t~r groa" wlllght oporat1on. . ," .' .... 
. .. No tlying cl.ub ·oPH-atton 1ts 'pcrn1ttod •. '~):' tho . . 

plll"P9lJe ot ttl18 l'Clltrtetlon, an,y co--o\(f\cl'Bh1p' or 8J'I a1rpltuut' .. 
b)' throe .01" more 'pe!'lIona irhd1··c.o.nllt1t,t,fte a t:1y1ng club •. · .' . 

. . "»0 c.olll'nerc1a1 t'l>,1~ .of any' 'k'1no h p(lm1tt&d.' .'n1Ui. .... 
r.:'8tr~.c.Hotl 'i'H!ct?mpsllllc'ZS flight ,1riatl'\J('t'j,on 1n ita ph.h1~1t1on •.. ,' 

.. ' . Prov.f~ed; ho.Wever. ·~hll.t RCWH .may ft,BeU'". ox! by' c.onCe~I!~()ndNl. 
p.ro.V1'~~",r.Qr .pX'j. Y4t;.~"t\1I11 l;aJ.e.lI: r.9~ II.l!'c;J;'Q.f.t. o~~.d. !;>Y. ~~t .. CI\ll)flr,II, 
'but"RO'l'H ill' not obl.1.6&'tllll to do eo. ," .. : ." : 

. . A lot owner' may 'Keep and lit ON not 1n IlXCell1J ot one ' 
,r1·t'ty· gaUoi1 :dI"Ulll' or .. ev1at·1on·:rucl·.··:·... , .. ,.:' .. , .: .... ,'" 
. ,.' 'l'Akeoff., and lMrUngll w1ll be cOnduct-.od only durt~ 
'dayl1ght, ho\.W# un.hll~lI·tho ~ll"Port hu facU1tloa.,tor nlght . 
op'ornt10ne. . ' . .' .' .. ,',j , 
. . »O,o\<j1o'r of !I(lY 1.-0.1; tlt.e~:!. 11'1).11 or pormit th~ \I II I! or .. 

· . the .runw!\.Y CAlleI1l0ntll.ppul"tolilll1.t· tp ·hla· lot othllrthe.n by ·tlyinl!; 
: a 500 t(;fo.t above terl'n1n pat·te·m on tho Douthcall't' e1dIJ .ot tho .' 
:a1rport~ . , 

ART! Cut xpa: 
AIRPDR1' OPE'RATIO!i'cHAROE'Il' ,.\'-

~> Tho 'o\in6r 'or o"ach lot, ohal1 :\le "11 ablo~ 'to" ROlll t~~'· 
· h111'.pro.rau Dhll.~of,tho annud·prop.o;.r1;y tax ,.mpolJlld llgo11'1ist 

.: ... 

· tho property uO(ld for vunway lind taxiWay PUrpOIlOB,· and. for hll . 
. pro bat'a ·Iltiaro or the, D.nnl\al eXj:iehae ~it' operating. (1!\elutlJ.ng . 
HlI.b~l1ty 1naul'¥clI pNlm1um) Md m~ln:t,ainlng the' Nnw~ ~nd., . 
tax1~ay(IJ). '.. .,... .. ,. '.. .... . . 

. . 'llio ··owne.l' of &Mh lot etlaU aloo· DO Hablc to ROTH. tor 
· h1'11 P.l"Ot'lItll.· 'ohll~ ot.·tho co~t of' 1mp:ro'v6rtl(')'nto to the drpo,rt ". 
andhxlway'tI'. /the! the nddU 10nal taxtl'tI" op.tII'lIt 1.ng, 1nllur.l!iM.tland·,· 
'ma1nt'onllnco chl1l'ge!1I caulled by Duch 1mproY\l'II\ehtl! 1t cueh' 1mprovo-···· 

. menta .a".., hlade· only attel' unanimous. appl'OvAl .01' tho 'l"ro~'O-Ot! . '.:' 
improvomonttl in writing bY tho 01/00-1'11 or' all 10te :w1thi-n thill 

· sl!bt\1v1a10n.an,tS of 11'1lY' othor 10'tll nn' ,to .whi<lh a1/1'PO.rt;'·l),·III!D1ente 
h'avo be.en grA1lt-ed. '... '. ....' . .......... .: ',. 

.' . '. The! chargee tlero1nabove -1101; 't~rth eh!l.ll"coMt1tut_ a . 
,·lien upont:heproportY,aild. H: unpaid.; :mll.)' bo t'oNu:looedby RoTs' .. 
by cUit 1n oquity 1n which ROTH 8hallllll!O bll·ent·".tl~d· to roe6·vo-l' . 
1trt. cOllta o·t' <)0110('1:10n. incl.udlng HI! NllU!orrab1e Aletl.lAl att?rntl¥' a' 

.ree, 1ncluding e.n addit10nal Mount for ~ a!pp.tH~~~.. . 
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". . AlRE-CRT tJrlU:ZATrPN' ,.:' 
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110 owner otllll¥ "at' .. hall .'WI" or pllmSt th~'uaeot 
tho ntnway ,,"!lemont 8l:>purt~nant to h18 :lot by an~ t.lr.pl.no' 

" Wh1~11 rCQul.I'OD· 't.lUtoot',t 41at.n,C'1l ;''101' • '50 toot' ,obat.ole 01'" , 
'le.ndll1S (\I .. 1lt,nnco oVal' a 50 foot dbllta~lll 1n Oxouo 01' '2,000 " 
teo;~, or, l,t'the Nnway longth 10 ChanGed frolll 3,000 teet, ',two

, 'th11"9.l1 or tllG then uulll" ranw"y lengt'n" Takeoff 01' 1 and $,1)8' , 

j d,tatan-Cl» req.u1N1d ,Dlial~ be all s1 .... n by 'thb ,mrlnut6C!,tUNlr of, th. 
" lU'l'era.t't t<tr gro'lIl1 woIght< Opftl'1lt10n., , ,," 
",,' )/0 fly!ng club optt'aHon h 'pem1ttctd. 'Po~ th .. 
" Pll1"P900 01' tli!8 l'ClltMctlon, an,y cO..QI(rrol'ohip' Qf a.n a1rplMll ' 'J b)' throe ,or more'rioraanll bhlll:l "c,onat1t'lfto II t:lylns club. 
,," 110 c,olll'llerc1a1 t'lyil\'l,ot Illl¥' ')('1.00 J.II pomlthd,'l'tiili 
", " l'4l!tl'!,'CHOO '(J'lC'?,"'P8DII¢'1I tl1sht 'lriot%'\!, l't'ion, In ltll p:.'o;h11!1tl.on. 

" " 'I'rov.t~ed; ho,wever, '1;hat R<WH ,may ft,lIeU., ox! by' concUIlS,on4iN!, 
'". -.,' .p.N,v1'<!"~, .. r.Qr,lll1.YI\!;,~ .. flIol qate,lI: r9~ alI"C,I;'a.r,~,ollT4l'd, !;)y~~t, ClltIl'r-, 

.. 'but" RO'l'H ie' not obl~lIb'tOtl to do eo, ,.,,' ," : 
,', "A l,ot ololn,cl"mlly'.keop and litO..., not ln, eXCOlI1I Of one 

, ' " ,rl,tty' gaHon ,dl'\.llll' ol'eviation,:tuol",· .. , ' , ' " ", ': '" ,,' 
, 'rAkeorr .. and Inndlngs ... 111 'b~ cooouct,od only dui-i~ 

, daylight: ho\.\N \lnloos ,tho ,1I1rpGir't hu fAcUlties ',ror night 
operat10n\!, , , ' , ' , " , ",: 

, " , 110,0\<110'1' at !'-r:o' l.-o.t oi'oalJ '1M 0t' p<!rmit th~ \IS. Of , ' 
tho runwl\.Y eAllcmonj:l)ppurtellan,e, til 'h~a' lot othel'thM by ,flying 
I!. ~ too,t above terrn1n patte'm on t.h, aouthcaat' II1de ,at !;he .-

: B.1rport ~ , 

ARTI eLI! >in: \[ 
AIRPORT o PE'RA'l'IolicilARO!m, 

'I'ha 'oliner 'or ;,ach lot, ohall ',boll able 'to' ROTH tor' 
hl8',pro,ratll oha~otthft annual,prop.e:r(;y tax ~rn!Xlaed Ilsa1M8t 

,tho proporty' \toed for l'Unl<AY and ta.x1\ot~ PUrpOIU,B,' and, for ht, 
,pro l'at'a ,nhaNt or tho, Annl\al QxPehao or opet'ating, (1!'lcluIUng , 
liBb~l1ty inau~ce ,?Nm1 um' IUld m~ln'tainlns. the' runwj'Q' II,nd, 
tt.x1~o.y(IJ), '., . ", . '.' ',,'. ' 
" ' Thoown~l' ot &Mh lot ~h'~U aleo b" Bal.l., to ROTI!, 1:01' 

'hie p,1"o rllta 'ohllv" ortha co~t or lmp'ro'v~m~'nto to the oirport " 
Ilndtaxh<By'~', ahd tho additional tIlXIlS" op & I'll ttng , lnaul',a'no," aoo" 
'ma1nt'~nanco chl1rgllQ clluDod by Ouch impl'OY(Hllontll 1f Guch' :Lmpl'Ove-," 

, m"ntll ,aNt made, only atter unanimous, approvAl ,ot the' I"I'O!'01tO'(\ ',:' 
1:!l\Jll'Ovomontll in wr1tl!\S by the owno-1'8' or' all lote :w1th1,n thH 
8ubt\lv1Dlon'~ of 11m" other lots o.s' ,to ,which a1rpo,rt ,''''Il'II~U1ent. 
h'!ve be,cn grlUlt-ed. ,," ' ,',' ' ", ',' , " : ',' 

~ .. 

"';, 

; " 

" "The chargetl ,IloNt1nabcyc soi( 't<>rth ilhall 'eon1!tltut~ a 
.Hen, upon the 'proporty, !!.ill!, U unpaid" 'Inll)' b., roroelooodby 110'1'11' ' 
by cllit' ln oquity 1n wh1ch ROTH ohnl:l.rl1eo be '"nt'l,t1od too ","cO,,,or, ' 

,It& <'oats o,t' collection, lncl,udlng ita NlD.5onable,actu8.1 attor(loY'.' 
: !'oe; including 'An add1tIonal 'Mount tor any. ap~e~:. " ',' 
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, ~o t'ell:trlctione i)el"'elralbovo act forth aro,part Qf. ' 
general p:ial'l '.(I,nd are intended to "6'pply 'to a.n.d ,be tel' the beMt1t ' 
and p.rotectlon ot ,all o~el"a ot 'l'o~a and. "e.nd" in "aid Mr Iro'rea;: 
Said eov(tn.an~6' cnergeC5 arid reatrlcUona; u well :an any AlIlond,,, 
PIenta t:heret'o fMl.de At ponnitted, I7y tho n.e)';t. IJ1.IcceecUng C1A\l>Ae: 
ot thh d(t,cla.r~,t1~n, ~nall Nfl ,w1;t'tt an4 bo bin.d-1ng upon .11 o't' 
the land lnc,lude'd within 'Air I;er~:e and' anal 1, bo binding upon, 
,ee.'Ch and five,ry olo/no%' tl:lereot. 1lh6~y o-btli1n t.i tle to All)' ,pe.-rt 
theroor and may be t:htoNed agaln'I!!'t any, o.ne o,t such ownel'1l b1 
any ot:'hel' owner ot land Id.tb1n ll&'1d Air A~ree •. In tho' oven.t ot. 
e.ny'a.u1t'to en(orce any of ,the p~!v1elonlS or t,h1JS. declaration, , 
th'e court; having 'Jul"~'6d1ctlon th'e:root IMY. in lt1i d1ecr-etlon ~ 
B.a, part o.r t.hQ decree t'el'ldered 'therein, aUo~ euth 'attorn,y'd 
tec,t'1 ,to tM p~r.ty. or part!OB, prevalUng the,rein u t~c eoutt '11\&1' 

" .,d~om, right ,and pro~j!t. ., " ',.',,; .. ' '" ',.,' 

:, 
•• 0' ~ t ... 

~s, 

. " .''l'I1e coven~ntll', cond1tlone : and' reotrl.ct1one set. forth' 
: ' " hore'1n '8hall rul'! .with the land a~ shall, be ,bind 1 i:I8. l;lpon, tllo: 

partiea hcroto (lod all \:hH'aon~ cl;,all1l1ng unde%' thom Ul'ItU " , 
.Doc:omb~r 31, ,l9~, at. which ,tlmo '1!a'1d'eove,nant;D, cot:ld1Ul)o:D and, 
r"e8trlct1on~ au,tomaUc.!ll1,y 8hall 'be extended for A, por10<! or tron , 
(10) )/tHU"3 t);i,~roatter vnleu 'on orb;"fON! ,I".aX'ch 31, 1991, '.' .. 
majority, 'of U'ie then owner.o of lot.'a 1n All" AcNtG Bhlll:l agro'o tcr 
torminate o%' ,amend !Said ,COVeMntll" eon~lt.1ono and ~&tr1ctlon~ 
in WhO,l~ 01:' :1n part; any ~uch ag~ement shall b~ in ~r1ting, 
a1gnod and acknowledged by th,o ownerll or not hu' thall.,Mne lotll' 
in All" .4:cl"cn execute~ 1n thti',1Il4nncX' ,then' t'C~1.\1.Nld by. law Md ".' 
duly re~ord~d 1n the Peed Re'CONfl'l Qf ,Wafth1ngton County, O~son, 
all on 0.1' bClfot"C AprH 1, 1991; p:rov1d~d further that eo.1d 

'covonnnte. couditl0nll and, Ntltl'lC':tlon~ thorea'ftcr a,nd b~g1:n'n1n& 

... :: 

" 

e.s or ¥,anun%')', 1, ?OOO. autocpatl(1Alily ahall ,be axt6t1deO tOI' ' 
lSucc~t:IOlve poriods or ,ten Year" etlch 'Without l1mltat1on, union " " 
tctmlnatod' 01:' '~ttndod,'.ln ,Who1~ 0:1." in Ptlrt, by ft, m!Jorlt~ ,ot ttre ' 

.. ' 
' .. ' 

:""1 ' 

them ~wn&%'a ,or lO~II, in Ai r: . Acreti :by ,a ~i'1 ting e;lCeeut~d and " 
recorood in, ,tho, Ma,nnc)t' abovo' pl"Ovl,(icd wl thln nt-net)' (90) days, 
lI\lbao.q).<ent to t,he ,exptratlon or eae,h 'IHIC,h ten 16/U' peNod. Upon 
bel'ng'roc(:,-roed wJ.th1:n the t11l10 et:a'ted, tho P1"OVUf1ona otanQJuch 
WI:'.tt1:ns 01.'" 1!og.t"O~ment !Shall b1nd all 'OW1HH'3 or bull<Hng site! 1n' , 
Air Acres ir1"'6r:ipeC'tivo "of' \41othcl' ,0'(' not they al"O partie!! dgnltot'1' 
thol"()toJ pro,~idcd e.l:Wtl.¥1S thAt at :anY tlmo hlH~ifi;er \i'heoevol' nlM 
or roON b\,llldlng sitos ln ~a1d Ail' Acre!! havo been improved, and 
al"()' occ,upted by UngLe-tamHr dwelHng8,' .~hen a .maJot'1ty o,t ttiftn 
o,wnOl".3ot ~a.1d 1fl\P.I:'OVed and occupied bull.d1ns' !lites '1n, 86'1d ph.t 
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. ' ' 'rho I"ell:trl ctione h'e I"eln.&Jbov<;o act fol"th 111-0, j:)ar'\; or. ' . :1~;~~'::' 
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general p:ial'l 'M'!! lIr'C 1fltended to "O'Pply ·to a.nd ,bit tCf' t.ho bCMtlt ' ':~.~ :')~ 
and p.rotel:tlcrn ot ,1111 o~erll ot 'I'O~!I and, ~e.nd" 1n 111.14 Mr A:o'~.;: ' .. ,',', 
Sald eovenan~6~ churgell a.rid reatrlctlooll; ae ~ell all any AlIlond,,, . ",'::'>i': 
Plent~ thereto Inllde All po~1tted, 17)' tho n.elct;, a\lccced1ng ClA\l'Ae: " \" 
or thh do·cla.rll·ti~n, Ilnall Z'\U'I ·w~\t.'/:l an4 bit b1n.d-1ng upon aU o'l' ,.',,~~\: 
the land lnduded wlth1nUr A:er~:a And' 6J)Ul, be bind1ng uPon , ,:.;;,:~"r 
,ee.'c!\ and eve.X")' owner thereat, \lhom:ay o-bta'ln title to All!! ,pA'rt 
the root find Play bl! f!ntoNed /4>tllll'/!'t tiny One (j·t I'luch o\(t\Ot'1l by .; 
any otmet' owner ot land IO.t01n 1l8:&d Air Mres. ,In tho' oven.t of. 
any'au1t'to enforce any or :the pro1v1510na ot thiD, dcC'lsratlon, 
th-e court; havlrig 'JUl'~,lIdlctlon th'oroof tulY. In Itll d1scretion ~' 
aa, part qf t.he decree. rettdered ther'eln, allov l3u~h 'attorney" 
fee·1'I ·to tM p~f,ty: or pal'"t~l)n, prevailing therein u ttle eol.ltt '1!11.1' 

" .. d~om. right ,-.nd pro~'e". ,,' ',:.,; .. ' '.. , 

.... ," ''''' 
'A,RTICU:,XV 

DlJRA'l'IOIl OF 'l'XESE RES'I'R!C.TIONS; ~s, 

:'rho cOVenllnta, cond1tJons : and' rntrl.ctl01'l& Ilt'lt forth' 
" horein '8hall rul'! .with the land arid thall be .bIndi M, upon, tilt: 

partIes hereto and all peraon~ cl~lrn1ng under thltm until . 
Docember 31, 1990. at· II'hlch ,Hml)l!lI'1d'covenant;", cond1t10n.., and, 
1"001.:1'1 ctlonl~a\l,tolllaHcally eh&ll 'be oxtend'cd for a, por10(! or ~n 
(10) yeaN t);}~re&tter \lo1u/) 'on orb~fol"e ,I".al'ch 31, 1991, '.'.. '. 
majority, 'or U'io then Oll'ner.ll of lot.'a in All" Ml'\1o i!haU as:re'o t~ 
torm1nata or ,amond !llIld ,eOVOl'llU"ltll" eon~H,lono and .-o$trlctlon~ 
1n \thO,l!) or :1n part; any ~uch ag~e:ftlent ahall bo 1n ~r1t1ng. 
a1gnod And a('knowlotlg~d by th,o OImOI"II or not lou' thall .. nlno loti' 
in Air A;cl'cn ex/)eute~ 1n thti',r.l!\rinCl' ,then'l'Cq'uINld by law and , ' 
duly Ncordqd in the Peed Record's ¢r .I;'allhlngton County, O~son, 
all on or boro~ AprIl 1, 19911 ~rovlded further that Bnld 

'coven-note, cOfl(lit1on!l and. reDtl"lc'tlona theNs'rter B,nd beg1:o'nlng . 
AG or 9"4Ouo.1')"1, ?QOO, Qutolfil1t1(1A11y IIhall .be t)xt6nded foX' ' 
!luccUlJ1ve, porlodll or ,ten year-II ellen ·.without l1tnltat.1on. unloea '" 
term1natod Ot' '~ondod,·ln ,Whol~ O.·l" 1n P$rt, by a, mIlJor1t~ ,ot th'O 
thon ?wnera ,oJ:' lote, 1.n Ai ~. ACNft ;by ,a wl'1 ting e;l;ecut~d am' .' 
recorood in, ,tho, Ma,tlMt' abovo' provH!ed w1 thln nlnct)' (SO) dayl , 
lI\lblloquent to theexpl rat 10n or c3e,h 'lIuc.h ten :fest' poNod. Upon 
be1-ng 'roctrrdod "'lthin the til110 et'a't&d, tho pt'Ovll:110na ortlOV .fllCh 
wrIting 01." 1!-S.r'¢~ment dhall b1nd all 'OWTHH'$ or bulldlng eites in' . 
Ail' AC~1S ir~rjpeC't1vG ,pt' whether or not thoy e.~ partlelS 1I1gnat0t'1' 
thorotoJ pt'O,~ldl,)cl alwtt,l'8 that at 's'nY t1m.o he~a.1"tet' Whenevol' nine 
Ol' Illoro building aito!! In !laid Ai to Acro8 have been 1rnprovod' lind 
Ilt'e occuptod by Ung~~-rain111 dwolHnge,' .then a majorIty o,t then 
o.wner.a ot bud 11l\Pr<>ved Md occup1Mt bulldl~' !liteft 'in !l6'1d plat 
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'rho NoII.trJ ct10ne heNlil\&,'bovo lIet forth aNI ,part of • 
general plan 'f.f)1S lire intended to "tlPply ·to a..nd ·be tor the benot1t 
and pJ'Otltl:t1<m ot ,all ow;norll of ·l·ot-II and, ~e.nd~ 1n 1Ii1.1~ Air A'I)'rea;: 
Said covonant'6~ I:hQrgclI arid relltn.ctlonll; &6 'Well lUI ll1l¥ amend.
Plent~ therocto 1111,(\0 ae pe.m1tted, b)' th-o next, eliceeeding Cl.are ,' 
ot thh ~ocla.r~t1o.n, ~hllll run ,wH:/:t at4 be blruHng upon.1 Of 
the land 1nt'-luded with1n !.ir A'er~'3 Ilfld' 60Ul, bo binding uPon. 
·ea·en and 8very O~neZ' thereot, \lhOIllAY o-btli,in t,ale to any,pa·1't 
thereot ehd 1lI~ be O!'hfoNed &gllln',!'t tiny One o,t Bueh ownot'IJ by 
any ot:her owner ot land w1.ti)1n ea'~d Air Acrell. ,In tho' ovent or. 
any'~lJ1t 'to enforce a.ny ot .the pro'visIonll ot' thiD. dec1orat1on, 
the court; hlw1rig 'JuZ'~'lIdlct;'lcn th'eroot 1:UlY. in ttll discretion &nil' 
all. part Qf ~he decreo rende~d the~in, allov ouch ~ttorne1'e 
feU ·to th" P$.r,ty or part~on prevail1ng: therd1n lIII tlle eourt .11\&1' 

.. d~om, d&ht ,o.nd Prof>"!!:!. ..' '.:,': .. . ' 

'ARTICIZ.'XV 

OU1\.A'l'lOH Of' THESE R.ESTRI~IOHsj 

.. 'l'he 1)0Vcnllnta, conditions :'and' ~"tr1.ct10ne /let fozoth 
,hot"CI'in '~hall NI'! with the land and shall· be .blnd,i).e;. upon.tllt: 
parties hCl~tO and IIU peraon" cl':alrnlng under tholll UlItll 
p.,C:Olllb~r 31,1990. lit. \(hlch ,t~ll1l) '1lll'ld' CO I'e,nante, (,ol'ld1t1()nll and· 
rcotrlctlonl! I\u,tomll'tlcally IIhllll 'be extended ror a, pori~ or titn . 
(10) YCIIl"lS tl<i.flreatter vn16ae 'on or b." rON! ,"'.arch 31, 1991, ·Il·.. . 
IDIIJority, 'of:' U'ie then Oll'nIlr.1I or 101.'6 1n Alr M"'11l IIMll as:re'" tcY 
tormlnat& or ,amond sa1d ,covel'l4nti!, eon~lt;,lono and Natrletlon~ 
1n \tho.l~ 01:' In pazot; any lluch I1g~M,ent ahall bi) 1n writing, 
olgood and 8.c-knoll'ledged by th,o 0\l1101"11 of not hila' thlln.,n1ne lotll' 
1n Air ~crefl exeeute~ 1n thc',r.llll'incr .then' rcq'ulN1d by law and .. 
duly NI-ccl"dqd 1n the P<ieli Recol"d'~ QrWallhJ.ngton County, 01'0&01'\, 
all on or berot"(! April l, 1991/ provided further thllt "'!lIlt 

. COvcotlote. CQudit100Q and, t"(!Dtr1c'Uo[1I~ theN8'rter lI.nd begto'nIng 
AS or lllnu8I')"l, 2000, lIutOlplltl('lllly shall ,be c)(t6ndod fbI' ' 
lIuccenlvlI. por1odll 0(' ,ten jlellr". e~ch 'wl thout 11mltaUon. unloll1l 
term1nated or ·~ended,·ln ,\thalli 0.'1' 1n Pllrt, by a, mltJority ·of thtl 
thnn owners 0(' lota, In Ai Z" Acrea ,by II wr1 ting executed and ' 
recoroed in. :th". ma,nMr abo'vo pi"Ovli!~d within nlnet)' (90) dayll .
lIublle(\\lent to thoclqliratlon 0(' ellch ·lIuc.h ten ~ellX' poNod. Upon 
bel'ng '-recorded wlthln the e1\l10 at'a't&d. tho prov1l!10na or lillY lIueh 
wrltlng 01" ~5.r'O~ment lihl\l1 bInd IlUowncrll or bulldlng !!it~a 1n' . 
Air Acre1S 1I:'rerjp~t'tlv(l .. of' whet-hIlI' .01' not they 111.'<'1 pllrt1ea dgnat0r1 
thor'OtoJ pro,vIded 1\11111.,1'11 that at 'anY time he~tStet' Id!eoavor nIno 
Or mON bulld1f'1S sitoa 1n lIaid Air Acree hsv(I b~"n !Il\proved· and 
liN! occ,upted b)' e!ng~(I-r!\iJ\1l1 dwolHnge,' then It majority o.,t tt'um 
O.lIneN of (Iud ltl\pNved Anti occup1!!Cl bulldl~· lIitce '1n 1Ia'1..d plat 
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may, 10 a wr1~1ng, t!x(lcuted, 8cy'oQwledgeif'MId rocoM'Od· ... proY1d~ 
above, L\Jllond (but not terminate) the 'fONgoing l'C/ltM.et1ona, or' .. 
aOy part thereot, 1!O!2' any. IIl.lch 'l'UIIcn~atorr writing 80 l"O-e¢Nltc1 I!Inll1 
bind' all· owneNi of bull~1 nl: Bi'tC/! ·1n Balil plat, 1M"dpoet.1ve of ". 
'Whtl'tner' 01' not the), lire pal"tha' 'HgnatQr,. th~reto. In eomstt'".tlJ:lC.·. , 
thia Art1Clo XVI' ." . '. " 

1. /my ~e~oo who thon 111 pUI"Ch4lSing a bul1dll'18 IIlto 
ul\der a cont.rl1ct ot, cond1,t\toMl u'1o fShlll11 tHI 
con·llldoe,l"e'd tho ow.t'\cr. thcroo'fi and . 

·2. In thO'to. ~nl!hncSlIS 'Jt!l-ere &.:ny, bufl~ins Dito h ' 
o\mC'.P: by two or more 'pe-'N!-O,nll (toX', o~~le;. bY" 
husb1!Ud' ll..I'I'd \dfo) /Such ~MlQnl! bhall \>0· CC1T~r.ld-tu .. d 
all but one ownor • 

.. ~ 
'AR1!I1,lll£ XVl' 

. r 

- " 

, ae.nffiC'l'lOUS ,HADE, 1il!.~ .OF DEDICA'l'IO.tJ-., . 
. '. ".. .... ~1~. de¢1~~t1~~, .. 11J~'·«~ p~. o(,tho, d.od·1cat'1on or 

.. t-ho said aU,bd1v!~1()n ao~ 18 re~';·llo 'no.tice to all the' wo.rld 
or, tho rtllS'trictl YO 'ConqH1ons \In!f.~· .lot1d·ch eech lot and pa.r<:d or 

" "., lilnd,·in' Air Acree Ina>, and ehall bt.!> 401d and ctmvltyod. In th.,' . 
tatuN coriyO)'CU1t'O or !!laid ~.o(a aM' pA'rc~l'a, it Druul not. b" ' 
noc'o/S84r)" for tho e;r-tl.ntor tho~1n to mont1on or ro'for to th'O'" , 
l'eot'r1ct1.onlS :ar'14 in the event of hil!l fd.J:ur\!!· no to dO, ,tiho grc.nte'!' 
io ~ ~eed ·contAin.11l8 eovC!~tll or "'a,M'l4'Ity flhall hllve no right 
or cauflo of action ae;ainll.t flh grAn'tpr r.o.~ a bN!tA'(:h of af11~ , . 
covcllIlnto ,by roeeon of theQO reatr1ctlo:n:1I and all Duch r1shtCl 'and 

, C(iUDU ot' action e:r.ls-1ng b:t, r-hb'on or tht1l1~ rolltr'1 ct1oll1!1 -and, . 
'!111hlre ,to ment10n the BMIO shall be dec.rned concluliUelr. to have 

, , bun, wa'1 ved' b)l tJ:lo granteo by hits Ilc,ecptance ot' lIueh. doed • 

AflTICLB XVU 

.;" . Tho liW~Hdat1~I)'.or·any o'no of thCl'f~ro:g~'ng, ~c:t1~n.·' 
l' 01' -of any part of any thoreot by 4.\J~f9.1le'nt o~ any court B~l. tn .. 

.!' nl) \(1's0' ,at"rect any 'Or tho other provldoM the~of wh1~h Dna--ll 
.. "roma1n·.to fUll r.orca nnd &ftect., . .: . , ! . , . 

. : 'I'N WlTmLSS ~OF; the dech-raotll hor-oto h~v,e aet' 
t,ht't.ir hand.Q andlie.alls on, thio r::P. day o.:r Dectl'llbClr. i9.6S~ 
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roay, 1n a writing, exocuted, acy.nowledg&d·and rocoro~d· •• proyid~ 
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.. ~ 

. ( 
.~ 41 
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above, aJllon~ (b.\lt n.ot tem1Mto) the fpr-ego1ne; r-ep~M.ct1on .. , or' .. 
any part thcNlor, tnd any. such 'amcnoator')' \tr1ting 80 ro«>rd1t~ eht.l1 
bind' all· Olo'nerlS of bu11cU ng ai·tea ·1n l1li.10 plat, lM'dpoet.1vo of .. 
'lffie-tner or not the), at'(! partie';· 1l'1gnatory th~N!to. In eonstt".11ng 
thh Art1cle XVI' ." ", 

1. IirIY pe~on Wh'o thon 111 Jlur'C'hl$1I1ng a bu11ding IIlto 
\.Illder a cont.ract 01'. condLUoMl fldo IIh~l1 ~ 
C'onudoe·l."e'd the olme-r, th~Nto'r; and 

,2. 1n tI'!Q~tt. lnate.ncolS WhON! a.t'l¥. bui'ldins olto 1 • . 
Olmc"~ by two or moro'·pC··rDO.1\-1I (tor'.o/('I/.IIIt'1e;. bY" 
husband' e.ntl Idfe) IllIch ~l'1Ionli bhllll boo canr.ldtu .. " 
All but one owner. 

. AR1!I41£ M' 

. ~fftCTIONS ,MADE· ljl\..lQ.OF 'DEDtCATION' 

, ',;." , .. , 'r1:11·~. decl~~t1~1;\ .. 1~ ~'«~ plWt· o(tho. d.od1c:at'1on of 
.. t·he 611.1d lIu.bd1v!~i0n anq 111 re<:-~.~:t3::kall ,o()t1co to all the'W<?rld 
or. tho l'etH;r1ctlvo conq1tlonG ur;!f.~',~1,t'h each lot And p&N:ol of 
lilnd":1n' All' Acrell ilia), and shall ~ lI.o:·ld an<J con .... eyed. In th~,. . 
{otUI'a cerive)'CU1ce or !la1d ~,oh AM p1I.1'<:1')118, it IIhal.l not. b_ : 
n~c'e,1I8Iu')' for. the e;r-antor thot-ein po lII(mt1on, ott Nt'tor to ~h'8''' 
restricttonl! ~1\d 1n thO event of hh rd'l'Oro DO to dO, ,liho snr.nt",.' 
in ~ ~eed ,c:onta1n1ns cove/¥U1tll of 1I(t,N'l4'Ity tlhall hilI/it no t'1-ght 
or caullo of action againo,t \11a grAritpr ro.~ 8 bNla~h or uid. , ' 
covenant-a. by reatlon of t;.h~QO rest rlctlo:t:l1I AM all. such l:'1&htCl .jmd 

. caUllell o-f action 8:r.ll.tlng by Nl\ilon of t;'h~1I0 restrlct10ns -and 
'!ali\lN! ,to mention the lIamo 'ehall be deemed eonelulil\>e'ly. tG MVC 

f , bun, we:1ved' b)l tho gMUltoo by h10 IIc·eeptt\nt'e ot' lIueh, dood. 

ARTI-OLE XYI,l 

atfFEC1' OF nNALIDATIO~ ;r f; PW 
; The 1i'IV~Hda:t101).or·8.ny one of tho 'tor"o:f~o'ng, ~t1:<:t:1-on." 
, 01' -of 81\¥ part ot any thuNlo[ by ~,u~~e,A't;. o~ any court Il~l. ~n: 

,!, M l(l'so',atrec't any 'Or tho otMr provlHon~ tho~O'r wh1¢h ah4'll 
., "remain' 1n rull ~OI'<:O M'd &f1'ect.' ".' , , ! . , .. 

. 'H{ Wl'1'lfRSS ~OP; t!:1e 'deciaNnta heNto h~v.,(! 8(/1;' 
t,he.1r hand& andallallS on. tMo @, day or DecernbClr t i9,68~ 
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way, in II wr1t1ng, exocutod, acy.nowledged -and rocoro~d- •• prov1d~ 

.. ~ 

'-, 

" .'ic I 

abovCl, Mlon" (b,lIt not, terminato) the 'fpl"tgolll() reu~r1,et1ol'l", or' " 
aOy part thorool', dn~ any avch 'amendatory ""MUng 110 N-eC>rodllCl IInln 
bin(; all, OWnDI'15 of bull~1 n~ ai'tea 11'1 118,10 plat, lM'o~poet1ye of ' 
'lffiO'tner or not thoy ANI parties- lHS'natQ~ thereto, l-n eOl'llltr-..tlng 
thil! ArtiCle XVI' ," ", 

1. A:r.y pe~on who them 111 pUI"C'h4elng a bu1lding IIlt12 
\llldc!' a cont,rllct ot', CQndH~onal lido I!h~l1 ~ 
conllld><;,l"e'd thci olmat'. theNlo'f; an,a 

·2. In th,Q!!(!, instllncoo wh'ore a.tly, buillli01;. 111\;0 1. ' 
olme~ by two or irtoNl'pe,,~,nft (rOI",o/l'llIIIple~ bY" 
husband' IU'Itl Idfo) elleh pe'Mlona bhllll bo- eont.1daNd 
lin bUt one olmor • 

~~!£ rn 
, M-TI'RiCTtOIlS ,MAllE, J;"-~ OFDU>ICATIOlf' 

" . 
, '" .. , __ , orh1'~, ;'eelIP~4tl(m __ 115 ~'i1q)~ of:the,ded1cllt'1on or 

_,the 811.1d SU!xl1v!1I10h end, 111 re~dianQtlco to all the-W<1,rld 
01', tho reo'trictlvo cond.HloM \I~<t.~-_m1,eh each lot and p&r-cel of 
lilnd":l.n' A.l:r Acree lIl~y and eh~l1 ~ l!,o,-ld And con .... Clyed. In th~' 
fotuI'fl conveYlU1oe of odd ~ota ~M' ptl'reel'lI. it Dha.ll ROt. b. 
MC'CIl8IU"Y for the grantor t'hcreln to mention_ OJ:' ro'ter to tho' .. ' 
restrictionll :ard in the event ot' hie flt'U .. ut'O flO to do, .-lIMo gra,nte.' 
in .any deed ,contdn1ne cove~t8 of lI'a,rr'l4\ty IIMall hlllle no M.1tht 
or CI\U80 of action !4J;aino,t \'Iia grAntor 'r.o,~ a breAch of adC\ . -
covenante ,by rellllon of th~oo l'l'lnrlctlo'tlll and all, ouch rl&hte ';.nd 

, ctlulleo or action e;r.laing by rella'on of thene reatr1 ct10Ra -a~ 
-1'0.111)1'0 _to mentlon thll IlllJlle' lIMll be deemed eoncluel ye'lr. to haVIl 
boen, wa'1ved' by tho granteo by hh 1l('-eoptMcl! of'lIueh, doed. 
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LETTER OF AGREEMENT 

EFFECTNE: I 0/0 1/98 

SUBJECT: Sunset Airport Procedures 

1. PURPOSE: This Agreement establishes coordination and special procedures for 
pilots using the Sunset Airport. 

2. SCOPE: Sunset Airport is a personal-use airport used exclusively by the owners, 
residents and guests of the properties adjoining the Sunset Airport. Sunset 
Airport is not open to the general public or other pilots. These procedures 
apply to all owner/operator/resident pilots operating aircraft to and from 
the SU11Set Airport. 

3. RESPONSIBILITY: 

a. Roth Development Inc., will provide ownerslresidents of property adjoining 
Stillset Airport with copies of this agreement. 

b. Roth Development will secure the signature of each present and future ownerl 
resident on this Letter of Agreement, certifying that the owner/residents have read 
and understand and will comply with the procedures contained herein. 

c. Based on operational priorities,' Hillsboro Tower will provide traffic advisory 
information on known traffic within the Hillsboro Class D surface area, to pilots 
operating to and from Sunset Airport. 

4. PROCEDURES: 

a. Pilots of aircraft using the Sunset Airport shall remain at or below 500 ft. AGL 
while in the Hillsboro Class D sW'face area. Aircraft on approach will use right 
traffic patterns to Runway 06. Pilots operating to and from Sunset Airport shall be 
particularly alert to aircraft using Hillsboro Airport. 

b. Pilots with radios using the Stmset Airport shall contact Hillsboro Tower prior 
to departure from or entry into Sunset Airport. Pilots shall maintain two-way 
radio communications with Hillsboro Tower while in the Hillsboro Class D 
surface area. Pilots shall obtain Hillsboro Airport A TIS Information on frequency 
127.65 prior to departure or arrival at Sunset Airport. 

c. Hillsboro Tower personnel cannot see the Sunset Airport runway, therefore, they 
shall not be responsible for controlling landings or takeoffs, Or establishing 
runway priorities at Sunset Airport. 
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LETTER OF AGREEMENT 

EFFECTNE: 10/01/98 

SUBJECT: Sunset Airport Procedures 

1. PURPOSE: This Agreement establishes coordination and special procedures for 
pilots using the Sunset Airport. 

2. SCOPE: Sunset Airport is a personal-use airport used exclusively by the owners, 
residents and guests of the properties adjoining the Sunset Airport. Sunset 
Airport is not open to the general public or other pilots. These procedures 
apply to all owner/operatoriresident pilots operating aircraft to and from 
the SWlset Airport. 

3. RESPONSIBILITY: 

a. Roth Development fuc., will provide ownerslresidents of property adjoining 
Sunset Airport with copies of this agreement. 

b. Roth Development will secure the signature of each present and future ownerl 
resident on this Letter of Agreement, certifying that the owner/residents have read 
and understand and will comply with the procedures contained herein. 

c. Based on operational priorities, Hillsboro Tower will provide traffic advisory 
information on known traffic within the Hillsboro Class D surface area, to pilots 
operating to and from Sunset Airport 

4. PROCEDURES: 

a. Pilots of aircraft using the Sunset Airport shall remain at or below 500 ft. AGL 
while in the Hillsboro Class D surface area. Aircraft on approach will use right 
traffic patterns to Runway 06. Pilots operating to and from Sunset Airport shall be 
particularly alert to aircraft using Hillsboro Airport. 

b. Pilots with radios using the StUlset Airport shall contact Hillsboro Tower prior 
to departure from or entry into Sunset Airport. Pilots shall maintain two-way 
radio communications with Hillsboro Tower while in the Hillsboro Class D 
surface area. Pilots shall obtain Hillsboro Airport ATIS fnformation on frequency 
127.65 prior to departure or arrival at Sunset Airport. 

c. Hillgboro Tower persOlU1el cailllot see the Stmset Airport runway, therefore, they 
shall not be responsible for control/ing landings or takeoffs, Or establishing 
rtmway priorities at Stmset Airport. 
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LETTER OF AGREEMENT 

EFFECTNE: 10/0 1198 

SUBJECT: Sunset Airport Procedures 

1. PURPOSE: This Agreement establishes coordination and special procedures for 
pilots using the Sunset AhpoTi. 

2. SCOPE; Sunset Airport is a personal-use airport used exclusively by the owners, 
residents and guests of the properties adjoining the Sunset Airport. Sunset 
Airport is not open to the general public or other pilots. These procedures 
apply to all owner/operator/resident pilots operating aircraft to and from 
the S1li1set Airport. 

3. RESPONSIBILITY: 

a. Roth Development Inc., will provide ownerslresidents of property adjoining 
Sunset Airport with copies of this agreement. 

b, Roth Development will secure the signature of each present and future owner/ 
resident on this Letter of Agreement, certifying that the owner/residents have read 
and understand and will comply with the procedures contained herein, 

c. Based on operational priorities, Hillsboro Tower will provide traffic advisory 
information on known traffic within the Hillsboro Class D surface area, to pilots 
operating to and from Sllilset Ahport 

4. PROCEDURES: 

a. Pilots of aircraft using the Sunset Airpol1 shall remain at or below 500 ft. AGL 
while in the Hillsboro Class D surface area. Aircraft on approach will use right 
traffic patterns to Runway 06. Pilots operating to and from Sunset Airport shall be 
particularly alert to aircraft using Hi] lsboro Airport. 

h. Pilots with radios using the SlU1set Airport shall contact Hillsboro Tower prior 
to departure from or entry into Sunset A irport. Pilots shall maintain two·way 
radio communications with Hillsboro Tower while in the Hillsboro Class D 
surface area. Pilots shall obtain Hillsboro Airport A TIS Tnformation on frequency 
127.65 prior to departure or arrival at Sunset Airport 

c. Hillsboro Tower persOlU1el cannot see the Stmset Airport runway, therefore, they 
shall not be responsible for controlling landings or takeoffs, Or establishing 
runway priorities at Sunset Airport. 



Sunset Airport Letter of Agreement 

/.2;t(; ( ; ;1 J e 
Roth Development Inc .. PresIdent 

DaccYl~Us))er. Roth Development Inc .. V1ce PresIdent 

M ri 1 R. Roth. Roth Development Inc., Secretary 
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sunset Airport Letter of Agreement 
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Roth Development Inc .. P~esjdent 

DaccYl~Us)1er. Roth Development Inc .. V1ce PresIdent 

M ~1 1 R. Roth, Roth Development Inc., Sec~etary 

-- ........ 

sunset Airport Letter of Agreement 

...... _ .. 

JOJ6 ~. Roth. Roth Development Inc .. President 

kif ( h-fu"", 
Daccyl ~Us)1er. Roth Development Inc .. Vice President 

Inc .• Secretary 



MINUTES 

WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

CONVENED: 10:01 a.m. 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS: 
Chairman Andy Duyck 
Vice Chair Greg Malinowski 
Commissioner Bob Teny 
Commissioner Dick Schouten 
Commissioner Roy Rogers 

STAFF: 
Robert Davis, County Administrator 
Bill Gaffi, General Manager, CWS 
Paul Hathaway, County Counsel 
Andrew Singelakis, Director, LUT 

October 15, 2013 

Gary Stockoff, County Engineer, LUT Engineering 
Paul Schaeffer, LUT, Sr. Planner of Long Range Planning 
Diane Taniguchi-Dennis, Deputy General Manager, CWS 
Rod Rice, Deputy County Administrator 
Andy Back, Planning and Development Services Manager 
Anne Kelly, Associate Planner, LUT 
Jacquilyn Saito-Moore, County Counsel 
Stephen Roberts, Communications Coordinator, LUT 
Jonathan Schlueter, Government Affairs Manager 
Ana Noyola, Alternate Clerk ofthe Board 
Jim Thiessen, Audio Visual Technician 

PRESS: 
Simina Mistreanu, The Oregonian 

1. ORAL COMMUNICATION (2 MINUTE OPPORTUNITY) 

1) Kay Morse, 430 SW 13th Ave, Portland, partner and principal of TakFal Properties LLC 
with Beth Farity. As co-owner of the Sherwood cinema properties, she requested the 
Board to reconsider the County staff's decision to remove the traffic light in Tualatin
Sherwood Road. Ms. Morse expressed that the alternative access that is proposed, which 
is entry through Baler Way, will significantly damage the shopping center and most of 
the retail tenants. If customers want to enter the center after the signal is removed, they 
will be forced to bypass the cinema's driveway on Tualatin-Sherwood Road and travel 
east about 600 feet, tum left on Baler Way, travel north, about 600 teet, pass the Les 
Schwab tires store, then turn left onto a driveway constructed across the neighboring 
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Paul Hathaway read A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 771 by title only. 

Andy Back provided the staff report. This is the first hearing for A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 
771. Staff recommended conducting the first public hearing for this ordinance, and at the 
conclusion of the testimony, continuing the hearing to October 22, 2013. 

Chairman Duyck opened the public hearing and since there was no testimony. continued the 
hearing to October 22, 2013. 

Motion Rogers 
2nd - Malinowski 
Vote - 5-0 

/;c. 
MO 13-299 
Proposed A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 - An Ordinance Amending the RurallNatural 
Resource Plan and the Community Development Code to Develop a Residential Airpark Overlay 
District (CPO 8) 

Commissioner Terry moved to have A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 read by title only. 

Motion Terry 
2nd Rogers 
Vote 5-0 

Paul Hathaway read A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 by title only. 

Paul Schaefer provided the staff report. This is the first reading for A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 
772. On October 1, the Board directed engrossment to accomplish 4 things: 

1. Remove the three EFU parcels and one AF-20 parcel from the proposed overlay district 
(map change). 

2. Clarify that only one hangar is allowed per lot, but remove the limits on the number of 
tie-downs per lot. 

3. Prohibit commercial aviation activities, except as may be allowed in the AF-5 and RR-5 
Districts. 

4. Prohibit renting of personal hangars. 
Staff provided the required notice and received two written comments; the first one from Mary 
Rosenblum, President of the Oregon Pilots Association, who wrote in favor of the ordinance; the 
second one from Miki Barnes, which opposed the ordinance. Lastly, Mr. Schaefer pointed out a 
typo on page 3 of the staff report. The last sentence under Policy 10 Findings should read "is 
consistent with Policy 10." 

Chairman Duyck opened the public hearing. 

1) Henry Oberhelman, 26135 NW Evergreen Rd, Hillsboro, conveyed a motion reached by 
CPO during its meeting last night, October 14. He read from the written testimony he 
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submitted for the record on behalf of CPO 8. This statement read: 

Community members discussed Ordinance 772 at some length during the October meeting of 
CPO 8. At the close of the discussion, a motion was put forward by William McCandless 
and seconded by Richard VanGrunsven with the following wording and with the direction 
that CPO representatives carry the motion to the BOC meeting on October 15,2013. 

"CPO 8 supports Ordinance 772 Engrossment A" 

The motion carried with 12 in favor, 3 opposed and 3 abstentions. The voting was limited to 
CPO 8 members according to the bylaws of the CPO. Meeting attendance totaled 28, a mix 
of community members, county staff, as well as other stakeholders. 

A special outreach effort for this discussion was made to insure a balance of views and as a 
result the applicant and a number of residents around the Sunset Air Strip were in attendance. 

As a commentary, Mr. Oberhelman shared that he had post-meeting discussions with many of 
the residents around the airstrip and owners of the airstrip. Based on the tenor and tone of the 
conversation last night, he expressed that there is no doubt in his mind that they can make 
workable accommodations that would bring together both sides of the concerns of the ordinance. 
He added that this will be a complicated ordinance as it goes forward with far-reaching 
implications. The CPO 8 meeting last night indicated that significant controversy will continue. 

2) Pat Wolter, 9555 NW 316th Place, Hillsboro, informed that she served as secretary of 
CPO 8 since 1995. She announced that she resigned from that position recently and 
stated that she is present before the Board to explain how last night's motion came about. 
Previously, CPO 8 produced a motion that favored the Planning Commission's directive, 
and now they have a different motion in the opposite direction. She explained that CPO 
8 is a democratic organization. The people who voted in both instances were different 
audiences. Most of the people who voted in favor of the Planning Commission's 
directive initially did not attend last night's meeting. A different group of CPO 8 
members, equally empowered to vote, attended last night's meeting and produced this 
motion. Nothing in CPO 8 bylaws prevents this from happening. Anyone who lives 
within CPO 8 boundaries, or owns a business or property in this location, is entitled to 
vote. 

Chairman Duyck commented that the report impressed him. It not only stated the motion, but 
also provided the attendance and statistics - more background on how expansive it might have 
been. 

Ms. Wolter shared that there were people in attendance who were non members but participated 
in the discussion. They were members of contiguous CPOs. 

3) Ellen Saunders, 47950 NW Dingheiser Rd., Manning, discussed the impact that last 
night's decision will have on other CPOs. She said that she could not vote last night. 
There were three members from CPO 14 district, which was inactive and others as well. 
She stated that the entire meeting was stacked very carefully with aviators from the 
district. CPO 8 is not the only CPO that will be affected by this. Her concern is that 
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there is a rural dynamic in the planning that is supposed to protect all of western 
Washington County from air, water and noise pollution. The expansion of aviation in this 
new overlay district is in .direct conflict with those commitments to the community. She 
said she is also concerned about the lead and the fact that there is only one person in 
Washington County who checks responds to violations. The County has not been a good 
supporter of citizen complaint violation processes; there is no real check or balance; and 
there is a lack of condition of use permit. She suggested that if this goes forward, there 
should be a condition of use added to the ordinance so people can respond to what is 
going to be placed as a permanent expansion of aviation over the entire Western 
Washington County. If everyone does exactly what they insist they will be doing, which 
is very minimal flying, there will not be a problem. But if there is no conditional use 
pelmit added to this particular ordinance, then the outcome may be unlimited flights and 
an unlimited number of planes. The number of tie downs and size of hangars have now 
been unlimited. That constitutes the possibility of 100 planes. She concluded that new 
owners might not be committed to being honorable. 

4) Jeff Holmes, 47700 NW Chrysler Dr., Banks, asked for a postponement on the Board's 
decision until more research could be done. He also attended the CPO 8 meeting last 
night and shared that there is a lot of unanswered questions. This particular instance is 
not that bad because it will not make that big of an impact. But since the ordinance is 
County-wide, he asked how that will affect the future. His concern is the greater impact 
this ordinance will have. He stated that the fact that the ordinance was re-written 
indicated that there were problems in the original. 

Chairman Duyck asked County staff if the ordinance pertains only to Sunset Airstrip and Paul 
Schaefer answered that it does. Mr. Schaefer explained that Section 389 was written to apply to 
Sunset Airstrip. Chairman Duyck then addressed Mr. Holmes and clarified that this ordinance 
deals specifically with Sunset Airstrip only and it is not County-wide; it is a very narrow 
ordinance. 

Vice Chair Malinowski asked if there is a chance that someone in another Pflrt of the County will 
come and cite this ordinance. 

Mr. Schaefer explained that if someone wanted to use Section 389 for another airpark that 
Section would have to be amended through a legislative action in order to reference that new 
airstrip. 

Mr. Holmes asked if that would set precedence another airpark could use. 

Chairman Duyck agreed that one could argue that, but since the Sunset airpark is currently in 
existence, it would be a much heavier lift trying to create a new airpark, especially when Oregon 
land use law would not allow it in EFU or AF-20, which is the majority of the land, and the 
County does not have rural planned developments anymore, which is where this airpark is 
currently built. Chairman Duyck concluded that it would be a bit of a stretch to believe that a 
new airpark would be created based on Ordinance 772. 

94

there is a rural dynamic in the planning that is supposed to protect all of western 
Washington County from air, water and noise pollution. The expansion of aviation in this 
new overlay district is in .direct conflict with those commitments to the community. She 
said she is also concerned about the lead and the fact that there is only one person in 
Washington County who checks responds to violations. The County has not been a good 
supporter of citizen complaint violation processes; there is no real check or balance; and 
there is a lack of condition of use permit. She suggested that if this goes forward, there 
should be a condition of use added to the ordinance so people can respond to what is 
going to be placed as a permanent expansion of aviation over the entire Western 
Washington County. If everyone does exactly what they insist they will be doing, which 
is very minimal flying, there will not be a problem. But if there is no conditional use 
pelmit added to this particular ordinance, then the outcome may be unlimited flights and 
an unlimited number of planes. The number of tie downs and size of hangars have now 
been unlimited. That constitutes the possibility of 100 planes. She concluded that new 
owners might not be committed to being honorable. 

4) Jeff Holmes, 47700 NW Chrysler Dr., Banks, asked for a postponement on the Board's 
decision until more research could be done. He also attended the CPO 8 meeting last 
night and shared that there is a lot of unanswered questions. This particular instance is 
not that bad because it will not make that big of an impact. But since the ordinance is 
County-wide, he asked how that will affect the future. His concern is the greater impact 
this ordinance will have. He stated that the fact that the ordinance was re-written 
indicated that there were problems in the original. 

Chainnan Duyck asked County staff if the ordinance pertains only to Sunset Airstrip and Paul 
Schaefer answered that it does. Me. Schaefer explained that Section 389 was written to apply to 
Sunset Airstrip. Chairman Duyck then addressed Mr. Holmes and clarified that this ordinance 
deals specifically with Sunset Airstrip only and it is not County-wide; it is a very narrow 
ordinance. 

Vice Chair Malinowski asked if there is a chance that someone in another Pilrt of the County will 
come and cite this ordinance. 

Mr. Schaefer explained that if someone wanted to use Section 389 for another airpark that 
Section would have to be amended through a legislative action in order to reference that new 
airstrip. 

Mr. Holmes asked if that would set precedence another airpark could use. 

Chairman Duyck agreed that one could argue that, but since the Sunset airpark is cUlTently in 
existence, it would be a much heavier lift trying to create a new airpark, especially when Oregon 
land use law would not allow it in EFU or AF-20, which is the majority of the land, and the 
County does not have rural planned developments anymore, which is where this airpark is 
currently built. Chairman Duyck concluded that it would be a bit of a stretch to believe that a 
new airpark would be created based on Ordinance 772. 

there is a rural dynamic in the planning that is supposed to protect all of western 
Washington County from air, water and noise pollution. The expansion of aviation in this 
new overlay district is indirect conflict with those commitments to the community. She 
said she is also concerned about the lead and the fact that there is only one person in 
Washington County who checks responds to violations. The County has not been a good 
supporter of citizen complaint violation processes; there is no real check or balance; and 
there is a lack of condition of use permit. She suggested that ifthis goes forward, there 
should be a condition of use added to the ordinance so people can respond to what is 
going to be placed as a permanent expansion of aviation over the entire Western 
Washington County. If everyone does exactly what they insist they will be doing, which 
is very minimal flying, there will not be a problem. But if there is no conditional use 
pelmit added to this particular ordinance, then the outcome may be unlimited flights and 
an unlimited number of planes. The number oftie downs and size of hangars have now 
been unlimited. That constitutes the possibility of 100 planes. She concluded that new 
owners might not be committed to being honorable. 

4) Jeff Holmes, 47700 NW Chrysler Dr., Banks, asked for a postponement on the Board's 
decision until more research could be done. He also attended the CPO 8 meeting last 
night and shared that there is a lot of unanswered questions. This particular instance is 
not that bad because it will not make that big of an impact. But since the ordinance is 
County-wide, he asked how that will atfect the future. IIis concern is the greater impact 
this ordinance will have. He stated that the fact that the ordinance was re-written 
indicated that there were problems in the original. 

Chairman Duyck asked County staff if the ordinance pertains only to Sunset Airstrip and Paul 
Schaefer answered that it does. Mr. Schaefer explained that Section 389 was written to apply to 
Sunset Airstrip. Chairman Duyck then addressed Me Holmes and clarified that this ordinance 
deals specifically with Sunset Airstrip only and it is not County-wide; it is a very narrow 
ordinance. 

Vice Chair Malinowski asked ifthere is a chance that someone in another part of the County will 
come and cite this ordinance. 

Mr. Schaefer explained that if someone wanted to use Section 389 for another airpark that 
Section would have to be amended through a legislative action in order to reference that new 
airstrip. 

Mr. Holmes asked if that would set precedence another airpark could use. 

Chairman Duyck agreed that one could argue that, but since the Sunset airpark is cUlTently in 
existence, it would be a much heavier lift trying to create a new airpark, especially when Oregon 
land use law would not allow it in EFU or AF-20, which is the majority of the land, and the 
County does not have rural planned developments anymore, which is where this airpark is 
currently built. Chairman Duyck concluded that it would be a bit of a stretch to believe that a 
new airpark would be created based on Ordinance 772. 



Commissioner Schouten added that this ordinance is limited to this geographic area. 

5) Richard VanGrunsven. 9899 NW 316th PI., Hillsboro, spoke as a resident of Sunset 
Airpark for 32 years, and as president of the Air Acres HOA. He stated that he supports 
adopting Ordinance 772 so that the residents of the Sunset Acres Estates have the 
authorization to operate hangar aircraft on their property and to use the Sunset Airstrip 
with the owner's permission. The outcome of the CPO 8 meeting last night was the 
result of the discussion that was conducted. While it was stated that the vote had been 
stacked, there were 12 people in favor. Only 8 of those people were airpark residents. 
Some neutral people (non-residents) voted in favor of the airpark. Mr. VanGrunsven 
stated that he is confident that by discussing and reasoning with one another, all can 
operate congenially in the future with the adoption of this resolution. He addressed 
another comment regarding the County's resources to handle complaints by expressing 
that it would be interesting to see how many complaints have been filed over the past 40 
years that the airpark has been in operation. It would also be interesting to see if the 
County had been over-challenged with the ability to handle those complaints, which, as 
he believed, are non-existent. 

6) Linda Peters, 25440 NW Dairy Creek Rd., North Plains, spoke on behalf of Washington 
County Citizen Action Network (WC CAN) and submitted her written testimony for the 
record. WC CAN shares the confusion of what this ordinance actually does and invites 
for the future. She explained that when the Board creates a new sort of overlay district 
and adds it to the code, it is something that is expected to be utilized in the future. It 
normally carries some direction as to what type of application would be used to apply 
that overlay district to any given property. She stated that this ordinance does not do that. 
This ordinance creates a newer overlay district and then applies it directly to one 
particular set of properties. She commented that that is a hybrid inviting the possibility of 
other properties to use or create a residential airpark, but giving them no avenue for 
making an application for such. She remarked that this creates the impression that the 
Board is just doing a work-around so that a small group of people can be granted a 
special favor when LUBA denied this group's earlier application. WC CAN has not 
taken a formal position on this issue, but her written testimony captures the sense of 
discussions. She noted that WC CAN may have a recommendation for the Board at the 
next public hearing and requested the Board to acknowledge WC CAN as a non-profit 
group. 

Vice Chair Malinowski asked County staff about the bed and breakfast (B&B) business as it 
relates to commercial activity. He mentioned the rule that prohibits commercial activity in the 
residential air park and asked if one could technically fly in to the B&B. 

Paul Schaefer explained that the B&B for five or fewer would be allowed as a Type I in AF-5 
and RR-5 districts. Staff has not defined the connection between commercial aviation activities 
and the B&B. It would seem that a B&B would not be a commercial aviation activity. Flight 
training and scenic tours would be more related to a commercial aviation activity, but that is 
something that County staff can look into further. 
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Commissioner Schouten added that this ordinance is limited to this geographic area. 

5) Richard VanGrunsven, 9899 NW 316th PI., Hillsboro, spoke as a resident of Sunset 
Airpark for 32 years, and as president of the Air Acres HOA. He stated that he supports 
adopting Ordinance 772 so that the residents of the Sunset AcresEstates have the 
authorization to operate hangar aircraft on their property and to use the Sunset Airstrip 
with the owner's permission. The outcome of the CPO 8 meeting last night was the 
result of the discussion that was conducted. While it was stated that the vote had been 
stacked, there were 12 people in favor. Only 8 of those people were airpark residents. 
Some neutral people (non-residents) voted in favor of the airpark. Mr. VanGrunsven 
stated that he is confident that by discussing and reasoning with one another, all can 
operate congenially in the future with the adoption of this resolution. He addressed 
another comment regarding the County's resources to handle complaints by expressing 
that it would be interesting to see how many complaints have been filed over the past 40 
years that the airpark has been in operation. It would also be interesting to see if the 
County had been over-challenged with the ability to handle those complaints, which, as 
he believed, are non-existent. 

6) Linda Peters, 25440 NW Dairy Creek Rd., North Plains, spoke on behalf of Washington 
County Citizen Action Network (WC CAN) and submitted her written testimony for the 
record. WC CAN shares the confusion of what this ordinance actually does and invites 
for the future. She explained that when the Board creates a new sort of overlay district 
and adds it to the code, it is something that is expected to be utilized in the future. It 
normally carries some direction as to what type of application would be used to apply 
that overlay district to any given property. She stated that this ordinance does not do that. 
This ordinance creates a newer overlay district and then applies it directly to one 
particular set of properties. She commented that that is a hybrid inviting the possibility of 
other properties to use or create a residential airpark, but giving them no avenue for 
making an application for such. She remarked that this creates the impression that the 
Board isjust doing a work-around so that a small group of people can be granted a 
special favor when LUBA denied this group's earlier application. WC CAN has not 
taken a formal position on this issue, but her written testimony captures the sense of 
discussions. She noted that WC CAN may have a recommendation for the Board at the 
next public hearing and requested the Board to acknowledge WC CAN as a non-profit 
group. 

Vice Chair Malinowski asked County staff about the bed and breakfast (B&B) business as it 
relates to commercial activity. He mentioneu the rule that prohibits commercial activity in the 
residential air park and asked if one could technically fly in to the B&B. 

Paul Schaefer explained that the B&B for five or fewer would be allowed as a Type I in AF-5 
and RR-5 districts. Staff has not defined the connection between commercial aviation activities 
and the B&B. It would seem that a B&B would not be a commercial aviation activity. Flight 
training and scenic tours would be more related to a commercial aviation activity, but that is 
something that County staff can look into further. 
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adopting Ordinance 772 so that the residents of the Sunset Acres Estates have the 
authorization to operate hangar aircraft on their property and to use the Sunset Airstrip 
with the owner's permission. The outcome of the CPO 8 meeting last night was the 
result of the discussion that was conducted. While it was stated that the vote had been 
stacked, there were 12 people in favor. Only 8 of those people were airpark residents. 
Some neutral people (non-residents) voted in favor of the airpark. Mr. VanGrunsven 
stated that he is confident that by discussing and reasoning with one another, all can 
operate congenially in the future with the adoption of this resolution. He addressed 
another comment regarding the County's resources to handle complaints by expressing 
that it would be interesting to see how many complaints have been filed over the past 40 
years that the airpark has been in operation. It would also be interesting to see if the 
County had been over-challenged with the ability to handle those complaints, which, as 
he believed, are non-existent. 

6) Linda Peters, 25440 NW Dairy Creek Rd., North Plains, spoke on behalf of Washington 
County Citizen Action Network (WC CAN) and submitted her written testimony for the 
record. WC CAN shares the confusion of what this ordinance actually does and invites 
for the future. She explained that when the Board creates a new sort of overlay district 
and adds it to the code, it is something that is expected to be utilized in the future. It 
normally carries some direction as to what type of application would be used to apply 
that overlay district to any given property. She stated that this ordinance does not do that. 
This ordinance creates a newer overlay district and then applies it directly to one 
particular set of properties. She commented that that is a hybrid inviting the possibility of 
other properties to use or create a residential airpark, but giving them no avenue for 
making an application for such. She remarked that this creates the impression that the 
Board isjust doing a work-around so that a small group of people can be granted a 
special favor when LUBA denied this group's earlier application. WC CAN has not 
taken a formal position on this issue, but her written testimony captures the sense of 
discussions. She noted that WC CAN may have a recommendation for the Board at the 
next public hearing and requested the Board to acknowledge WC CAN as a non-profit 
group. 

Vice Chair Malinowski asked County staff about the bed and breakfast (B&B) business as it 
relates to commercial activity. He mentioneu the rule that prohibits commercial activity in the 
residential air park and asked if one could tcchnically fly in to the B&B. 

Paul Schaefer explained that the B&B for five or fewer would be allowcd as a Type I in AF-5 
and RR-5 districts. Staff has not defined the connection between commercial aviation activities 
and the B&B. It would seem that a B&B would not be a commercial aviation activity. Flight 
training and scenic tours would be more related to a commercial aviation activity, but that is 
something that County staff can look into further. 



Vice Chair Malinowski asked if it were possible to have. a B&B and forbid customers to fly in. 

Mr. Schaefer said that in AF-5 and RR-5 districts the limit to the number of vehicles that can be 
stored outside for 48 hours is 5 vehicles. He stated that this limitation would also apply to a 
B&B. 

Vice Chair Malinowski asked that ifhe owned a B&B, could he advertise that pilots can fly in 
and leave the next day. He observed that the County is trying to limit commercial activities 
associated with aircraft, and if this is the case, it would be nice to know how this can be 
addressed. 

Mr. Schaefer offered to bring that up in the next staff report. 

Vice Chair Malinowski referred to the conditional use permit mentioned by Ms. Saunders. He 
asked how tricky would it be to include a conditional use restriction in the ordinance. 

Mr. Schaefer opted to check with County Counsel. 

Chairman Duyck suspected that it is legal and that this is more of a policy decision on whether 
the Board wants to require land owners to constantly go through a process every two years for a 
conditional use permit. 

Commissioner Terry pointed out that the ordinance restricts any commercial activity and the 
B&B would be considered commercial, but this is something that goes on 365 days a year. If 
one had company flying in and staying through the night and had breakfast the following 
morning, that would not be considered B&B, but if it is there 365 days a year, he asked if it 
would be connected to the overlay district in question. 

Vice Chair Malinowski stated that as long as the B&B operator did not charge anything to the 
customers that flew in, that would not be commercial. But if the B&B charged money for people 
to fly in and stay at the B&B, then that would be commercial. 

Chairman Duyck referred to some ofthe points made during the testimony. He sought 
confirmation on whether it was a LUBA ruling that prevented the Sunset Airpark expansion in 
the first place was based on EFU and AF-20, and asked if that is why LUBA rejected it. 

Mr. Schaefer answered that regarding the 2009 Ordinance 721, the LCD had issues with the 
expansion uses onto resource land. 

Chairman Duyck asked if this was a LUBA ruling or whether it was an LCD opinion. 

Mr. Schaefer said that it resulted from LCD comments during that process. 

Chairman Duyck agreed that LUBA made the right decision because EFU and AF-20 are 
considered sacred in Oregon and therefore would not be covered in this ordinance. He 
mentioned that the comment was made that this would not necessarily duplicate this type of 
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Vice Chair Malinowski asked if it were possible to have a B&B and forbid customers to fly in. 

Mr. Schaefer said that in AF-5 and RR-5 districts the limit to the number ofvehic1es that can be 
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one had company flying in and staying through the night and had breakfast the following 
morning, that would not be considered B&B, but if it is there 365 days a year, he asked if it 
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Vice Chair Malinowski stated that as long as the B&B operator did not charge anything to the 
customers that flew in, that would not be commercial. But if the B&B charged money for people 
to fly in and stay at the B&B, then that would be commercial. 

Chairman Duyck referred to some of the points made during the testimony. He sought 
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situation with other airparks because there is no other AF-5 or rural residential properties around 
the other airparks. He recalled other airparks that he is aware of as surrounded by EFU, which 
limits what they can do. He clarified that this ordinance does not create a new airpark. If a new 
airpark were to be created, that would be a Type III because that entails the creation of a new air 
strip. 

Mr. Schaefer confirmed that airports fall under Type III. 

Chairman Duyck addressed the other issues mentioned earlier and stated that they are not real 
issues to this particular situation. 

Ms. Peters commented that these are issues that have been of concern to people who have 
observed land use laws and try to be protective of air quality and such over a long period of time. 
The ambiguities that remain in this ordinance still cause hesitation to adopt it. She suggested 
moving this to the next ordinance season. 

Commissioner Schouten addressed the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs). He 
asked if these are attached to the land that must be continued as conditions to restrict commercial 
use for new property owners, or whether they are contractual arrangements; private contract 
arrangements with a particular owner and business operator. 

Paul Hathaway answered that the CC&Rs generally run with the land and are passed on to the 
subsequent property owner. 

Commissioner Schouten stated that he would like to know for certain. 

Paul Hathaway suggested bringing that back at the next hearing as he is stepping in for Alan 
Rappleyea and is not as familiar with the ordinance as Alan. 

7) William McCandless, 32905 NW Beach Rd., Hillsboro, offered to answer the question 
about CC&Rs. He recited two CC&Rs, recorded: book 865 page 410, run with the land, 
and Air Acres CC&Rs, recorded: book 726 page 355, run with the land. The CC&Rs for 
the Orchards have not yet been developed. This is Mr. lossy's property. He shared that 
he just learned about the political process of the CPO meeting. He provided input during 
last night's CPO 8 meeting. The non-commercial has now been included in engrossment 
A and it is also in the CC&Rs for the properties. Eleven residents own Roth 
Development Corporation, and Mr. McCandless is the president. He informed that the 
CC&Rs are enforced by the corporation and raised the question as to whether the 
corporation will persist. He explained that new residents will be required to become 
shareholders, so there will be more than 11 people, meaning that this is not in control of 
one individual. The likelihood that one person can propose a commercial development is 
non-existent because all of the residents have an interest in avoiding that, as the CC&Rs 
reflect. With regard to the excitement about fuel storage, he polled the existing residents 
and only one resident claims to have fuel storage now. Pilots and aircraft owners are 
sensitive about the lead issue. Two aircrafts on the field run car gas, and one person 
pilots an electric glider. With regard to noise and operations, if there are three or four 
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situation with other airparks because there is no other AF-5 or rural residential properties around 
the other airparks. He recalled olher airparks that he is aware of as surrounded by EFlJ, which 
limits what they can do. He clarified that this ordinance does not create a new airpark. If a new 
airpark were to be created, that would be a Type III because that entails the creation of a new air 
strip. 

Mr. Schaefer confirmed that airports fall under Type III. 

Chairman Duyck addressed the other issues mentioned earlier and stated that they are not real 
issues to this patticular situation. 

Ms. Peters commented that these are issues that have been of concern to people who have 
observed land use laws and try to be protective of air quality and such over a long period of time. 
The ambiguities that remain in this ordinance still cause hesitation to adopt it. She suggested 
moving this to the next ordinance season. 

Commissioner Schouten addressed the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs). He 
asked if these are attached to the land that must be continued as conditions to restrict commercial 
use for new property owners, or whether they are contractual arrangements; private contract 
arrangements with a particular owner and business operator. 

Paul Hathaway answered that the CC&Rs generally run with the land and are passed on to the 
subsequent property owner. 

Commissioner Schouten stated that he would like to know for certain. 

Paul Hathaway suggested bringing that back at the next hearing as he is stepping in for Alan 
Rappleyea and is not as familiar with the ordinance as Alan. 

7) William McCandless, 32905 NW Beach Rd., Hillsboro, offered to answer the question 
about CC&Rs. He recited two CC&Rs, recorded: book 865 page 410, run with the land, 
and Air Acres CC&Rs, recorded: book 726 page 355, run with the land. The CC&Rs for 
the Orchards have not yet been developed. This is Mr. Jossy's property. He shared that 
he just learned about the political process of the CPO meeting. He provided input during 
last night's CPO 8 meeting. The non-commercial has now been included in engrossment 
A and it is also in the CC&Rs for the properties. Eleven residents own Roth 
Development Corporation, and Mr. McCandless is the president. He informed that the 
CC&Rs are enforced by the corporation and raised the question as to whether the 
corporation will persist. He explained that new residents will be required to become 
shareholders, so there will be more than 11 people, meaning that this is not in control of 
one individual. The likelihood that one person can propose a commercial development is 
non-existent because all ofthe residents have an interest in avoiding that, as the CC&Rs 
renect. With regard to the excitement about fuel storage, he polled the existing residents 
and only one resident claims to have fuel storage now. Pilots and aircraft owners are 
sensitive about the lead issue. Two aircrafts on the field nm car gas, and one person 
pilots an electric glider. With regard to noise and operations, ifthere are three or four 

situation with other airparks because there is no other AF-5 or rural residential properties around 
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7) William McCandless, 32905 NW Beach Rd., Hillsboro, offered to answer the question 
about CC&Rs. He recited two CC&Rs, recorded: book 865 page 410, run with the land, 
and Air Acres CC&Rs, recorded: book 726 page 355, run with the land. The CC&Rs for 
the Orchards have not yet been developed. This is Mr. Jossy's property. He shared that 
he just learned about the political process of the CPO meeting. He provided input during 
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Development Corporation, and Mr. McCandless is the president. He informed that the 
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aircrafts per day, the total of six take-offs and landings is a lot. Part of the season, when 
the runway is muddy, pilot residents do not use it. He compared that to the 700 ops per 
day Hillsboro has, which shows that the Sunset Airpark is not a large contributor to the 
air space around the area. With regard to guests, people cannot land in the airpark 
because it is a private and restricted field. They would need to obtain permission from 
either the airport manager or Mr. McCandless. The training flights are minimal because 
the airpark tends to have older pilots. 

8) Tom Black, 870 NW Garibaldi St., Hillsboro, shared that he was also present at the CPO 
8 meeting last night. He commented that it was a good exchange of information. He 
asked if there was some other land use review that could have been done aside from 
issuing an ordinance. He recalled the conversation about roosters and now sees that 
Ordinance 717 is actually an ordinance. He also shared that his understanding was that 
new residents can build hangars, but cannot access the airstrip unless they have a share in 
the airstrip, which, he believed, is a good control mechanism. He mentioned that there is 
a maximum of 26 potential homeowners in the future developments, which does not seem 
like a lot of extra aircraft coming in to the development. He stated that his only concern 
was the over flights above the brand new overpass in Glencoe, where there is a 
congestion of businesses. He suggested having more shareholder involvement rather than 
take the time to write up an ordinance that affects only a particular portion of the county 
in a similar future process. 

9) Bob lossy, 31965 NW Beach Rd., Hillsboro, addressed the B&B issue. He stated that the 
B&B is a commercial activity. Landing and parking an airplane there, and staying at the 
B&B are not a commercial activities; neither is driving a car and parking it there. He 
pointed out that no one has mentioned how many airplanes the B&B will attract and he 
guessed that it would not be very many. He mentioned that he owns a U-pick farm 
adjacent to the airstrip and out of the 30 years he has operated there, no one has flown by 
to buy fruit. He believed that it would not be worth his advertising dollars to begin that 
now. He said a lot of the issues brought forward today are more akin to scare tactics. 
The air strip CC&Rs are what regulate the use of the air strip, which forbids commercial 
activity. He concluded by saying that there is no concern about commercial activity as 
the air strip is already restricted well enough. 

Commissioner Schouten asked what is the maximum number of new residents that could 
potentially be added. 

Mr. Jossy answered that 18 new homes could be associated with a new air strip but he does not 
have a certain number. 

Chairman Duyck observed that this has become a referendum on aviation more than the land use 
piece ofit. He asked Mr. Jossy that ifhe did not have this ordinance, could he still develop the 
property anyway. 

Mr. Jossy affirmed that development has been approved already. He can sell lots now. 
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aircrafts per day, the total of six take-offs and landings is a lot. Part of the season, when 
the runway is muddy, pilot residents do not use it. He compared that to the 700 ops per 
day Hillsboro has, which shows that the Sunset Airpark is not a large contributor to the 
air space around the area. With regard to guests, people cannot land in the airpark 
because it is a private and restricted field. They would need to obtain permission from 
either the airport manager or Mr. McCandless. The training flights are minimal because 
the airpark tends to have older pilots. 

8) Tom Black, 870 NW Garibaldi St., Hillsboro, shared that he was also present at the CPO 
8 meeting last night. He commented that it was a good exchange of information. He 
asked if there was some other land use review that could have been done aside from 
issuing an ordinance. He recalled the conversation about roosters and now sees that 
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like a lot of extra aircraft coming in to the development. He stated that his only concern 
was the over flights above the brand new overpass in Glencoe, where there is a 
congestion of businesses. He suggested having more shareholder involvement rather than 
take the time to write up an ordinance that affects only a particular portion of the county 
in a similar future process. 

9) Bob Jossy, 31965 NW Beach Rd., Hillsboro, addressed the B&B issue. He stated that the 
B&B is a commercial activity. Landing and parking an airplane there, and staying at the 
B&B are not a commercial activities; neither is driving a car and parking it there. He 
pointed out that no one has mentioned how many airplanes the B&B will attract and he 
guessed that it would not be very many. He mentioned that he owns a U-pick farm 
adjacent to the airstrip and out of the 30 years he has operated there, no one has flown by 
to buy fruit. He believed that it would not be worth his advertising dollars to begin that 
now. He said a lot of the issues brought forward today are more akin to scare tactics. 
The air strip CC&Rs are what regulate the use of the air strip, which forbids commercial 
activity. He concluded by saying that there is no concern about commercial activity as 
the air strip is already restricted well enough. 

Commissioner Schouten asked what is the maximum number of new residents that could 
potentially be added. 

Mr. Jossy answered that 18 new homes could be associated with a new air strip but he does not 
have a certain number. 

Chairman Duyck observed that this has become a referendum on aviation more than the land use 
piece of it. He asked Mr. Jossy that ifhe did not have this ordinance, could he still develop the 
property anyway. 

Mr. Jossy affirmed that development has been approved already. He can sell lots now. 
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9) Bob Jossy, 31965 NW Beach Rd., Hillsboro, addressed the B&B issue. He stated that the 
B&B is a commercial activity. Landing and parking an airplane there, and staying at the 
B&B are not a commercial activities; neither is driving a car and parking it there. He 
pointed out that no one has mentioned how many airplanes the B&B will attract and he 
guessed that it would not be very many. He mentioned that he owns a U-pick farm 
adjacent to the airstrip and out of the 30 years he has operated there, no one has flown by 
to buy fruit. He believed that it would not be worth his advertising dollars to begin that 
now. He said a lot of the issues brought forward today are more akin to scare tactics. 
The air strip CC&Rs are what regulate the use of the air strip, which forbids commercial 
activity. He concluded by saying that there is no concern about commercial activity as 
the air strip is already restricted well enough. 

Commissioner Schouten asked what is the maximum number of new residents that could 
potentially be added. 

Mr. J ossy answered that 18 new homes could be associated with a new air strip but he does not 
have a certain number. 

Chairman Duyck observed that this has become a referendum on aviation more than the land use 
piece of it. He asked Mr. Jossy that ifhe did not have this ordinance, could he still develop the 
property anyway. 

Mr. Jossy affinned that development has been approved already. He can seHlots now. 



Chainnan Duyck remarked that the real question should focus on the most appropriate type of 
development He considered two types: development that has no interest in the air strip, which 
would impact the air strip, and development that is compatible with the air strip. He recalled that 
in the past, he opposed development that was not compatible with the air strip, and observed that 
this is a simple call because the ordinance will not stop development. 

Chainnan Duyck continued the public hearing to October 22, 2013. 

Motion Terry 
2nd Rogers 
Vote - 5-0 

4.d. 
MO 13-300 
Proposed A~Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 An Ordinance Amending Home Occupation 
Standards of the Community Development Code (CPO All) 

Commissioner Rogers moved to read A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 by title only. 

Motion - Rogers 
2nd - Schouten 
Vote 5-0 

Paul Hathaway read A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 by title only. 

Anney Kelly of Current Planning provided the staff report. This is the first hearing of A
Engrossed Ordinance No. 773. At the conclusion of the original ordinance hearing, the Board 
directed engrossment to delete originally filed restrictions against on-site consumption of 
intoxicants; to double the originally proposed cap on business-related deliveries for Type II and 
Type III home occupations only; and to simplify existing language governing spaces that are 
eligible for home occupation use. Staff prepared and mailed notice of these amendments. She 
concluded by reporting that staff recommends that the Board conduct the first hearing of A
Engrossed Ordinance No. 773, and at the conclusion ofthe testimony, continue the hearing to 
October 22,2013. 

Chainnan Duyck opened the public hearing and since there was no testimony, continued the 
hearing to October 22,2013. 

Motion Rogers 
2110- Malinowski 
Vote 5-0 

4.e. 
MO 13-301 
Proposed A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 774 An Ordinance Amending the Community 
Development Code Relating to Accessory Dwelling Units (CPO All) 
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Chairman Duyck stated that the Board SUppOlts that option, but it is a call that ODOT makes. 

Andrew Singelakis suggested that Ms. Reid contact Russ Knoebel, Project Manager. 

7. BOARD ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Chairman Duyck announced that the next Board meeting will be on October 22, 2013. This is an 
evening meeting starting at 6:30 p.m. 

Commissioner Schouten announced that he will be out of town attending the Rail~Volution 
conference in Seattle, W A. 

8. ADJOURNMENT: 

Motion Terry 
2nd- Rogers 
Vote - 5-0 

11: 25 a.m. 

~1-h \ 
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Continued from October 1,2013 
AGENDA 

WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

Public Hearing Third Reading and Third Public Hearing 
Agenda Category: Use & Counsel 

Agenda Title: PROPOSED A-ENGROSSED ORDINANCE NO. 772 AN 
ORDINANCE AMENDING THE RURALINATURAL RESOURCE 
PLAN AND THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE TO 
DEVELOP A RESIDENTIAL AIRPARK OVERLAY DISTRICT 

Presented by: Andrew Singelakis, Director of Land Use & Transportation 
.:e\!<:l~1. Ral?Rle~!.S;~_un!L~2tlI1.s_t:!I. _________ ... __ . _______ . __ 

SUMMARY: 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the county's 
Community Development Code relating to a new Residential Airpark Overlay District. The new 
district would authorize hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an 
existing dwelling. A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 is posted on the county's landuse ordinance 
web page at the following link: 

http://www.co.washington.or.us/L UT IDivisions/LongRangeP Jann i ng/20 13 -land-use-ord inances.c fm 

The Board conducted its initial hearing for Ordinance No. 772 on September 24,2013 and 
continued the hearing to October 1 to allow additional time to consider submitted testimony and 
recommendations provided by the Planning Commission and staff. On October 1 , the Board 
directed engrossment of the ordinance to include changes described in the October 1 staff report 
and continued the hearing to October 15. 

A staff report for the October 15 hearing will be provided to the Board prior to the hearing and 
posted on the above land use ordinance web page. Copies of the report will also be available 
electronically and at the Clerk's desk prior to the meeting. 

Consistent with Board policy, testimony about the ordinance is limited to three minutes for 
individuals and 12 minutes for a representative of a group. 

Clerk's Desk Item: Staff Report (click to access electronic copy) 

DEPARTMENT'S REQUESTED ACTION: 

Read A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 by title only and conduct the first public hearing for the 
engrossed ordinance. At the conclusion of public testimony, continue the public hearing to 
October 22, 2013. 

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

I concur with the requested action. 

APPROVED WASHINGTON COUNTY 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

:~~:T.E O~~/~ ;1"I.~:J.: .. Z.j.:l. ............ -
13 • ·71 .. · .. (;=1' ... 11; ............... , ............... -

y ...... (.A .... ;t::1: ................ . ~ ...... m ...... _ 

(,;L"RK OF'THE Il liD 

Agenda Item No. 4.c. 
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Continued from October I, 2013 
AGENDA 

WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF COlVIMISSIONERS 

Public Hearing - Third Reading and Third Public Hearing 
Agenda Category: .l-!lnd_yse & :!!~~sJloI1!ltion~ fouf!tY_C::ouns.t::1 _____ .. ___ . 

Agenda Title: 

Presented by: 

SUMMARY: 

PROPOSED A-ENGROSSED ORDINANCE NO. 772 - AN 
ORDINANCE AMENDING THE RURAL/NATURAL RESOURCE 
PLAN AND THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE TO 
DEVELOP A RESIDENTIAL AIRPARK OVERLAY DISTRICT 

Andrew Singelakis, Director of Land Use & Transportation 
_01!l11. Ral?Qle~, ~.9_1I~_tY~9un.s_t::l _______ . _____ ___ ._ 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the county's 
Community Development Code relating to a new Residential Airpark Overlay District. The new 
district would authorize hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an 
existing dwelling, A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 is posted on the county's land use ordinance 
web page at the following link: 

http://www.co.washington.or.us/Ll}T ID iv isions/LQI] gRan g"PJannJngL20 13 -J and-use-orc! inances. c fm 

The Board conducted its initial hearing for Ordinance No. 772 on September 24, 2013 and 
continued the hearing to October I to allow additional time to consider submitted testimony and 
recommendations provided by the Planning Commission and staff. On October 1, the Board 
directed engrossment of the ordinance to include changes described in the October 1 staff report 
and continued the hearing to October 15. 

A staff report for the October 15 hearing will be provided to the Board prior to the hearing and 
posted on the above land use ordinance web page. Copies of the report will also be available 
electronically and at the Clerk's desk prior to the meeting. 

Consistent with Board policy, testimony about the ordinance is limited to three minutes for 
individuals and 12 minutes for a reprcsentati ve of a group. 

Clerk's Desk Item: Staff Report (click to access electronic copy) 

DEPARTMENT'S REQUESTED ACTION: 

Read A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 by title only and conduct the first public hearing for the 
engrossed ordinance. At the conclusion of public testimony, continue the public hearing to 
October 22, 2013. 

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

[ concur with the requested action. 

APPROVED WASHINGTON COUNTY 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

MINUTE ORDER 1/ {J.~.:;.:Z.j,t ............. _ 

~:~_~.:zj:~:~ "~~H'I.""'''''''''-
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WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF COtVIMISSIONERS 

Public Hearing - Third Readmg and Third Public Hearing 
Agenda Category:}and_lJse & "!!ilIlSJlortation; County_Counsel (CPO 8) 

Agenda Title: PROPOSED A-ENGROSSED ORDINANCE NO. 772 - AN 
ORDINANCE AMENDING THE RURAL/NATURAL RESOURCE 
PLAN AND THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE TO 
DEVELOP A RESIDENTIAL AIRPARK OVERLAY DISTRICT 

Presented by: 

SUMMARY: 

Andrew Singelakis, Director of Land Use & Transportation 
Alan Rapp~~,C~\llltyc:ounsel___ _ 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the county's 
Community Development Code relating to a new Residential Airpark Overlay District. The new 
district would authorize hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an 
existing dwelling. A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 is posted on the county's land use ordinance 
web page at the following link: 
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The Board conducted its initial hearing for Ordinance No. 772 on September 24,2013 and 
continued the hearing to October I to allow additional time to consider submitted testimony and 
recommendations provided by the Planning Commission and staff. On October 1, the Board 
directed engrossment ofthc ordinance to include changes described in the October I staff report 
and continued the hearing to October 15. 

A staff report for the October 15 hearing will be provided to the Board prior to the hearing and 
posted on the above land use ordinance web page. Copies of the report will also be available 
electronically and at the Clerk's desk prior to the meeting. 

Consistent with Board policy, testimony about the ordinance is limited to three minutes for 
individuals and 12 minutes for a representative of a group. 

Clerk's Desk Item: Staff Report (click to access electronic copy) 

DEPARTMENT'S REQUESTED ACTION: 

Read A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 by title only and conduct the first public hearing for the 
engrossed ordinance. At the conclusion of public testimony, continue the public hearing to 
October 22, 2013. 

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

[ concur with the requested action. 

APPROVED WASHINGTON COUNTY 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 

October 7, 2013 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Washington County Board of Commissioners 

Andy Back, Manage 
Planning and Development Services 

October 15 Meeting Materials 

The following items are provided for your meeting. 

OREGON 

1. B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 - Comprehensive Plan amendments relating to the Religious 
Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act <RLUIP A) 

• Public Hearing agenda 

• Staff Report 

• Engrossment Notices: 

- Individual Notice No. 2013-31 

- Cities and Special Service Districts Notice 

• B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 filed on October 2,2013 with CPO Notice 

2. A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 771- Comprehensive Plan Amendments Related to 
Implementation of the North Bethany Subarea Plan 

• Public Hearing agenda 

• Staff Report 

• Engrossment Notices: 

- Individual Notice No. 2013-25 

Cities and Special Service Districts Notice 

• A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 771 filed on September 27,2013 with CPO Notice 

3. A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 - Development of a Residential Airpark Overlay District 

• Public Hearing agenda 

• Staff Report 

• Testimony 

• Public Notices: 

- Individual Notice No. 2013-26 

- Type III Public Hearing Notice 

Cities and Special Service Districts Notice 

• A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 filed on October 2, 2013 with CPO Notice 

Department of Land Use & Transportation' Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 

155 N First Avenue, Ste. 350 MS 14· Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
phone: (503) 846-3519 . fax: (503) 846-4412' TTY: (503) 846-4598 . www.co.washington.oLus 
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Board of Commissioners 
October 15,2013 Meeting Materials 

Page2of2 

4. A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 - CDC amendments relating to Home Occupation Standards 

• Public Hearing agenda 

• Staff Report 

• Public Notices: 

- Individual Notice No. 2013-27 

Cities and Special Service Districts Notice 

• A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 filed on September 7-7,2013 with CPO Notice 

5. A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 774 - CDC amendments relating to Accessory Dwelling Units 

• Public Hearing agenda 

• Staff Report 

• Public Notices: 

- Individual Notice No. 2013-28 

- Cities and Special Service Districts Notice 

• A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 774 filed on October 2,2013 with CPO Notice 

6. A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 775 - Comprehensive Plan changes relating to Area 93 

• Public Hearing agenda 

• Staff Report 

• Public Notices: 

- Individual Notice No. 2013-29. 

- Cities and Special Service Districts Notice 

• A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 775 filed on October 2,2013 with CPO Notice 

7. A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 776 - Housekeeping and General Update changes 

• Public Hearing agenda 

• Staff Report 

• Public Notices: 

Individual Notice No. 2013-30 

Cities and Special Service Districts Notice 

• A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 776 filed on October 2,2013 with CPO Notice 

S:IPLNGlWPSHARE\2013ord\0rd769_RLUlPA\StafCReports\BC01()"15-131B-EngOrd769_A-EngOrds77I-176_BCC_transmittal_101513.doc 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 
OREGON 

October 7,2013 

To: 

From: 

Washington County B~ 011~issioners 

AndYBaCk,Manag~~ 
Planning and Development Services 

Subject: PROPOSED LAND USE A-ENGROSSED ORDINANCE NO. 772 - An 
Ordinance amending the RurallNatural Resource Plan and the Community 
Development Code to develop a Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

STAFF REPORT 

For the October 15, 2013 Board of Commissioners Hearing 
(Fhe public hearing will begin no sooner than 10:00 am) 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Conduct the first required public hearing on the engrossed ordinance. At the conclusion of 
public testimony, continue the hearing to October 22,2013. 

II. BACKGROUND AND ISSUES 

The Board considered proposed Ordinance No. 772 at its September 24,2013 meeting. At the 
public hearing, the Board received testimony both in support of and in opposition to the proposed 
Residential Airpark Overlay District. Of the testimony provided, the Board requested staff 
response to the following topics: 

Compliance with the Rural/Natural Resource Plan Policies: Opponents opined that 
the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District (on AF-5 and RR-5 exception lands) 
does not comply with the RurallNatural Plan, in particular Policies 4 (Air Quality), 5 
(Noise), 6 (Water Resources), and possibly 10 (Fish and Wildlife Habitat). 

The RurallNatural Resource Plan is comprised of 29 plan policies, including those noted 
above. Each policy contains implementing strategies addressing the respective policy; 
however, not all plan policies may be applicable to a given plan amendment. In addition, 
policies that apply to a plan amendment may be in conflict (with other plan policies) and 
as such there should be a balance between conf1icting policies that apply to a single plan 
amendment. Some policies are more applicable than others to a given plan amendment 
request. 
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WaShington. County B/~ 0))1rnrnissioners 

Andy Back, Manag~~ 
Planning and Development Services 

Subject: PROPOSED LAND USE A-ENGROSSED ORDINANCE NO. 772 - An 
Ordinance amending the RurallNatural Resource Plan and the Community 
Development Code to develop a Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

STAFF REPORT 

For the October 15, 2013 Board of Commissioners Hearing 
(Fhe public hearing will begin no sooner than 10:00 am) 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Conduct the first required public hearing on the engrossed ordinance. At the conclusion of 
public testimony, continue the hearing to October 22, 2013. 

II. BACKGROUND AND ISSUES 

The Board considered proposed Ordinance No. 772 at its September 24,2013 meeting. At the 
public hearing, the Board received testimony both in support of and in opposition to the proposed 
Residential Airpark Overlay District. Of the testimony provided, the Board requested staff 
response to the following topics: 

Compliance with the Rural/Natural Resource Plan Policies: Opponents opined that 
the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District (on AF-5 and RR-5 exception lands) 
does not comply with the RurallNatural Plan, in particular Policies 4 (Air Quality), 5 
(Noise), 6 (Water Resources), and possibly 10 (Fish and Wildlife Habitat). 
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above. Each policy contains implementing strategies addressing the respective policy; 
however, not all plan policies may be applicable to a given plan amendment. In addition, 
policies that apply to a plan amendment may be in conflict (with other plan policies) and 
as such there should be a balance between cont1icting policies that apply to a single plan 
amendment. Some policies are more applicable than others to a given plan amendment 
request. 
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For example, as indicated below, Policy 10 (Fish and Wildlife Habitat) would have less 
applicability to A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 than would Policy 5 (Noise) due to the 
fact that there are no known or mapped Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat resources 
located on any of the parcels proposed to be designated with the Residential Airpark 
Overlay District. Staff offers the following analysis in support of its overall fmding that 
proposed A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 is consistent with the Rural/Natural Resource 
Plan as it pertains to Policies 4, 5,6, and 10: 

Policy4 (Air Quality): The RAOD does not require the siting of hangars or storage 
of aircraft on any of the lots within its boundaries. Notwithstanding, the county is not 
primarily responsible for air quality and property owners will be required to be 
consistent with requirements of other agencies, such as DEQ. 

Policy 5 (Noise): Implementing Strategy a. states that the County will 'Support 
controls of excessive or unnecessary noise and efforts to limit its adverse impacts.' 
Noise complaints are handled by the county Health Department and according to 
Noise Enforcement staff with Health Department, there are no noise complaints on 
record with Sunset Airstrip. However, Health Department staff pointed out that 
aviation is exempt from county noise regulations. Consequently, stafffmd that noise 
generated from aircraft stored on lots within the RAOD is consistent with Policy 5. 

Additionally, similar to findings made under Policy 4 above, staff finds that it is 
better from a noise control perspective to locate future noise generators (aircraft) near 
the existing airstrip rather than locating them elsewhere in rural Washington County 
and served by a new private airstrip. 

Policy 6 (Water Resource): The County's policy under Policy 6 is to maintain or 
improve surface and ground water quality and quantity. Staff s opinion is that 
existing groundwater quality or quantity will not be adversely impacted by the 
designation of the parcels in question with the Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

Regarding potential dumping of fuel by pilots flying in and out of Sunset Airstrip, 
testimony was provided that small personal aircraft do not have the capability to 
'dump' aviation fuel in the event of an emergency as do larger commercial aircraft. 

Regarding on the ground storage of aviation fuel, any proposed storage containers 
would be required to comply with all applicable federal, state and local requirements, 
including the 2010 or most current Oregon Structural Specialty Code and 2010 or 
most current Oregon Fire Code. Storage of aviation fuel, albeit most likely in small 
quantities if at all, will be highly regulated in order to ensure safe and secure storage. 
Additionally, storage of aviation fuel on a per lot basis would be generally 
comparable to storage of diesel fuel for farm operations. Therefore staff find that the 
RAOD is consistent with Policy 6. 
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Policy 10 (Fisb and Wildlife Habitat): Policy 10 requires protection and 
enhancement of Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat. There are no known or mapped 
Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat resources located on any of the parcels proposed 
to be designated with the Residential Airpark Overlay District. In addition, staff s 
opinion is that common farming practices (e.g., pesticide applications, operation of 
heavy diesel farm equipment, such as tractors and tillers) could have a similar degree 
of impact on nearby Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat resources as air traffic that 
could result from adoption of the RAOD. Therefore, staff find that the proposed 
Residential Airpark Overlay District is inconsistent with Policy 10. 

Limitations on the number of residences in a residential airpark: Opponents assert that 
there are state statutes limiting the number of residences that could exist in a residential 
airpark. According to written correspondence from John Wilson with the Oregon 
Department of Aviation (ODA), the Oregon Revised Statutes do not contain any 
limitations or restrictions on the number of allowable lots on an (noting that the 
proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District is not an airport). Mr. Wilson indicated 
that ODA would defer to the local jurisdiction, in this case, Washington CQunty to 
establish any lot limitations or restrictions for the RAOD. 

As stated in previous staff reports, the county issued preliminary land use approval for a 
total of 18 lots to be developed as part of the Sunset Orchards Estates. The RAOD would 
apply to Sunset Orchards Estates; therefore a maximum of 18 lots can be developed 
within the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District. Consequently, a maximum of 
18 private hangars could be constructed if each lot had an existing dwelling unit and all 
other applicable requirements were met. 

III. NEXT STEPS 

The Board continued the hearing to October 1, 2013 to allow additional time to consider 
submitted testimony and recommendations provided by the Planning Commission and staff. On 
October 1, the Board directed engrossment of the ordinance to include changes described in the 
October 1 staff report and continued the hearing to October 15 and 22,2013. The Board further 
directed staff to provide notice of the changes and the schedule for engrossment hearings as 
required by Chapter X of the County Charter. The Board also directed staff to prepare and mail a 
Type III Public Hearing Notice to owners of property within 1000 feet of the proposed 
Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

Staff mailed Individual Notice No. 2013-26 which describes the changes to Ordinance No. 772 
and lists the two hearing dates for the engrossed ordinance. This notice was mailed to interested 
parties and individuals on the General Notification List on October 4,2013. Copies of 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 were mailed to the Citizen Participation Organizations (CPOs), 
and notice of the engrossment was mailed to Washington County cities, special service districts, 
CPOs and Metro. Notice was also posted on Long Range Planning Division's Land Use 
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18 private hangars could be constructed if each lot had an existing dwelling unit and all 
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Ordinance web page. A Type III Public Hearing Notice was mailed to all owners of property 
within 1000 feet of the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District, also on October 4,2013. 
A copy of A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 and the Individual Notice are included in the Board's 
meeting materials for the October 15,2013 hearing. 

IV. SUMMARY OF FILED ORDINANCE NO. 772 

Ordinance No. 772, as filed, would establish a new Residential Airpark Overlay District and 
associated development regulations. Key provisions ofthe filed ordinance: 

• Add CDC Section 389 (Residential Airpark Overlay District) which contains regulations 
governing Residential Airpark Development and authorizes limited accessory uses commonly 
associated with airstrips when constructed on property with an existing dwelling. 

• Allow the designation of certain properties located on either side of Sunset Airstrip as 
Residential Airpark Overlay District lands. 

V. SUMMARY OF ENGROSSMENT 

On October 1, the Board directed staff to make several changes to Ordinance No. 772. These 
changes are generally described below: 

• Remove the three EFU parcels and one AF-20 parcel from the proposed overlay district (map 
change) 

• Clarify that only 1 hangar is allowed per lot, but remove the limits on the number of tie
downs per lot. 

• Prohibit commercial aviation activities, except as may be allowed in the AF-5 and RR-5 
Districts 

• Prohibit renting of personal hangars 

VI. ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY 

Subsequent to the October 1,2013 hearing, staff has received testimony from the following: 

• Harry Farr, in his letter received October 2, 2013, wrote in support of Ordinance No. 772. 

• Larry Derr, in his letter received October 4,2013 on behalf of Bob and April lossy, 
responded to two areas of concern: number of aircraft, and possible commercial activity. 
Mr. Derr contends that the only aircraft on the property will be that of the property owner 
since renting of hangar space is prohibited under proposed Section 389. Mr. Derr noted 

107

Board of Commissioners Staff Report 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 

October 7, 2013 
Page 4 of5 

Ordinance web page. A Type III Public Hearing Notice was mailed to all owners of property 
within 1000 feet of the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District, also on October 4, 2013. 
A copy of A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 and the Individual Notice are included in the Board's 
meeting materials for the October 15,2013 hearing. 

IV. SUMMARY OF FILED ORDINANCE NO. 772 

Ordinance No. 772, as filed, would establish a new Residential Airpark Overlay District and 
associated development regulations. Key provisions of the filed ordinance: 

• Add CDC Section 389 (Residential Airpark Overlay District) which contains regulations 
governing Residential Airpark Development and authorizes limited accessory uses commonly 
associated with airstrips when constructed on property with an existing dwelling. 

• Allow the designation of certain properties located on either side of Sunset Airstrip as 
Residential Airpark Overlay District lands. 

V. SUMMARY OF ENGROSSMENT 

On October 1, the Board directed staff to make several changes to Ordinance No. 772. These 
changes are generally described below: 

• Remove the three EFU parcels and one AF-20 parcel from the proposed overlay district (map 
change) 

• Clarify that only 1 hangar is allowed per lot, but remove the limits on the number of tie
downs per lot. 

• Prohibit commercial aviation activities, except as may be allowed in the AF-5 and RR-5 
Districts 

• Prohibit renting of personal hangars 

VI. ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY 

Subsequent to the October 1,2013 hearing, statfhas received testimony from the following: 

• Harry Farr, in his letter received October 2, 2013, wrote in support of Ordinance No. 772. 

• Larry Derr, in his letter received October 4,2013 on behalf of Bob and April lossy, 
responded to two areas of concern: number of aircraft, and possible commercial activity. 
Mr. Derr contends that the only aircraft on the property will be that of the property owner 
since renting of hangar space is prohibited under proposed Section 389. Mr. Derr noted 

Board of Commissioners StaflReport 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 

October 7, 2013 
Page 4 of5 

Ordinance web page. A Type III Public Hearing Notice was mailed to all owners of property 
within 1000 feet of the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District, also on October 4, 2013. 
A copy of A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 and the Individual Notice are included in the Board's 
meeting materials for the October 15,2013 hearing. 

IV. SUMMARY OF FILED ORDINANCE NO. 772 

Ordinance No. 772, as filed, would establish a new Residential Airpark Overlay District and 
associated development regulations. Key provisions of the filed ordinance: 

• Add CDC Section 389 (Residential Airpark Overlay District) which contains regulations 
governing Residential Airpark Development and authorizes limited accessory uses commonly 
associated with airstrips when constructed on property with an existing dwelling. 

• Allow the designation of certain properties located on either side of Sunset Airstrip as 
Residential Airpark Overlay District lands. 

V. SUMMARY OF ENGROSSMENT 

On October 1, the Board directed staff to make several changes to Ordinance No. 772. These 
changes are generally described below: 

• Remove the three EFU parcels and one AF-20 parcel from the proposed overlay district (map 
change) 

• Clarify that only 1 hangar is allowed per lot, but remove the limits on the number of tie
downs per lot. 

• Prohibit commercial aviation activities, except as may be allowed in the AF-5 and RR-5 
Districts 

• Prohibit renting of personal hangars 

VI. ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY 

Subsequent to the October 1,2013 hearing, staff has received testimony from the following: 

• Harry Farr, in his letter received October 2, 2013, wrote in support of Ordinance No. 772. 

• Larry Derr, in his letter received October 4, 2013 on behalf of Bob and April lossy, 
responded to two areas of concern: number of aircraft, and possible commercial activity. 
Mr. Derr contends that the only aircraft on the property will be that of the property owner 
since renting of hangar space is prohibited under proposed Section 389. Mr. Derr noted 



Board of Commissioners Staff Report 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 

October 7, 2013 
Page 5 of5 

that outside storage of vehicles, including aircraft, is limited to no more than four 
vehicles and for no longer than 48 consecutive hours per CDC Sections 348-5.8 (AF-5) 
and 350-5.4 (RR-5) . Further, the proposed overlay district does not authorize any 
commercial aviation activities except as allowed in the AF-5 and RR-5 Districts. Home 
Occupations are limited in these two rural districts, with Type II and III Home 
Occupations include public notice (Type II) and public notice with a public hearing 
(Type III). 

S:\PLNG\WPSHARE\20 1 30rd\Ord772_AirportOverlay\StafCReports\BCC\ 10 1513\A_EngOrd772_BCC_StlRpt_100713.doe 
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September 28, 2013 

Farr Welding and Equipment Repair 
2545 NW Creekwood PI 
Forest Grove, Or 97116 
503·201·3240 

Washington County, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
155 N First Ave., Suite 350-14 

RE: Ordinance 772 

To Whom It May Concern: 

RECEIVED 
[!~~~; 1013 I 

Long Range Planning, 
Land Use & TransportatlOn 

I would like to offer my Support of Ordinance 772 as it pertains to property owned by Bob Jossey at 
Sunset Airstrip. I own my airplane and have been flying for 40 years. There is a shortage of land for 
people that want to live and fly at a residential airstrip in Portland Metropolitan area. Sunset Airstrip is 
the best residential airstrip in that area. Aviation needs to be supported to keep the public flying. 

Thank you, 

Harry Farr 
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LAw OffiCES of 

JOSSElSON & POlTER 
9400 SW BEAVERTON-HillsdAlE HlqHwAY, SUllf I]]-A 

BEAVERTON, ORECjON nom 
TElEpHONE: (~o~) 228-1455 
FACSIMilE: (507) 228-0171 

October 4, 2013 

BY FAX AND EMAIL ATTACHMENT 

Board of County Commissioners 
Washington County 

Re: Ordinance No. 772 

RgEIVED 
OCT 04 2013 

Long Range Planning 
Land Use & Transportation 

Dear Chair Duyck and Commissioners Malinowski, Rogers, Schouten and TelTY: 

I representBob and April lossy. They asked me to respond to two areas of 
concel1l expressed in hearings on the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District 
(RAOD). Those concel1lS relate to the number of aircraft that might be tied down at an 
individual home and lot, and possible commercial activity on the residential lots. 

The RAOD indirectly addresses the question of the number of aircraft by 
prohibiting the rental of hangar space. As a result, the only aircraft on a property will be 
those of the resident of the property. In the unlikely event that a resident would choose to 
own more than one or two aircraft, other provisions of the underlying AF-5 and RR-5 
Districts provide a limitation. 

CDC 348-5.8 of the AF-5 District and CDC 350-5.4 of the RR-5 District prohibit 
the outdoor storage of five or more operable vehicles on a single lot or parcel for more 
than forty-eight hours. The term "vehicle" is not defmed in the Community Development 
Code, but dictionary definitions include aircraft. For example, Webster's New World 
Dictionary defines vehicle as any device or contrivance for carrying or conveying persons 
or objects, esp. over land or in space. So, whatever type of vehicle an ovmer may choose 
to store on the property, the total number outside may 110t exceed four. 

One ofthe letters received in the record from a recreational pilot noted that, 
however, many aircraft a person may own, that person can only fly one at a time. That 
observation appears to best address the apparent concel11 that there could be a high 
volume of flight activity without an express limitation on the number of permitted 
aircraft. 

lAWRENCE R. DfRR 
OF COUNSEL 
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JOSSElSON & POTIER 

Board of County Commissioners 
Washington County 
Page 2 of2 - October 4,2013 

The RAOD does not authorize any commercial use. In addition, provisions of the 
underlying Districts expressly prohibit any structures or uses of land not specifically 
authorized by the terms of those Districts, CDC 348-5.1 and CDC 350-5.1. I understand 
there was some concern that the meaning of "commercial aviation activities" in the 
prohibited uses language of proposed section 389-4 might be unclear. I do not think it is, 
but in any event, the prohibition is largely redundant given the limitations of the 
underlying Districts. 

There appear to be only three possibilities in those Districts for any type of 
commercial aviation use to be permitted in the absence of the prohibition in 
section 389-4. They are in connection with an approved personal use airport pursuant to 
CDC 430-7, an airport in an airport overlay district, or a home occupation. 

Approval of a personal use airport is a Type III process and commercial uses are 
restricted to agricultural operations. The propel1y to which the RAOD will be applied 
has been subdivided into approximately four acre lots that are too small to accommodate 
a personal use airstrip. Expansion of the Sunset Airstrip airpol1 overlay has been rej ected 
by DLCD and the County. 

That leaves only the possibility of a home occupation. Home occupations are 
extremely limited. Exempt and Type I home occupations are intended to have almost no 
external visibility or effect. Type II and III home occupations are also severely limited, 
with the added protection of a public review process preceding any approval. All home 
occupations must occur within the dwelling or in some instances associated structures. 
Flight instruction would not satisfy that restriction. Most important, home occupations 
are possible in the underlying zones today and nothing in the RAOD would change the 
approval process or expand the availability of such uses. 

Very truly yours, 

Lawrence R. Dell' 

cc: Paul Schaefer 
Bob and April Jossy 

111

JOSSElSON & POTIER 

Board of County Commissioners 
Washington County 
Page 2 of2 - October 4,2013 

The RAOD does not authorize any commercial use. In addition, provisions of the 
underlying Districts expressly prohibit any structures or uses ofland not specifically 
authorized by the terms of those Districts, CDC 348-5.1 and CDC 350-5.1. I understand 
there was some concern that the meaning of "commercial aviation activities" in the 
prohibited uses language of proposed section 389-4 might be unclear. I do not think it is, 
but in any event, the prohibition is largely redundant given the limitations of the 
underlying Districts. 

There appear to be only three possibilities in those Districts for any type of 
commercial aviation use to be permitted in the absence of the prohibition in 
section 389-4. They are in connection with an approved personal use airport pursuant to 
CDC 430-7, an airport in an airport overlay district, or a home occupation. 

Approval of a personal use airport is a Type III process and commercial uses are 
restricted to agricultural operations. The prope11y to which the RAOD will be applied 
has been subdivided into approximately four acre lots that are too small to accommodate 
a personal use airstrip. Expansion of the Sunset Airstrip airport overlay has been rej ected 
by DLCD and the County. 

That leaves only the possibility of a home occupation. Home occupations are 
extremely limited. Exempt and Type I home occupations are intended to have almost no 
external visibility or effect. Type II and III home occupations are also severely limited, 
with the added protection of a public review process preceding any approval. All home 
occupations must occur within the dwelling or in some instances associated structures. 
Flight instruction would not satisfy that restriction. Most important, home occupations 
are possible in the underlying zones today and nothing in the RAOD would change the 
approval process or expand the availability of such uses. 

Very truly yours, 

Lawrence R. Den 

cc: Paul Schaefer 
Bob and April Jossy 

JOSSElSON & POTIER 

Board of County Commissioners 
Washington County 
Page 2 of2 - October 4,2013 

The RAOD does not authorize any commercial use. In addition, provisions of the 
underlying Districts expressly prohibit any structures or uses ofland not specifically 
authorized by the terms of those Districts, CDC 348-5.1 and CDC 350-5.1. I understand 
there was some concern that the meaning of "commercial aviation activities" in the 
prohibited uses language of proposed section 389-4 might be unclear. I do not think it is, 
but in any event, the prohibition is largely redundant given the limitations of the 
underlying Districts. 

There appear to be only three possibilities in those Districts for any type of 
conunercial aviation use to be permitted in the absence of the prohibition in 
section 389-4. They are in connection with an approved personal use airport pursuant to 
CDC 430-7, an airport in an airport overlay district, or a home occupation. 

Approval of a personal use airport is a Type III process and commercial uses are 
restricted to agricultural operations. The propetiY to which the RAOD will be applied 
has been subdivided into approximately four acre lots that are too small to accommodate 
a personal use airstrip. Expansion of the Sunset Airstrip airport overlay has been rejected 
by DLCD and the County. 

That leaves only the possibility of a home occupation. Home occupations are 
extremely limited. Exempt and Type I home occupations are intended to have almost no 
external visibility or effect. Type II and III home occupations are also severely limited, 
with the added protection of a public review process preceding any approval. All home 
occupations must occur within the dwelling or in some instances associated structures. 
Flight instruction would not satisfy that restriction. IVIost important, home occupations 
are possible in the underlying zones today and nothing in the RAOD would change the 
approval process or expand the availability of such uses. 

Very truly yours, 

Lawrence R. Den 

cc: Paul Schaefer 
Bob and April lossy 



OREGON PILOTS ASSOCIATION 

October 8, 2013 

Board of Washington County Commissioners 

Dear Board of Washington County Commissioners, 

Mary Rosenblum, President 
24198 S Skylane Drive 
Canby, OR 97013 
503-896-2470 

rosenblummary@qmailcom 

I'm writing to you regarding Ordinance 772, not only as the president of the Oregon Pilots 
Association, but also as a resident of Dietz Airpark, situated just outside the Canby city limits in 
Clackamas County. The proposed airpark overlay has been brought to our attention by a 
number of members who reside in the area and I am very pleased to see the proposal to 
expand the properties that may make use of that airstrip. Here at Dietz, our Homeowners 
Association polices airstrip use, preventing flight training and excessive and noisy use of the 
strip and pressuring residents to avoid the homes of noise-sensitive neighbors on approach and 
take-off. We have a number of residents with multiple planes, but the number of monthly flights 
does not equate to the number of planes owned. 

The airpark contributes significantly to the Canby economy as residents shop and eat locally 
and make use of local services, with no detriment to the community in terms of noise and over
flight. The beneficial economic impact of these small local airparks on their communities should 
not be underrated. As a group, pilots tend to be in the middle income bracket or higher, they 
are responsible residents, and tend to spend their money locally. Typically, HOAs at these 
airparks have strict rules about use and enforce them. 

I can see only a benefit to the community in the passage of an unrestricted Ordinance 772. The 
Oregon Pilots Association supports this type of positive land use resolution. One has only to 
look to the majority of private Oregon airparks to see the positive impact these residential 
communities have had on their neighbors. 

Respectfully, 

Mary Rosenblum 

President, Oregon Pilots Association 

RECEIVED 
[Dc T~~ -;o~3J 

Long Range Planning 
Land Use & Transportation 
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Date: October 10, 2013 

To: Washington County Commissioners 

From: Miki Barnes, PO Box 838, Banks, Oregon 97106, Ph 503-324-0291 
WASHINGTON COUNTY 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 

Topic: Testimony opposing Ordinance Number 772 for 10115/13 Board of Commissioners Hearing 

Documentation found on Airport IQ 5010 reveals that the Sunset Residential Airpark is located on 14 
acres.! It further notes that there are currently 15 aircraft based at this facility - 12 single engine aircraft, 
I multi-engine, 1 helicopter and 1 glider.2 This totals out to just over I aircraft per acre. The county 
record states that there are currently 16 residential properties included in the current airport overlay zone. 

The passage of Ordinance 772 would add an additional 79 acres - a nearly 6-fold increase in aviation 
related acreage - for a total of 94 acres. With allowances for unlimited based aircraft, tie-downs, and 
landings and take-offs, it is not unreasonable to expect the number of based aircraft and operations to 
increase considerably. In keeping with the current pattern of roughly 1 aircraft per acre, the addition of 79 
acres could easily bring the total of based aircraft to 95 or more. 

As a result, this ordinance could set the stage for upwards of 100, perhaps more, aircraft to be based at 
this facility. By contrast, a number of established commercial and general aviation airports in Oregon 
have far fewer based aircraft, including but not limited to, Portland International (87), Southwest Oregon 
Regional (56), Eastern Oregon Regional (46), Robert's Field (91), Scappoose Industrial Airpark (58), 
Mulino State Airport (44), Cottage Grove State Airport (47), Lebanon State Airport (55), Albany 
Municipal Airport (51), Astoria Regional (49), Sportsman Airpark (59), Chehalem Airpark (31), and 
Tillamook Airport (40). 

Several years ago, the Apple Valley airstrip in Buxton, which was also considered a private use airport, 
attempted to expand. This effort provoked widespread community opposition and led to a protracted, 
multi-year legal struggle. The Washington County Date of Remand Decision (Casefile: 06-306-SU) 
regarding the Apple Valley Airport reads as follows: "The Hearings Officer agrees with opponents that 
the limitless number of take-offs and landings allowed by statute must be carried forward setting a 
limitless number of impacts when it comes to roadway usage, water demand, toilet needs, medical 
attention requirements, airplane crash safety support, fuel storage, and potential environmental 
contamination .• ,,3 Yet there is nothing in the county record on Ordinance 772 that addresses the need for 
unlimited services to accommodate this major Sunset Airpark expansion. 

Also of note, the Airport IQ 5010 site states that the Sunset Residential Airpark is restricted to the 
personal use of owners and residents.4 Nonetheless, as noted in my 1011 / 13 testimony the county's 
documents regarding permitted uses at the Sunset Airpark are confusing and misleading. For instance, in 
an email as recent as 7/24/13, which was included in the county's Ordinance 772 file, from Jeff Caines 
with the Oregon Department of Aviation to Washington County Planner, Paul Schaefer, Caines disclosed 
that he was unable to find a list of the activities that existed at the airpark in 1968 when the airpark was 
established. He went on to note that "New uses can be established via a public hearing." Thus, the claim 
that the current airpark is authorized by ORS 836.616 to engage in flight instruction and other commercial 
activity is spurious. In fact, the record indicates that a 2009 effort by Bob Jossey to seek approval for 
expansions of this nature at the Sunset Airpark was denied by DLCD. In the interest of transparency and 
accountability, this issue needs to be clarified. 

The Washington County Code pertaining to Private Use Airport Overlay Districts applies to seven 
airports including the Sunset Airstrip.5 Section 385-3 of the code re~ds as follows: 

Miki Barnes Testimony for 10/15/13 Hearing on Ordinance No. 772 10110/13 
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documents regarding permitted uses at the Sunset Airpark are confusing and misleading. For instance, in 
an email as recent as 7/24/13, which was included in the county's Ordinance 772 file, from Jeff Caines 
with the Oregon Department of Aviation to Washington County Planner, Paul Schaefer, Caines disclosed 
that he was unable to find a list of the activities that existed at the airpark in 1968 when the airpark was 
established. He went on to note that "New uses can be established via a public hearing." Thus, the claim 
that the current airpark is authorized by ORS 836.616 tei engage in flight instruction and other commercial 
activity is spurious. In fact, the record indicates that a 2009 effort by Bob Jossey to seek approval for 
expansions of this nature at the Sunset Airpark was denied by DLCD. In the interest of transparency and 
accountability, this issue needs to be claritied. 

The Washington County Code pertaining to Private Use Airport Overlay Districts applies to seven 
airports including the Sunset Airstrip.s Section 385-3 of the code reads as follows: 
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Operation ofthe following uses may be continued at their current levels as of the effective date of 
this ordinance (November 27,2003) upon demonstration that the use existed at the airport at any 
time during 1996. 

The Apple Valley airstrip owned by Mike and Jenni Applebee was also subject to 385.3. In their case, a 
review was required to detennine the existing operational level at this airstrip in 1996. In addition, the 
Applebee's were seeking special use approval for new uses beyond 1996 levels to engage in flight 
instruction, scenic flight tours, and forest fire patrols. The onus was on the Applebee's to prove that these 
uses existed in 1996. Ultimately they failed to prove their case. Both the Washington County Hearings 
officer and the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) ruled against their expansion plans. 

It will be important to detennine current uses at the Sunset Residential Airpark prior to approving 
Ordinance No. 772 as the future property owners in the proposed residential airport overlay will have 
access to the existing Sunset Airpark and could presumably expect to engage in the types of commercial 
activities that the county claims are authorized at this facility. 

In addition, clarification of 385-3 A stating that 'customary and usual aviation-related activities' including 
takeoffs and landings, aircraft hangars and tie-downs, and a number of other uses "do not include 
residential, commercial, industrial, manufacturing and other uses." This language suggests that that 
current county code does not apply to the Sunset Residential Airpark or to a "residential airport overlay" 
as the code clearly states that the uses delineated in 385 do not pertain to residential uses. 

For all the reasons stated above, I urge you to reject this ordinance. 

I Airport IQ 5010. Sunset Airpark 10R3. Available at http://www.gcrl.com/5010web/airoort.cfm?Site=IOR3 

2 Ibid. Available at http://www.gcrl.com/50 I Oweb/airoort.cfm?Site= IOR3&AptSecNum=2 

3 Remand Notice of Decision of Hearings Officer. Miscellaneous Review to Determine the Operational Level of the 
Existing Apple Valley Airport in 1996 ... Washington County Department of Land Use and Transportation. Casefile: 
06-306-SU (Remand). Date of Remand Decision: 9/25/07. Pg. 17-18. 

4 Airport IQ 50 I O. Sunset Airpark IOR3. Available at 
http://www.gCrl.cOml5010web/airport.Cfm?Site=IOR3&APtSecNUm=4 

S385.2APPlicability.ThiS Overlay District applies to the following private use airports: Apple Valley AP, 
Meyer's Riverside AP, North Plains Gliderport, Olinger Strip, Sunset Airstrip, and to 
the life flight heliport at Providence St. Vincent Medical Center, pursuant to ORS 
836.608(2). This Overlay District additionally applies to Skyport, a public use airport. 

Respectfully. Submitted by, 

Miki Barnes 

Attachments 
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s 385.2 Applicability. This Overlay District applies to the following private use airports: Apple Valley AP, 
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Miki Barnes 
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AirportIQ 5010 Page 1 of 1 

--~i~~e:::e-Date.~oii£~~~~~~--~--~--~;J~~l~~i~~!Tnc. ___ . _____ .~8~~~~~~~ 'f!: ~ 
General Information Services & Facilities I Based Aircraft & Operations I Runway Infonnation I Remal 

CBD To Airport(NM) & Direction: 01 SW 

County: WASHINGTON 

FAA Region 1 ADO Code: ANM SEA 

Sectional Aeronautical Chart: 

SEATTLE 

Ownership: PRIVATE 

Owner: 

ROTH DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
3450 NW 65TH ST 
SEATTLE, WA 98117 
206·276·3054 

Manager: 

DAN ROACH 
3450 NW 65TH ST 
SEATTLE, WA 98117 
206-276-3054 

Attendance Schedule: 

MONTHS 
UNATNDD 

Airport Use: PRIVATE 

DAYS HOURS 

Airport Latitude: 45-35-29.4140N ESTIMATED 

Airport Longitude: 123-00·34.3800W 

Airport Elevation: 207.0 ESTIMATED 

Acreage: 14 

Right Traffic: 06 

Non-Commercial Landing Fee: NO 

NPIAS/Federal Agreement: 

FAR 139 Index: 

Last Inspection Date: 

Last Information Request: 1211512009 

httn:llwww.Qcrl.coml5010web/airnort.cfm?Site=l0R3 

Click on the weather icons for an additional information 
Open larger map 
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Airport Name SUNSET AIR STRIP 
FAA Site 19544.1*A 
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Associated City NORTH PLAINS ~ 
Location Identifier ...... 1()~~ },~ 

providecJBYGCfflnc·· .. 

I Based Aircraft & Operations I Runway Infonnation I Remal 

Click on the weather icons for an additional information 
Open larger map 
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FAA Site ____ t!!5_~_,1"~ _____ _ 
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CSO To Airport(NM) & Direction: 01 SW 

County: WASHINGTON 

FAA Region 1 ADO Code: ANM SEA 
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FAR 139 Index: 

Last Inspection Date: 
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Associated City 
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Airport Name SUNSET AIR STRIP Associated City NORTH PLAINS 
FAA Site 19544.1-A Location Identifier 10R3 

--Data Effective fiiite-:--08l2212013-- mo '--------''-''-ProvkiedBy GCk Inc,--m"_--_~-" 

General Information I Services & Facilities I Based Aircraft & Operations 

Based Aircraft 
Single Engine (SE): 
Multi Engine (ME): 
Jet (J): 

TOTAL FIXED WING: 
(SE + ME + J) 

Helicopters: 
Gliders: 
Military: 
Ultra-Light: 

Operations 
Air Carrier: 
Air Taxi: 
General Aviation Local: 
General Aviation Itinerant: 
Military: 
TOTAL OPERATIONS: 
Operations for 12 Months Ending: 

12 

1 
o 

13 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Runway Information 
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Airport Name SUNSET AIR STRIP AssocIated City NORTH PLAINS 1! 
FAA Site 19544.1·A Location Identifier ....•. _10~.~_ '}, 

.. 08/8 Effective oiiiii"08l2212CiT:F ""'ProvidedSyGCR Inc.---· 

General Information I Services & Facilities I Based Aircraft & Operations Runway Information 

Based Aircraft 
Single Engine (SE): 12 

Multi Engine (ME): 
Jet (J): 0 

TOTAL FIXED WING: 13 (SE + ME + J) 

Helicopters: 
Gliders: 
Military: 0 

U lIra-light: 0 

Operations 
Air Carrier: 0 
Air Taxi: 0 
General Aviation Local: 0 
General Aviation Itinerant: 0 
Military: 0 
TOTAL OPERATIONS: 0 

Operations for 12 Months Ending: 

Airport Name SUNSET AIR STRIP Associated City NORTH PLAINS 
FAA Site 19544.1'A Location Identifier 10R3 

--Data Effective Date "o8l2ii2(j1j-- ·---'Provkied BY-Get< Inc~'--"------'''--

General Information I Services & Facilities I Based Aircraft & Operations Runway Infoonation 

Based Aircraft 
Single Engine (SEl: 12 
Multi Engine (ME): 1 

Jet (Jl: 0 

TOTAL FIXED WING: 13 
(SE + ME + J) 

Helicopters: 

Gliders: 
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Operations 
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General Aviation Local: 0 

General Aviation Itinerant: 0 

Military: 0 

TOTAL OPERATIONS: 0 
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~~:~i:::e Date:-oJ1f~~+~~-~~_~·I~··_··-;i~~~~l~e~~~rinc---··-____ 1g:LH 

~LA'~_~_____ 1! 
General Information Services & Facilities I Based Aircraft & Operations I Runway Information 

CBD To Alrport(NM) & Direction: 01 SW 

County: WASHINGTON 

FAA Region I ADO Code: ANM SEA 

Sectional Aeronautical Chart: 

SEATILE 

Ownership: PRIVATE 

Owner: 

ROTH DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
3450 NW 65TH ST 
SEATTLE.WA91:J117·-
206-276-3054 

Manager: 

DAN ROACH 
3450 NW 65TH ST 
SEATILE. WA 98117 
206-276-3054 

Attendance Schedule: 

MONTHS DAYS HOURS 
UNATNDD 

Airport Use: PRIVATE 

Airport Latitude: 45-35-29.4140N ESTIMATED 

Airport Longitude: 123-00-34.3800W 

Airport Elevation: 207.0 ESTIMATED 

Acreage: 14 

RightTraffic: 06 

Non-Commercial Landing Fee: NO 

NPIAS/Federal Agreement 

FAR 139 Index: 

Last Inspection Date: 

Last Information Request: 12/15f2009 

Click on the weather icons for an additional informatiol 
Open larger map 
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General Information Services & Facilities I Based Aircraft & Operations I Runway Infonnation 
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Data Effective Oate;-08l22126TT··_··_·········· 
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Airport Name SUNSET AIR STRIP Associated City NORTH PLAINS 'f! 
FAA Site 19544.1*A Location Identifier _._~OR~ __ . ___ .. __ .. _._. __ .__ /', 
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General Information I Services & Facilities I Based Aircraft & Operations I Runway Information 

Element 
Number 

A110-001 

A110-002 

Remark Text 

ARPT RESTRICTED TO PSNAL USE OF OWNER/RESIDENTS. 

CONTACT HILLSBORO TOWER PRIOR TO TAKEOFF OR LANDING 
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O.c· 

October 15, 2013 

To: Washington County Chair Duyck and Commissioners Malinowski, Rogers, Schouten, Terry 

Subject: Ordinance 772, CPO 8 Meeting October 14, 2013 

Community members discussed Ordinance 772 at some length during the October meeting of CPO 8. At 

the close of the discussion, a motion was put forward by William McCandless and seconded by Richard 

VanGrunsven with the following wording and with the direction that CPO representatives carry the 

motion to the BOC meeting on October 15, 2013. 

"CPO 8 supports Ordinance 772 Engrossment A" 

The motion carried with 12 in favor, 3 opposed and 3 abstentions. The voting was limited to CPO 8 

members according to the bylaws of the CPO. Meeting attendance totaled 28, a mix of community 

members, county staff, as well as other stakeholders. 

A specia I outreach effort for this discussion was made to insure a balance of views and as a result the 

applicant and a number of residents around the Sunset Air Strip were in attendance. 

Signed: 

Henry Oberhelman 

Pat Wolter 

Cc: 

CPO 8 File 

10175 CPO 8 Motion Re Ordinance 772, 131014 
10/15/2013 8:21 AM 
1/1 
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Washington County Citizen Action Network 
Washington County Citizen Action Network (WC CAN) is a coalition of grassroots advocates (individuals and groups) 

dedicated to improving quality of life in Washington County by promoting heAlthy and sustainable commumtles, social8mf 

economic justice, and open and responsive government, 

October 15, 2013 

To: Washington County Board of Commissioners 

Re: A-Engrossed Ordinance #772 

Although the A-Engrossed form of Ordinance #772 has clarified some of the questions we 
intended to raise with regard to the original. members of our board remain concerned about the 
following issues: 

1. It remains a hybrid of a county-wide code change -- creating a new type of overlay district -
and a (more typically Type III) change in land use designation applied to a small number of 
properties that are functionally under single ownership (in this case the Jossy family and their 
business.) The problems we see with this arrangement include: 

a) It sets up a Residential Airpark Overlay District as though it would be applicable in the 
future to other similar uses, should owners of AF-5 or Rural Residential properties 
adjacent to a Private Airstrip wish to develop in the same fashion. Yet the Ordinance is 
silent as to how future applications for such a designation would be received and 
processed by the County. One presumes the landowner or investor would need either a 
Type III or a Type IV Comprehensive Plan Amendment. but it would save the County 
further trouble and possible accusations of favoritism if the Ordinance made clear how 
another such District 

b) If, as Mr. Jossy claims, there are no other airstrips in the County with surrounding 
undeveloped AF-5 and Rural Residential land, the question arises why the Overlay 
District was created at all, except as a way to work around the inconvenient LUBA ruling 
which prevented the Sunset Air Park expansion in the first place. The appearance of 
faVoritism or cronyism in granting code changes is not one I think this Board wishes to 
create. 

2. While purporting to exclude "commercial aviation uses" the Ordinance allows all uses 
permitted in the underlying districts, which would include Bed & Breakfast uses. Proponents 
refer to their existing and planned C&R's to prohibit such uses, but the County cannot rely on 
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Washington County Citizen Action Network 
Washington County Citizen Action Network (We CAN) is a coalition of grassroots advocales (individuals and groups) 
dedicated to improving qualifY of life in Washington County by promoting tlGAltilY and sustainable communitlOs, SOCial ami 
ecollomic justice, Wl(1 open and responsive govemmenl 
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Re: A-Engrossed Ordinance #772 
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adjacent to a Private Airstrip wish to develop in the same fashion. Yet the Ordinance is 
silent as to how future applications for such a designation would be received and 
processed by the County. One presumes the landowner or investor would need either a 
Type III or a Type IV Comprehensive Plan Amendment, but it would save the County 
further trouble and possible accusations of favoritism if the Ordinance made clear how 
another such District 

b) If, as Mr. Jossy claims, there are no other airstrips in the County with surrounding 
undeveloped AF-5 and Rural Residential land, the question arises why the Overlay 
District was created at all, except as a way to work around the inconvenient LUBA ruling 
which prevented the Sunset Air Park expansion in the first place. The appearance of 
faVoritism or cronyism in granting code changes is not one I think this Board wishes to 
create. 

2. While purporting to exclude "commercial aviation uses" the Ordinance allows all uses 
permitted in the underlying districts, which would include Bed & Breakfast uses. Proponents 
refer to their existing and planned C&R's to prohibit such uses, but the County cannot rely on 
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current private C&Rs to stand for Community Development Code protections. A residence in 
this new district could be permitted as a Bed and Breakfast, and host regular fly-ins that would 
greatly increase the air traffic in and out of Sunset Airstrip. 

3. Western Washington County communities have been besieged, in the past decade, with 
increases in General Aviation air traffic and the increases in both noise and lead pollution which 
attend them, both from Hillsboro Airport and, notably, in the long battle Manning and Buxton 
residents have fought to contain Apple Valley Airport's expansion into commercial flight activities. 
We are sensitive to the likelihood that -- although the current owners of Sunset Air Park and the 
airstrip are hobby pilots, collectors, and small aircraft innovators, unlikely to increase significantly 
the volume of fixed wing or helicopter traffic with the addition of this Overlay District -- properties 
do change ownership. 

The relatively general, permissive language and content of Ordinance 772 offers every possibility 
that future owners could develop Sunset Air Park and its adjoining Sunset Acres into a hub of 
General Aviation Tourism and/or a satellite of HIO's helicopter and flight training activities. We 
see no reason to dangle such a plumb before the eyes of a voracious economic sector, when 
the County's duty is to protect the quality of our air and the integrity of our rural agricultural 
economy, which includes organic food crops that could be damaged by increased lead pollution. 

4. We regret that the Board Chair did not accept our full testimony at the October 1 hearing on 
this Ordinance, but we trust that these written comments will be entered into the record. We 
hope that today and in future, the Washington County Board will acknowledge Washington 
County Citizen Action Network, registered with the State of Oregon as a Private Non-Profit 
Corporation for Public Benefit and actively working to improve the quality of life in our 
communities as a "group" for purposes of participating in public hearings. Our goals include 
citizen empowerment and more open and responsive government. We hope that today we can 
take a step together toward those goals. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Linda Peters 
Chair, Washington County Citizen Action Network 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND USE 
& TRANSPORTATION, 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
LONG RANGE PLANNING 
155 NORTH FIRST AVENUE 
HILLSBORO, OREGON 97124 
(503) 846-3519 

AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING 

l 
STATE OF OREGON I 
COUNTY OF WASHINGTON I SS 

J 

Angela Brown , declares as follows: 

SUBJECT: INDIVIDUAL NOTICE 
MAILING 

2013-25 (A-Eng. Ord 771) 
2013-26 (A-Eng. Ord 772) 
2013-27 (A-Eng. Ord 773) 
2013-28 (A-Eng. Ord 774) 
2013-29 (A-Eng. Ord 775) 
2013-30 (A~Eng. Ord 776) 
2013-31 (B-Eng. Ord 769) 

That at all times herein mentioned, she was an employee of the County of Washington; that acting for the County 
on the 4th day of October, 2013, she did on that date, mail the attached information to the parties so designated. 

Attached is a list of the parties to whom the information was sent. 

I, Angela Brown, being first duly sworn depose and say that I am the party in the foregoing statement and that 
the same is true. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this (]1!J.. day of October, 2013. 

SEAL 
LINDA HELEN DUFFY 

NOTARY PUBLIC· OREGON 
COMMISSION NO. A454378 

2014 

~ .. 
Cl'" ". 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 
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For Washington County, 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 
OREGON 

October 4, 2013 

Individual Notice No. 2013-26 

At your request, Long Range Planning is providing you with 
Individual Notice No. 2013-26, which describes changes that were made 

to proposed Land Use Ordinance No. 772. 
These changes have been incorporated into proposed A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772. 

Initial Notice 

Purpose and 
Description of 
Proposed Ordinance 

Who Is Affected 

What Land Is Affected 

Summary of Changes 
to Ordinance No. 772 

On August 1, 2013, persons on the General Notification List were mailed a notice 
(Notice No. 2013-17) from Washington County Long Range Planning regarding initial 
public hearings before the Planning Commission and the Board of Commissioners 
(Board) for proposed Land Use Ordinance No. 772. 

After public hearings for Ordinance No. 772, the Board ordered amendments to this 
ordinance. These changes have been incorporated into proposed A-Engrossed 
Ordinance No. 772 and are summarized below. As required by Chapter X of the 
County Charter, the Board has directed staff to prepare and provide you with notice 
of these amendments. This notice, which describes the changes to proposed 
Ordinance No. 772, is the second Individual Notice you have received on this 
ordinance this year. 

As originally filed, Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to 
the Washington County Community Development Code to create a Residential Airpark 
Overlay District. The new district would authorize hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways 
when constructed on property with an existing dwelling. 

Ordinance No. 772 also proposes to amend Policy 28 (Airports) of the Washington 
County Rural/Natural Resource Plan to add text relating to the Residential Airpark 
Overlay District and to replace the existing Sunset Airstrip map with a new map that 
shows the ReSidential Airpark Overlay District boundaries. 

Owners of property on either side of Sunset Airstrip, which is located south of North 
Plains (south side of Highway 26) and west of Glencoe Road. 

Certain properties located on either side of Sunset Airstrip proposed for designation as 
Residential Airpark Overlay District lands. 

);> Remove the three EFU parcels and one AF-20 parcel from the proposed overlay 
district (map change) 

);> Clarify that only 1 hangar is allowed per lot, but no longer limits the number of 
tie-downs (per lot) 

);> Prohibit commercial aviation activities, except as may be allowed in the AF-5 and 
RR-5 Districts 

);> Prohibit renting of personal hangars 

Department of Land Use" Transportation' Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 

155 N First Avenue, Ste. 350 MS 14' Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
phone: (503) 846-3519' fax: (503) 846-4412 . TTY: (503) 846-4598 . www.co.washington.or.us 
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Public Hearings 
Time and Place 

How to Submit 
Comments 

Staff contact 

Proposed Ordinance is 
available at the 
following locations 

Plan Documents 
Affected by 
A-Engrossed 
Ordinance No. 772 

For more information 

Board of Commissioners 
10:00 am 

October 15, 2013 

Board of Commissioners 
6:30pm 

October 22, 2013 

Hearings will be held in the Shirley Huffman Auditorium in the Charles D. Cameron 
Public Services Building/ 155 North First Avenue/ Hillsboro/ Oregon. 

On October 22/ 2013/ the Board may choose to adopt the ordinance/ make changes 
to it/ continue the hearing to a future date/ or reject the ordinance. If it is adopted 
on October 22/ the ordinance would become effective on November 21/2013. 

Submit oral or written testimony to the Board at one of the public hearings. Written 
testimony may be mailed or faxed to the Board in advance of the public hearings in 
care of Long Range Planning. We are unable to accept e-mail as public 
testimony. 

Washington County/ Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services/ Long Range Planning 
155 N. First Ave./ Suite 350-14/ Hillsboro/ OR 97124-3072 

Fax: 503-846~12 

Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner 
155 N. First Ave., Suite 350-14, Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
Telephone: 503-846-8817 Fax: 503-846-4412 
e-mail: pauLschaefer@@co.washington.or.us 

• Washington County/ Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
155 N. First Ave./ Suite 350/ Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
Telephone: 503-846-3519 

• www.co.washington.or.us/LUT IDiyisions/LonqRanqePlanninq 12013-
land-use-ordinances.dm 

• Cedar Mill Community Library and Tigard Public Library 
• Citizen Participation Organizations (CPOs); Call 503-821-1128 for a directory of 

CPOs. 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use &: TransPQrt{I.tioll 
Long Range Planning Division ,~~ 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

RECEIVED 
~07-WllJ 

Long Range Planning 
Land Use & Transportation 

97124$S072 COOS 

•
" 

,/< 

., 80',f-..'l ~-. 

• ' 2 $ 00.660 
If - ~ CC T ':' l:i 2(: 

- ~I. M,lI,llEDFROMZIPCODE 7, 

LINDA SCHROEDER 
WASHINGTON COUNTY LRP 
155 N FIRST AVE, MS 14 
HILLSBORO OR 97124 

11",,11,,11,1 i, J I, JI,'/I J /I' J "11" /l,.I/' II IIUlI' /1/'1'" Iml 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use &: Trans~rtt.tion 
Long Range Planning DivisioD ~ , 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

RECEIVED 
~-071WJ 

Long Range Planning 
Land Use & Transportation 

57124$3072 C003 

LINDA SCHROEDER 
WASHINGTON COUNTY LRP 
155 N FIRST AVE, MS 14 
HillSBORO OR 97124 

11,1" 1111 ' /' t 1,1 J, II" I' J /I,ll '1
'
,./ JI.III 11 1I11111

"

/,,I,J Jilll 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use &: Trans~rt\l.t1on 
Long Range Planning Division • ' 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

RECEIVED 
[yr071WJ 

Long Range Planning 
Land Use & Transportation 

57124$3072 CCG3 

LINDA SCHROEDER 
WASHINGTON COUNTY LRP 
155 NFIRSTAVE, MS 14 
HillSBORO OR 97124 

,/,/" II ,,'/-I','I,I"'/'}II ,/11/1,,/11,1 ,'II I1U/I',. ,,,I "Jilll 



WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use &: Transportation 
Long Range Planning Division 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 •

'.i~ 9.,fJ"~"h': " ", :JEUZ~ ,-• - '". I ~...-.r_ ·3 _ ...... OBOW! 

021R ' $ 00.£ 
. 0002004488 OCT04. 

MAILED FROM ZJPCODE 9 

IRECEIV~D 
OCT 15 IOn 

L'Ong Range Planning, 
I Land Use & TransportatIon J 

ElEANORA SlRASSEL CHAMBERS 
2901 SOUTH BAVSHORE DR 
COCONUT GROVE FL 33133 

Rl?TtJ'j('1'f T'a' f;>E iilvE'R 
NOT D,ELIVERA$LE AS ADDRESSED 

U:~A3.l.E ·TO F.CRWAR.p 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use &: Transportation 
Long Range Planning Division 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

RECEIVED 
OCT 15 2013 

Long Range Planning, 
Land Use & TransportatIon 

o/\'~~ . 

#ez,.-::"!'iL - Iff/;= Z '~AIIaII!IIIIIf'"~ 
:) ~ PfftllEY 8OW\ 

021R $ 00.£ 
0002004488 O::T 0 4 
MAILED fROM ZJPCOOE 9 

ElEANORA SlRASSEL CHAMBERS 
2901 SOUTH 8AYSHORE DR 
COCONUT GROVE FL 33133 

"':,,,! 
~=--"'4t.o..."""' __ ....,,=--"-~ ... ~~ ....... ---~~ '-'_' 't.~::.-::::::~~".,~.:_._~.;:'~.·c __ ~~ 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use'" Transportation 
Long Range Planning Division 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

'-<\~! 
"';:,. ... ·fi::lil .. "' __ =-_~~~~=-"~"""'.=" 4a 

RECEIVED 
OCT 15 2013 

Long Range Planning. 
Land Use & TransportatIon 

c,}~~~' 
#UZ,..-::""L - If::=' z i~~~ 
:;) __ Aftol~8O'M 

021R $ 00.£ 
0002004488 <X:T 0 4 
MAILED FROM ZlPCOOE 9 

ElEANORA STRASSEL CHAMBERS 
2901 SOUTH BAYSHORE DR 
COCONUT GROVE FL 33133 

'R ETtt'R'JV:: To SE NIU.E i( 

NOT DEL lliE'RABLE AS ADDRESSED 
t.n·4AflL~ TO FU;('WARD 

·1 SC: }971.24387.Z9:9 *l.SS7-B24tn.-98'-.3 

. 't",:,~~:j;1I.il'fi,W~;~li1:im;:litM\;;jljillf;rf;.i/,\;;i!1i1i~'i!!hi 



Recreation Ctr 
Clayton Abel 
Brian Addington 
Veronica Aguilar-Guerrero 
Donald L Alderton 
Candace Allison 
Bruce Anderson 
A Yvonne Arnoldi 
Don Bahnsen 
Steve R Bahnson 
Gertrude Barnard 
Margot Barnett 
Ed Bartholemy 
Bruce Bartlett 
Michael Basile 
Tony & Barbara Benjamin 
Bonnie L Berneck 
Larry R & Christine M Bird 
Brian Birmingham 
Michael Blackmon 
Julie Bradley 
Jim & Jane Brown 
WiliiamJ Brown 
Lyle & Dianne Brune 

Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

Box 

_~_, 'r~______ _ m._mu __ .~ • 0 __ ~ 

' ... ~_6~9Q.~.~ P~~ifi~.!:!~r!ftl~242 
PO Box 5607 

IBox 173 
CPO 8 PO Box 890 
CPO 9 870 NW Garibaldi St Hillsboro 
KGRS LLC 12705 SW Beaverdam Rd Ste~C~tBeaverton 
LMP LLC.1~3 .. ~~~r~eman~v~ illsboro 
RLK Smith Orchards,. LLC 14 750Dt-:JW ~tr(')hma}':~r.f{d i Forest Grove 
CPO 3 7475 SW Oleson Rd Portland 

CPO Coordinator 

'8610 SW Miller Hill Rd : Beaverton 
·14302 Stonewater Ct 
6518 NW 164th Ave 
14025 SW 150th Ave 
16395 SW 319th PI 
11205 SW Gaarde St 
471~~NW Str()~~.'3yer Rd 
25950 NW Dixie Mtn Rd 

'''___ , _A=~~' 

24220 SW Tile Flat Rd 
"r 14260·SYVTs>J)gUln

U 

Rd 
155 N First Ave, MS 48 
184~§uSW Sc~()llsFy Rd 

; Centreville 
portland 
·Ti~Cl,rd 
. Hillsboro 

:Tiga~d .~. 
JForest Grove 

:.~.caep(')()se 
Hillsboro 
Sherwood 
Hillsboro 
Beaverton 

OR 
OR 

iOR 
:OR 
lOR 
OR 
VA 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 

.~;()R 
OR 
OR 
gR 
OR 
OR Planning Commissioner 

CPO 1 PO Box 91582 • Portland ...lQf{~w 
PO Box 394 
6150 SW 170th Ave 
6655 SW 90th Ave 
4630 NW Sewell Rd 
311?~. NW Pumpkin Ridge Dr 
6625 SW Robbins Rd 
15892 White Oaks Dr 
3410 Grant St 

79~gJ~W Palmer Wy .. 
47980 SW Fluke Dr 

Page 1 of 8 

h Plains OR 

Hillsboro 
I f':I()~h Plains 
Tualatin 
Lake Osw~go 
Eug~ne 

Beaverton 
[Gaston 

,OR 
.. lo~R 

iQIf~~w 

OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 

97133 
97124 

.. l~7005 .. . _._ ..... 
97123 
97116 
97223 
97007 
20121 
97229 
97224 
97123 

·97224 
197116 .. 

'97656 
97123 
97140 
97124 

,97007 
~i?~1.····-
197133 
i97007 
"97223 
97124 

+97133 
97062 
97035 
97405 
97007 
97119 
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First Name Last Name: < , ,. 

Recreation Ctr 
Clayton Abel 
Brian Addington 
Veronica Aguilar-Guerrero 
Donald L Alderton 
Candace Allison 
Bruce Anderson 
A. Yvonne Arnoldi 
Don Bahnsen 
Steve R Bahnson 
Gertrude Barnard 
Margot Barnett 
Ed Bartholemy 
Bruce Bartlett 
Michael Basile 
Tony & Barbara Benjamin 
Bonnie L Berneck 
Larry R & Christine M Bird 
Brian Birmingham 
Michael Blackmon 
Julie Bradley 
Jim & Jane Brown 
William J Brown 
Lyle & Dianne Brune 

Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

CP010 
CP015 
CP04B 
CP06 
CPO 7 
CP08 
CP09 
KGRS LLC 
LMP LLC 

PO Box 330 'J~ornelius 
:,~~6200_~1JV Pacifi~f:l~t!fH-242 ;Tigard 
PO Box 5607;Aloha 
Box 173 Portland 
PO Box 890 • North Plains 
870 NW Garibaldi St Hillsboro 

,12705 SWBeaverdarn Rd Ste CIBeaverton 
163 SW Freeman Ave 

RLK Smith Orchards, LLC f4 7500NWStrohmayer Rd 
CPO 3 7475 SW Oleson Rd 

8610 SW Miller Hill Rd 
14302 Stonewater Ct 
6518 NW 164th Ave 
14025 SW150th Ave 
16395 SW 319th PI 

CPO Coordinator 
Planning Commissioner 
CPO 1 

""~ ¥~ 

11205 SW Gaarde St 
47155 NW Stroh mayer Rd 
25950 NW DixieMtn Rd 
24220 SW Tile Flat Rd 
i14260SWT~~Ciu'in Rd 
155 N First Ave, MS 48 
18485 SW Sch()lIs Fy Rd 
PO Box 91582 
PO Box 394 
6150 SW 170th Ave 
6655 SW 90th Ave 
*-** -~ 

4630 NW Sewell Rd 
d~ M ~" 

31174 NW Pumpkin Ridge Dr 
6625 SW Robbins Rd 
15892 White Oaks Dr 
3410 Grant St 
706q§W Palmer Wy 
47980 SW Fluke Dr 

Page 1 of 8 

lBilisboro 
'Forest Grove 
Portland 
Beaverton 

• Centreville 
Portland 
Ti,g.ard 
Hillsboro 
'Tigard 
lForest Grove 

ScaPP90se 
Hillsboro 
Sherwood 
Hillsboro 
Beaverton 
Portland 

'\ Nort!iPlalns" 
Beaverton 
Portland 
Hillsboro 

'North Plains 
Tualatin 
Lake Oswego 
~ugene 

Beaverton 
Gaston 

OR 
OR .97224 
OR 97006 
OR 97229 

'OR 97133 
OR 97124 
OR '97005 
OR 97123 

'OR 97116 
• OR 97223 . 

OR 97007 
VA 20121 
OR 97229 
OR 97224 
OR 97123 
OR 97224 
OR 97116 
OR 97056 
OR 97123 
OR 97140 
OR 97124 
OR 197007 
OR ,97291 

"OR~' f97133 

'OR ;97007 
lOR 97223 

iQ~" 97124 
OR ':~m'33 
OR 97062 
OR 97035 
OR 97405 
OR 97007 
OR 97119 

Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

First Name last Name 
9775 SW Clark Hill Rd Beaverton OR 
PO Box 330 ';:C:0rnelius OR 97113 

. 16200.S\iV Pacificf:l""t#H-242 'Tigard .OR 97224 
CP06 PO Box 5607 Aloha .... ~~. 97006 
CPO 7 Box 173 Portland OR 97229 
CP08 PO Box 890 • North Plains 'OR 97133 
CP09 870 NW Garibaldi St Hillsboro OR 97124 
KGRS LLC 12705 SW Beaverdam Rd Ste C· Beaverton OR 97005 
LMP LLC 163 SW Freeman Ave Hillsboro OR 97123 
RLK Smith Orchards, LLC 47500 NW Strohmayer Rd 'Forest Grove OR 97116 

Recreation Ctr CPO 3 7475 SW Oleson Rd Portland OR 97223 
Clayton Abel 8610 SW Miller Hill Rd Beaverton OR 97007 
Brian Addington 14302 Stonewater Ct Centreville VA 20121 
Veronica Aguilar-Guerrero 6518 NW 164th Ave Portland OR 97229 
Donald l Alderton 14025 SW 150th Ave Tigard OR 97224 
Candace Allison 16395 SW 319th PI Hillsboro OR 97123 
Bruce Anderson 11205 SW Gaarde St Tigard OR 97224 
A Yvonne Arnoldi 47155 NW Strohrnayer Rd . Forest Grove OR 97116 
Don Bahnsen 25950 NW Dixie Mtn Rd Scapp()ose OR 97056 

'"-- , ,,-
Steve R Bahnson 24220 SW Tile Flat Rd Hillsboro OR 97123 
Gertrude Barnard 14260 SW Tonquin Rd Sherwood OR 97140 
Margot Barnett CPO Coordinator 155 N First Ave, MS 48 Hillsboro OR 97124 
Ed Bartholemy Planning Commissioner 18485 SW Scholls Fy Rd Beaverton OR 97007 
Bruce Bartlett CPO 1 PO Box 91582 Portland OR 97291 
Michael Basile PO Box 394 :North Plains OR 97133 
Tony & Barbara Benjamin 6150 SW 170th Ave Beaverton OR 97007 
Bonnie l Berneck 6655 SW 90th Ave Portland OR 97223 
Larry R & Christine M Bird 4630 NW Sewell Rd Hillsboro .OR 97124 
Brian Birmingham 31174 NW Pumpkin Ridge Dr North Plains OR 'il7133 
Michael Blackmon 6625 SW Robbins Rd Tualatin OR 97062 
Julie Bradley 15892 White Oaks Dr Lake Oswego OR 97035 
Jim & Jane Brown 3410 GrantSt .!,ugene OR 97405 
William J Brown 7060 SW Palmer Wy Beaverton OR 97007 
Lyle & Dianne Brune 47980 SW Fluke Dr 'Gaston OR 97119 

Page 1 of 8 



Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

Zip 

. ~cI:. ?<l3onney B.f¥an 84095 
James ··~~?Burns'· 97124 

~")yW0"W""~~~"""'~~~~' 

,~~, ~]§I30SWAIT]f!.~.,'!IJY Mike & Kate • Byrnes OR 97225 
James ·TCannon o NW 196th PI Portland OR 97229 
. Debra ]carTson 3640 SW Firdale Rd 'Cornelius OR 97113 
Steve . J gC3Ee~.ntf!L 660 sw 121st PI 'Beaverton OR 97005 

'Robert 'Chambers - Farm 5205 NW Strassel Rd Forest Grove OR 97116 
Ken & Susan rChuck ~. ~~89 .~YY.!j.i.!!~~<:).r:? Hwy Hillsboro OR 97123 

,,,',,,,,,,~=~ _____ ~_.mm"= ~ 

Richard Chuinard 40991 SW Dixon Mill Rd Gaston OR 97119 
Donald L ,~!C3~ry.~... ~, i1,9813'Nw Metolius Dr Portland OR 97229 
Jeff & Pat· Close +250'NW Cornelius Pass Rd • Hillsboro OR 97124 
Jared .Clou,9,~ ........ , i~I~9Pacific Ave, #202 Forest Grove OR 97116 

Lyle a. Car()lynn Cohrs ·PO Box 394 Gaston OR 97119 
Connie Coleman 7170 SW Lola Ln Tigard OR 97223 
Kathy Corbett 20665 SW Johnson St Aloha OR 97006 
Helen A Cowan ,:Z~Q3SE 27th St, #D 501 Mercer Island WA 98040 
Mary E Cox '222 Via Los Altos Redondo Beach CA 90277 
Harry G Cretin 121 SE 54th Ave Hillsboro OR 97123 
Agnes D Crocker 4306 SW Spratt Wy #217 Beaverton OR 97007 
David Crowell 35590 Ladd Hill Rd Sherwood OR 97140 
Robert M Cule 8863 SW Becker Dr Portland OR 97223 
Bennie £:)C3IX . !l~?~~~YY Midway Rd Hillsboro OR 97123 
Richard Debelkes .PO Box 3385 Yountville CA 94599 
Margaret Doud ··~t15260·SW 141 st Ave Tigard OR 97224 

. Carole Dougl<:l~.!5 ... 277 45 NW Truitt Rd • North Plains OR 97133 
, ''''''.~,~''"" ... ~ 
Timothy J Dressel 6706 234th PI SW iTerrace WA 98043 
William Drevescraft :pb'~x~~o Hillsboro OR 97123 

'Minh .Du()~.9 ..... 4660 SW 170th Ave Aloha OR 97007 

!3:§lY'!lgnd Eck i 19641 SW Boulder Ln Beaverton OR 97007 
Atsushi Endo 1291q~~EMorgan Rd !Hillsboro OR 97123 
Lois B Enstrom ,1779 SE 73rd Ave Hillsboro OR 97123 

",,"'We, "~nN~' """"~~"""'. -.--~-.,-

iHilisboro Kathryn 1 ~587 NW L",gie Rd OR 97214 
mNNw,if 

Jan T iFancher PO Box 66028 Vancouver WA 98666 
Elaine Kay • Feather i 18365 SW 65th Ave 

L~ 
Lake Oswego OR 97035 

Page 2 of 8 
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iGeral~ .. &. Bonney 
James 
Mike & Kate 
James 
Debra 
Steve 
Robert 
Ken & Susan 
Richard 
Donald L 
Jeff & Pat 
Jared 
Lyle & Carolynn 
Connie 
Kathy 
Helen A 
Mary E 
Harry G 
Agnes D 
David 
Robert M 
Bennie 
Richard 
tIJ1argaret 
Carole 
Timothy J 
William 
Minh 

RaYl110nd 
Atsushi 
Lois B 
Kathryn S 
Jan T 
Elaine Kay 

Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

. Bryan" '10583 S 3200 W South Jordan 
Burns ... 'lS840 NW Sewell Rd Hillsboro 
V~V"V"'Yw>""~~4~~'" v~~" 

.~yrne.s ... 
Cannon 

iCarlson 
• Carpenter 
'ell'ambers- Farm 'Chuck ~ ._ ....... ,............... 

Chuinard 

Cla~ry~. 
Close 

ClouQ~ 
Cohrs 
Coleman 
Corbett 
Cowan 
Cox 
Cretin 
Crocker 
Crowell 
Cule 
Daly 
Debelkes 
Doud 
Douglass. 
Dressel 
Drevescraft 

• Duon9 
Eck 
Endo 
Enstrom 
Evers 
Fancher 
Feather 

i5~30 SW Ames Wy 
15410 NW 196th PI 

·····133640·SWFi·rdale Rd 

;2660 SW 121st PI 

~J~~?2"5~I{YSt.rClssel R~ .... 
.114989 SWljilisboro Hwy 

40991 SW Dixon Mill Rd 
'19813 NW Metolius Dr 
'250 NWCornelius Pass Rd 
3"i3"39 Pacific Ave, #202 
'P'OBox 394 

7170 SW Lola Ln 
20665 SW Johnson St 
7Sq3 SE 27th St, #D 501 
222 Via Los Altos 
121 SE 54th Ave 
4306 SW Spratt Wy #217 
35590 Ladd Hill Rd 
8863 SW Becker Dr 

.15596 SW Midway Rd 
;p6Sox 3385 
"1S"260SW 141stAve 
27745 NW Truitt Rd 
6706 234th PI SW 
'PO Box 790 
:4660 SW 170th Ave 
; 19641 SW Boulder Ln 
12§10SEMorgan Rd 
1779 SE 73rd Ave 
13587 NW Lggie Rd 
PO Box 66028 
18365 SW 65th Ave 
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Portland 
Portland 

'Cornelius 
Beaverton 
Forest Grove 
Hillsboro 
Gaston 
Portland 
Hillsboro 
Forest Grove 
Gaston 
Tigard 
Aloha 
Mercer Island 
Redondo Beach 
Hillsboro 
Beaverton 
Sherwood 
Portland 
Hillsboro 
Yountville 
Tigard 
North Plains 
Terrace 
Hillsboro 
Aloha 
Beaverton 
Hillsboro 
Hillsboro 

iHilisboro 
"'':Vancouver 

Lake Oswego 

l!~;~~tate I Zip 
UT 84095 
OR 97124 
OR 97225 
OR 97229 
OR 97113 
OR 97005 
OR 97116 
OR 97123 
OR 97119 
OR 97229 
OR 97124 
OR 97116 
OR 97119 
OR 97223 
OR 97006 
WA 98040 
CA 90277 
OR 97123 
OR 97007 
OR 97140 
OR 97223 
OR 97123 
CA 94599 
OR 97224 
OR 97133 
WA 98043 
OR 97123 
OR 97007 
OR 97007 
OR 97123 
OR 97123 
OR 97214 
WA 98666 
OR 97035 

Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

~'I'lr_am~ " h:-~t' ~" ""C~"00.$,,"'~" ",~;,: i'~il~~~~tf1e~~".:?~.an111l1i1i~~J)l(~[e:a_~ ~ ~:n~~:,1 '~i~j"'~ CitY.,,,.! d~ State I Zip 
'Gerald& Bonney Bryan '10583 S 3200 W South Jordan UT 84095 

James Burns '5840 NW Sewell Rd Hillsboro OR 97124 
,"~, *,,'",M~4,'~~" No.,,· 

Mike & Kate ~yrn~.s :5~30 SW AmesWy Portland OR 97225 
James Cannon 5410 NW 196th PI Portland OR 97229 

Debra 'Carlson :33640 SW Firdale Rd Cornelius OR 97113 

Steve Carpenter 12660 SW 121st PI Beaverton OR 97005 
Robert Chambers - Farm 155_2.Q_5_~v,y. StrClssel Rd Forest Grove OR 97116 

Ken & Susan 'Chuck-- .114989 SW Hillsboro Hwy Hillsboro OR 97123 
Richard Chuinard 40991 SW Dixon Mill Rd Gaston OR 97119 
Donald L glarys '19813 NW Metolius Dr Portland OR 97229 

i 

250 NWComelius Pass Rd Jeff & Pat Close Hillsboro OR 97124 

Jared Clough 3839 Pacific Ave, #202 Forest Grove OR 97116 
Lyle & Carolynn Cohrs 'PO Box 394 Gaston OR 97119 

Connie Coleman 7170 SW Lola Ln Tigard OR 97223 
Kathy Corbett 20665 SW Johnson St Aloha OR 97006 
Helen A Cowan 7803 SE 27th St, #D 501 Mercer Island WA 98040 
Mary E Cox 222 Via Los Altos Redondo Beach CA 90277 

Harry G Cretin 121 SE 541h Ave Hillsboro OR 97123 

Agnes D Crocker 4306 SW Spratt Wy #217 Beaverton OR 97007 
David Crowell 35590 Ladd Hill Rd Sherwood OR 97140 

Robert M Cule 8863 SW Becker Dr Portland OR 97223 
Bennie Daly . 15596 SW Midway Rd Hillsboro OR 97123 
Richard Debelkes ;P() Box 3385 Yountville CA 94599 
Margaret Doud 15260 SW 141s1 Ave Tigard OR 97224 
Carole Douglass 27745 NW Truitt Rd North Plains OR 97133 
Timothy J Dressel ,6706 234th PI SW Terrace WA 98043 
William Drevescraft PO Box 790 Hillsboro OR 97123 
Minh Duong 4660 SW 170th Ave Aloha OR 97007 
Raymond Eck : 19641 SW Boulder Ln Beaverton OR 97007 
Atsushi Endo 12010SEMorgan Rd Hillsboro OR 97123 
Lois B Enstrom 1779 SE 73rd Ave Hillsboro OR 97123 
Kathryn S Evers 13587 NW Logie Rd ,Hillsboro OR 97214 
Jan T Fancher PO Box 66028 Vancouver WA 98666 
Elaine Kay Feather 18365 SW 65th Ave Lake Oswego OR 97035 

Page 2 of8 



Ken & Dolores Findley 
Myrna Finley 
Elizabeth Fischer 
Bruce E Fitzwater Trust 
Susan Flahler 
Bradford H Fletcher 
Les Fullerton 
James 0 Fulwiler 
Bill Funk 
Carolyn K Ganger 
Liles Garcia 
Audrey B Garmire 
Howard L Gentzkow 
Martha Gerrity 
Bob Goodrich 
Marvin Goulet 
Monique Goulet 
Terry Graham 
Gordon Gredvig 
Michael 0 Grote 
Hardy Gruen 
Donald R Harvey 
Gary Hellwege 
Donna Heppell 
Jane Herring 
H Wesley Herwick 
Dave Hill 
Herb Hirst 
Dong Hoang 
Ron Hochstein 
Robert M Hofer 
Janet Hogue 
Michael Hohnbaum 
Jeff Holmes 

Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

15500~W~~!l1lington .~d. 
PO Box 23623 
19550 SW Kruger Rd 

'01537 SWComus sf 
13145 SW Westwood Dr 
PO Box 69508 
19850 SW Gassner Rd 
1640 SW 325th Ave 

Planning Commissioner 20215 SW Carlin Blvd 

Planning Commi~sioner 

10677 Franks Rd 
.PO Box 26 
8620 SW 80th Ave 
22033 NW Sellers Rd 

72~§?W Nc>rt~~~le Wy 
20440 SW Rosa Dr 
235 
20282 SW Inglis Dr 

T443w'SWwSaileyWAve ..• ,', ... 

'24925 sw'cawd,fHill Rd 

PO Box 1072 
i 11285 SW 92nd Ave 
113700 SW 114 Ave 

.. 17195 sVj Alden.' 
1 1~2670NWFilbert St 

. ~~? t-J~ .. Ic>.rf"~yyiew .... L .... n .............. _.~. 
PO Box 220 
7223 SE LindsayLn 
38100 SW Gnos Rd 

·PO Box 

166QQNW Jos~~lY!1 St 
14160 SW Fern St 
PO Box 295 

Page 3 of 8 

1 Crecent City 
.rseaverton" w, 

Portland 
; Sherwood 
TPortland 
Portland 

iPortland 
Beaverton 

• Hillsboro 
Aloha 

iPortland 
,Portland 
I North Plains 
l=j'jjlsboro" 

Cornelius 
Post Falls 
Beaverton 

·Tigard 
Banks 

... ;OR 
~rO~ 

OR 
'OR' 
OR 

'OR 

97007 
97281 

:97140 
;97219 
97225 

1~?~39~w . 
97007 

OR 97123 
OR 97007 
'PA ··· .. ···· .. 16652 

OR 
(OR 
OR 
OR 

TOR' 
?,n»> 

;OR 
wTOR 

OR 
TOR 
[OR 

OR 
.OR 
OR 

·······TOR 
OR 
OR rOR 
OR 

ilD 
OR 
OR 
OR 

97106 
97223 
97106 
97225 

.97007 
97007 
97007 

.97123 
97140 
97075 
97223 

.97223 
:97223 
:97229 
97229 
97133 
97123 

. j 9711'3 

83877 
97006 
97223 
97106 

129

First Name 
Ken & Dolores 
Myrna 
Elizabeth 
Bruce E 
Susan 
Bradford H 
Les 
James 0 
Bill 
Carolyn K 
Liles 
Audrey B 
Howard L 
Martha 
Bob 
Marvin 
Monique 
Terry 
Gordon 
Michael 0 
Hardy 
Donald R 
Gary 
Donna 
Jane 
H Wesley 
Dave 
Herb 
Dong 
Ron 
Robert M 
Janet 
Michael 
Jeff 

Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

Last Name , +.: I .. 0;ji~l'>' ConiJijt~li!f¥f1j¥~.~H~l_!ji'tf'r !If~ht _~~;;i:?N~Br§(~1~fillJlli!"ft~·\2!.1 . 
Findley 
Finley 
Fischer 
Fitzwater Trust 
Flahler 
Fletcher 
Fullerton 
Fulwiler 
Funk 
Ganger 
Garcia 
Garmire 
Gentzkow 
Gerrity 
Goodrich 
Goulet 
Goulet 
Graham 
Gredvig 
Grote 
Gruen 
Harvey 
Hellwege 
Heppell 
Herring 
Herwick 
Hill 
Hirst 
Hoang 
Hochstein 
Hofer 
Hogue 
Hohnbaum 
Holmes 

13520 NW Lakeview Dr . Portland 'OR '97229 
160 Acacia Dr. . Crecent CityCA 95531 
15500SWYCirmingtonRd -[Seaverton OR 97007 
PO Box 23623 Portland 'OR 97281 
195?O S\I\! .. l<ruger Rd Sherwood;OR 97140 
01537 SW Comus StlPortland OR ;97219 
3145 SW Westwood Dr .' Portland . OR 97225 
PO Box 69508 Portland OR '97239 
19850 SW Gassner Rd Beaverton 'OR 97007 
1640 SW 325th Ave Hillsboro OR 97123 

Planning Commissioner 20215 SW Carlin Blvd 
10677 Franks Rd 
PO Box 26 
8620 SW 80th Ave 
22033 NW Sellers Rd 
72~,5 .. '2,W Ne>rthv,?le Wy 
20440 SW Rosa Dr 
235 

.L202.~~~\I\! .. lngli~gr 
i~~.3 SWB(3i!~Y.t\\I€l 
24925 SW Ladd Hill Rd 
PO Box 1072 

.11285 SW 92nd Ave 
i 13700 SW114 Ave 
! 7,195 SW Alden 
12670 NW Filbert St 
825 NWTCJrrey view Ln 

Planning Commissioner PO Box 220 
7223 SE Lindsay Ln 
38100 SW Gnos Rd 
PO Box 1774 
1660QNW Josce,IYD St 
14160 SW Fern St 
PO Box 295 
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Aloha OR 97007 
HLlntington PA1665.2 
Banks OR 97106 
!~ortland ,OR 97223 
'Banks OR 97106 

. '~Portiand OR" 97225 

;Aloha OR 97007 
• Beaverton fOR 97007 
: Beaverton; OR 97007 

! ~ill~~g.ro 
; Sherwood 
IB~averton 
'Tigard 

.. Tl'i.Cir9 
• Portland 
Portla'/'d 

. Portland 
i North Plains 
'Hillsboro 
Cornelius 
Post Falls 
Beaverton 

.Tigard 
Banks 

OR .97123 
J""" ~"' 

JOR 
[OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 

iOR 
OR 

,OR 
'('"OR 

OR 
ID 
OR 
OR 
OR 

97140 
97075 
97223 
9722~ 

'97223 
:9722-9 
97229 
97133 
97123 
97113 
83877 
97006 
97223 
97106 

First Name Last Name' 
Ken & Dolores Findley 
Myrna Finley 
Elizabeth Fischer 
Bruce E Fitzwater Trust 
Susan Flahler 
Bradford H Fletcher 
Les Fullerton 
James D Fulwiler 
Bill Funk 
Carolyn K Ganger 
Liles Garcia 
Audrey B Garmire 
Howard L Gentzkow 
Martha Gerrity 
Bob Goodrich 
Marvin Goulet 
Monique Goulet 
Terry Graham 
Gordon Gredvig 
Michael 0 Grote 
Hardy Gruen 
Donald R Harvey 
Gary Hellwege 
Donna Heppell 
Jane Herring 
H Wesley Herwick 
Dave Hill 
Herb Hirst 
Dong Hoang 
Ron Hochstein 
Robert M Hofer 
Janet Hogue 
Michael Hohnbaum 
Jeff Holmes 

",I 

Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

;~ ?\'> CofT)~rivp?~t:}· 'c:!l~*I{~,~~Y:'';~'~.t~s~~t;, .' '?1~~ 
,13520 NW Lakeview Dr 
160 Acacia Dr. 
15500 SW Farmington Rd 
PO Box 23623 
19550 SWKruger Rd 
01537 SW Comus St 

'3145 SW Westwood Dr 
PO Box 69508 
19850 SW Gassner Rd 
1640 SW 325th Ave 

Planning Commissioner 20215 SW Carlin Blvd 
10677 Franks Rd 
PO Box 26 
8620 SW 80th Ave 
22033 NW Sellers Rd 
7285 SW Northv~le Wy 
20440 SW Rosa Dr 
235 

.~2028?~S~.lnglis[)r 
i443 SW Bai.~y Ave 
24925 SW Ladd Hill Rd 
PO Box 1072 

.11285 SW 92nd Ave 
i13700 SW 114 Ave 
i7195 SWAlden 
, 12670 NW Filbert St 
825 NW Torrey \fiew Ln 

Planning Commissioner PO Box 220 
7223 SE Lindsay Ln 
38100 SW Gnos Rd 
PO Box 1774 
16600 NW Joscelyn SI 
14160 SW Fern St 
PO Box 295 
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C::recen~City .. 
Beaverton 
Portland 
Sherwood 
,Portland 
Portland 
Portland 

'Beaverton 
Hillsboro 
Aloha 
Huntington 
Banks 

,Portland 
Banks 
~Portiand 
Aloha 
Beaverton 

'Beaverton 
,Hillsboro 
Sherwood 

[Beaverton 
:Tigard 

;Tl9.?r.d 
Portland 
Portland 
Portland 

. North Plains 
Hillsboro 
Cornelius 
Post Falls 
Beaverton 

Tigard 
Banks 

CA 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
'OR 
OR 

· .. ·OR 

OR 
OR 
PA 
OR 

(OR 
OR 
()R" 
OR 

tOR 
'()R 
OR 
OR 
.OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
10 
OR 
OR 
OR 

95531 
97007 
97281 
97140 
97219 
97225 
97239 
97007 
97123 
97007 
16652 
97106 
97223 
97106 
97225 
97007 
97007 
97007 

,97123 
97140 
97075 
97223 
.97223 
'97223 
(97229 
97229 
97133 
97123 
97113 
83877 
97006 
97223 
97106 



Hg~~i!:l9 . 
j ~~~ i Horstmann 
Mr & Mrs nziker 
Joyc~~ Janicke 
Darwin Jansen 
David .Jay 

'David E Jeans 
IrVir& ~r~ DonalduCO~is IJenkins~ 
;Oave--- .. ...•......•........... ~ .. ~~~p!)~'!,~. 
·Sh~lI~y~. ~_ ... ~~gt'!~nsen 
Carl H i Johnson 
Lawrence-'-;'Johnson 

Debbie 

t:-Ial1~L .. 
Richard 
nia\]' 
• Don & Hannelore 

Joy ..... . 
Mike 
.John & Nina 
mmmmmm""",,,,«·, ,.,'" 

Lou Ella 

! ~!~~~r~~~~dela 
'Robert 
00-_" _ "'''~ ,,~=""""ww __ , 

.~I<?y<!t' 
Mark & Patti 
Kathleen C 

: Richard 
'Sarah 
L 
Paul 
Jan 
Robert 
Frank 
Carina 

Kenner 
Kind 
Klackle 

~l5n}~ht 
Knight 

r~:~!~f_"""-' 
':Krause 
"'~'"""~~m" ~ 

Lackner 
LaFlamme 
Laws 
Lawton 

I Leake 
Lee 
Lehmann 
Lidfors 
Little 
Liu 

"".' 

Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

j2121!5f'JW Brunswick Canyon Rd Plains 

1.2.805, SVI! Maple Ln Portland 

.J14~?~.~.VI! L()gie Tr Rd Hillsboro 
18345 SW Neugebauer Hillsboro 
PO Box 151 Banks 

·16215 SW 319th PI Hillsboro 
[176'16 SW192nd Ave Sherwood 
; 14225 NW Pioneer Rd Beaverton .... '1'-"" .. "..... . ..... - ..... __ ... . ... " .. , . 

t~~~i~§'!V Lodg~pole Ave 'TTualatin 
57705 NW Johansen Ln Gales Creek 

__ • _'~''''''~~~N>'''~ 

'16030 SW Queen Victoria PI King City 
_=,~w~"', 

"POBox331 Forest Grove 
1995 SW Chapman Rd Sherwood 

. 94548W Washington St Portland 
x 798 Seaside 

Bend 
Sherwood 

-;24~~§NVI! Sky'3~l1ch Rd North Plains 
10910 SW Gram St Tualatin 

'"''''~'~'~_W''''' 

48285 SW Morel Ln Forest Grove 
719 NW 205th Ter Portland 

11!5~~.8~"'!. t=>1E?~sal1t Valley Rd Beaverton 
14874 NW Rainier Ter Portland 

... 2.J?O S'!V Briggt5S~t Beaverton 
; 4221 NW Silverleaf Dr Portland 
1701 SE Oak St Hillsboro 

. j'761 NESunrise Ln Hillsboro 
11985 N\I\U56th Ave Beaverton 
11655 SW 11th St Beaverton 
i 1 0683'NW Valley Vista Rd Hillsboro 

.. IpO'Box 1602' Beaverton 
"'N"mmmm/, "~.~¥¥_~_""'""W'.",""",'" 

PO Box 1129 Beaverton 
20770 SW Scholls-Sherwood Rd Sherwood 
=-,~'" > »,'-,d"d ••••••••••••• ".mm"',,~" __ ~_,,_, ___ ,, __ ~ 

... L12~4a,t:i"'!. Tigon Ln Portland 
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OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 97140 
OR 97006 
OR 97062 
OR 97117 
OR 97224 
OR 97116 
OR 97140 
OR 97225 
OR 97138 
OR 97702 
OR 97140 
OR 97133 
OR 97062 
OR 97116 
OR 97229 
OR 97007 
OR 97229 
OR 97005 
OR 97229 
OR 97123 
OR 97124 
OR 97006 
OR 97005 
OR 97124 
OR 97075 
OR 97075 
OR 97140 
OR 97229 

130

Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

Addres~l:!{}~ 1 Zip 
Brunswick Canyon Rd Plains 

:?~t; .. ... . Maple Ln Portland OR 
Mr & Mrs E R iHunziker .... .t':JW Logie Tr Rd Hillsboro OR 97124 

'JaniCke 
~.~-

Joyce. 18345 SW Neugebauer Hillsboro OR 97123 
Darwin Jansen PO Box 151 Banks OR 97106 

,David Jay. 16215 SW 319th PI Hillsboro OR 97123 
David E Jeans 17616 SW 192nd Ave Sherwood OR 97140 

(~f& Mis D9nald Louis 'Jenkins .14225 NW Pioneer Rd Beaverton OR 97006 "'," ..... . •........ 
J2~v.~ Jeps~n :228i6,~\/V LodgepoleAve Tualatin OR 97062 
Shelley S :Johansen 57705 NW Johansen Ln Gales Creek OR 97117 
CarlH .. 'Johnson 

.. 
16030·SW Queen Victoria PI King City OR 97224 ....• .,...... ...... .. 

·····POSox331 Forest Grove 97116 Lawrence ;Johnson OR 
Debbie Judy 1.9.95'§W Chapman Rd Sherwood OR 97140 

Nal1cL .. ,.f<_e~DCln ;9454 SW Washington St Portland OR 97225 
Richard :Kell Tpo E30X 798 Seaside OR 97138 
lIaV Kendler 19733 Volare Ln Bend OR 97702 
Don & Hannelore Kenner 24040 SW Durdel Dr Sherwood OR 97140 
Joy Kind 249~~ NW Sky Ranch Rd North Plains OR 97133 
Mike Klackle 10910 SW Gram St Tualatin OR 97062 
John & Nina .Knight 48285SWMorei Ln Forest Grove OR 97116 
Lou Ella .Kl1i9.ht i 5'719 NW 205th Ter Portland OR 97229 
Richard & Adela Knig~t j1521:8'~\fIJ Pleasant Valley Rd Beaverton OR 97007 

'Robert Koller 4874 NW Rainier Ter Portland OR 97229 

:LIOydH •.. Krause 21}Q~~W Briggs9 Beaverton OR 97005 
Mark & Patti Lackner 4221 NW Silverleaf Dr Portland OR 97229 
Kathleen C LaFlamme 1701 SE Oak St Hillsboro OR 97123 
Richard Laws 761 NE Sunrise Ln Hillsboro OR 97124 
Sarah Lawton :1985 NW 156th Ave Beaverton OR 97006 
L : Leake 11655 SW 11 th St Beaverton OR 97005 
Paul Lee i 1 0683 NW Valley Vista Rd Hillsboro OR 97124 
Jan Lehmann 1 pO 'Box 16()2 Beaverton OR 97075 
Robert H Lidfors PO Box 1129 Beaverton OR 97075 
Frank Little 20770 SW Scholls-Sherwood Rd ; Sherwood OR 97140 
Carina Liu .. ;12.~48 .r-J\IV. TigonLn . Portland OR 97229 

Page 4 of 8 

Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4. 2013 

·*"·C01rip~i1Y:'":'f'" Address's;;" ; Zip 
97133 

Sue Horstmann 2805 SW Maple Ln 97225 
'Mr 8. Mrs ER ,Hunziker '1482,?,NW Logie Tr Rd Hillsboro OR 97124 

Joyce, Janicke 18345 SW Neugebauer Hillsboro OR 97123 
Darwin Jansen PO Box 151 Banks OR 97106 
David JaV 16215 SW 319th PI Hillsboro OR 97123 
David E Jeans 17616 SW 192nd Ave Sherwood OR 97140 

:~r& Mrs Donald Louis iJenkins .14225 NW Pioneer Rd Beaverton OR 97006 --'-,-- . . ... 
.r2~~~ Jeps~n ;228~6f3VV Lodgepole Ave Tualatin OR 97062 
Shelley S :Johansen 57705 NW Johansen Ln Gales Creek OR 97117 
Carl H -Johnson 16030 SW Queen Victoria PI King City OR 97224 
Lawrence '---'johnson PO Box 331 Forest Grove OR 97116 
Debbie Judy 1995 SW ChapmanRd Sherwood OR 97140 

Nancy __ Keenan j~~?4 SW Washington St Portland OR 97225 
Richard Kell iPO Box 798 Seaside OR 97138 
IlaV Kendler 19733 Volare Ln Bend OR 97702 
Don & Hannelore Kenner 24040 SW Durdel Dr Sherwood OR 97140 
Joy Kind 249~5 NW Sky Ranch Rd North Plains OR 97133 
Mike Klackle 10910 SW Gram St Tualatin OR 97062 
John & Nina Knight 48285 SW Morel Ln Forest Grove OR 97116 

Lou Ella Knight 5719 NW 205th Ter Portland OR 97229 
·Richard & Adela • Knig},! 1521.8 syv Pleasant Valley Rd Beaverton OR 97007 
Robert Koller 4874 NW RainierTer Portland OR 97229 
LloydH Krause 2130§W Briggs Ct Beaverton OR 97005 
Mark & Patti Lackner 4221 NW Silverleaf Dr Portland OR 97229 
Kathleen C LaFlamme 1701 SE Oak St Hillsboro OR 97123 
Richard Laws 761 NE Sunrise Ln Hillsboro OR 97124 
Sarah Lawton 1985 NW 156th Ave Beaverton OR 97006 
L . Leake 11655 SW 11 th St Beaverton OR 97005 
Paul Lee ; 10683 NW Valley Vista Rd Hillsboro OR 97124 
Jan Lehmann 'POBox 1602 Beaverton OR 97075 
Robert H Lidfors PO Box 1129 Beaverton OR 97075 
Frank Little 20770 SW Scholls-Sherwood Rd ,Sherwood OR 97140 
Carina Liu 12948 NW Tigon Ln Portland OR 97229 
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First Name 
Deborah 
Jim 
Sharlene 
Pamela 
Mary 
Rex 
Glenn 
Francis A 
Kathleen 
Thomas H 
Nancy 
J A 
Joy 
Tom 
Patrick 
John A 
Franklin 
Donald Wm 
Jake 
Virginia G 
Samir 
Joseph C 
Malcolm 
Claire & Allen 
Phillip S 
laurence A 
Michael 
Matha H 
Regine 
David 
Verne W 
Lillian 
Harry Brown & 
John 

:ba$t}a~rne 
loers 
long 
ludwig 
Maclellan 
Manseau 
Markley 
Marques 
Marta 
Mattern 
McCready 
McGillivray 
McKie 
McNeal 
Merrels 
Merritt 
Michel Jr 
Middleton 
Miner 
Mintz 
Mitchell 
Mokashi 
Molinari 
Moreno 
Morgan 
Morgan 
Morin 
Moscarelli 
Moyer 
Neiders 
Nemarnik 
Newcomb 
Nofziger 
Noreen Metzger 
O'Connor 

CP04M 

Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

:6475 SW 90th Ave 

Planning Commissioner 
30850 SW laurelview Rd 
5230 NW 137th Ave 
12215 SW 158th Ave 
16532SW f::lolly Hill Rd 
9779§'!:!Day St .. 
10500 NW Greenview 
23711 SW 195th PI 
363 Turnberry Ave 
PO Box 91023 
3265 NE Glencoe Oaks PI 
PO Box 1499 
10475 S'!:!tI/10ckingbirdWy 
21272 .N,!:!"tI/1iri.C3r11 Wy 
13790 SW Far Vista St 
PO Box 129 

19849 SWSpringCrest 6r" 
'706 SW Miller Hill Rd 

H m'm=~_NN~~~'='W~' 

12613 N,!:!~!y~li~abeth Ct 
9777 SE 36th Ave 

'12405 ~~~?Ppy gi .. 
16564 NW Vetter Dr 

'''''H>_'''_~" ."M'"'_,W~Wm" " 

.86;39 SW Hamlet Ct 
8760 SW Jamieson Rd 
1130 NW91stAve 
~Nr ~~,~"c __ ~_ , ~ 

16638 NW Graf St 
14517 SE 178th PI 

122075 SW leBeau Rd 

Portland 
Sherwood 
Woodburn 
Portland 
Hillsboro 

L,C3~e()s\y~~»c:l. 
Beaverton 
Hillsboro 
Beaverton 
"»-_~~0N0 ______ ' _____ ~" .. m"'"""~~'h 

Sherwood 
• Portland 

~ , , ~~~ "' -.~---,,--,,--- .----. 

iBeaverton 
lpo,!I.~nd· . 
iMilwaukie 
Gaston 

OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 

OR 
OR 
OR 

lOR 
OR 

~ .. 
OR 
OR 
OR 

;OR 
OR 

:OR 
OR 
OR 

mmmNNNT"NN 

OR 
OR 
OR 

"''''''''NNNNN~~~~ ______ o 

OR 
OR iPortland 

Tigard. OR 
Portland OR 

;11560'13w LynrnridgeAve 
"16290 NWSro'nso'n R»cj .......... iQ:;:=ri~;; . 

OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 

18511 Forest Park Rd 
10370 SW Century Oak Dr 
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97223 
97223 
97123 
97229 

(9.7007 
97123 
97140 
97229 
97140 
97071 
:97291 
97124 
97035 
97007 

,97124 
f97005 

... ~r~fi40 
97225 

197007 
197229 
197222 
97119 
97229 

t~~;;~ 
'97229' 
'97229 
98058 
97140 
97225 

.97006 
97123 
97224 

131

First Name 7!,.ast~9me 
Deborah loers 
Jim long 
Sharlene ludwig 
Pamela Maclellan 
Mary Manseau 
Rex Markley 
Glenn Marques 
Francis A Marta 
Kathleen Mattern 
Thomas H McCready 
Nancy McGillivray 
J A McKie 
Joy McNeal 
Tom Merrels 
Patrick Merritt 
John A Michel Jr 
Franklin Middleton 
Donald Wm Miner 
Jake Mintz 
Virginia G Mitchell 
Samir Mokashi 
Joseph C Molinari 
Malcolm Moreno 
Claire & Allen Morgan 
Phillip S Morgan 
laurence A Morin 
Michael Moscarelli 
Matha H Moyer 
Regine Neiders 
David Nemarnik 
Verne W Newcomb 
lillian Nofziger 
Harry Brown & Noreen Metzger 
John O'Connor 

CP04M 

Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

192 Augusta eir 
1 0730'SW ·lind ~Ave 

, ,~ " ,~.'. "'" ~ "~~~, •• "~"~o"n~"~ 

6475 SW 90th Ave 
30850 SW laurelview Rd 

Planning Commissioner 5230 NW 137th Ave 
12215 SW 158th Ave 
16532 SWI::l0llyHili R.d .. 
9l79 .... ?If':J.Day St 
10500 NW Greenview 
23711 SW 195th PI 
363 Turnberry Ave 
PO Box 91023 
3265 NE Glencoe Oaks PI 
PO Box 1499 
1 0475SWMockingbird Wy 
21272 NIf':J.M.iri.am Wy 
13790 SW Far Vista St 
PO Box 129 
9~~9 SIN Spring Crest bT 

i706SW Miller Hill Rd , .... 
"""~"""""~-~,,,,,,,,",,,~,, 

12613 NW~lyElizabeth Ct 
9777 SE 36th Ave 

12405 SIf':JP~JlPX.[)E 
16564 NW Vetter Dr 
8639 SW Hamlet Ct 
8760 SW Jamieson Rd 
1130 NW 915t Ave 
16638 NW Graf St 
14517 SE 178th PI 
22075 SW leBeau Rd 
'11500 SW lynrnridge Ave 
"1629·0 NW Srons()n'Ffti 
18511 Forest Park Rd 
10370 SW Century Oak Dr 
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Waverly 
iPortland 
i 

Portland OR 
. Hillsboro OR 

Portland OR 

, ,.E3.~C3.\i'erton .OR 
'Hillsboro OR 
Sherwood OR 
Portland OR 
Sherwood lOR 
Woodburn OR 
Portland 'OR 

Hillsboro OR 

~.C3.k.e. .Os\,/.e.g.e> .. OR 
Beaverton lOR 
Hillsboro OR 
Beaverton OR 
Sherwood OR 
, ." M 'W'_" ~~~ __ ~~_,_"., 

Portland OR 
. Beaverton' ···,·tOR 
i Portland OR 
irv1ilwaukie 
Gaston 

; Portland 
Tigard 
Portland 

..... 'P()rtland 

;Portland 
H<:nton 
'Sherwood 
'Portland 
Beaverton 
Hillsboro 
Tig?rd 

OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 
OR 

97223 
97123 
97229 

\9.7007 
97123 
97140 
97229 
97140 
97071 
97291 
97124 
97035 
97007 
97124 
97005 

'i97140 
97225 
,97007 

i9!229 
197222 
97119 
97229 

i97224 
97225 

'97229 
97229 
98058 
97140 
97225 
97006 
97123 
97224 

Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

First Name ~astJ)lame ,Compaoy;i :::m~I:m?~~~," 
Deborah Loers 192 Aligust§I<::;~r~ 
Jim Long CP04M ,10730 SW 12.nd/\ve OR 912.2 
Sharlene ludwig 6475 SW 90th Ave ,Portland OR 97223 
Pamela Maclellan 30850 SW Laurelview Rd Hillsboro OR 97123 
Mary Manseau Planning Commissioner 5230 NW 137th Ave Portland OR 912.29 
Rex Markley 12215 SW 158th Ave Beaverton OR ,97007 
Glenn Marques 16532 SWHolly Hill Rd Hillsboro OR 97123 
Francis A Marta 97.79 SWDay St , Sherwood ,OR 97140 
Kathleen Mattern 10500 NW Greenview Ln Portland OR 912.29 
Thornas H McCready 23711 SW 195th PI Sherwood OR 97140 
Nancy McGillivray 363 Turnberry Ave Woodburn OR 97071 
J A McKie PO Box 91023 Portland OR 97291 
Joy McNeal 3265 NE Glencoe Oaks PI Hillsboro OR 97124 
Tom Merrels PO Box 1499 Lake Oswego OR 97035 
Patrick Merritt 10475 SW Mockingbird Wy Beaverton 'OR 97007 
John A Michel Jr 21272 NW,Miriam Wy Hillsboro OR 97124 
Franklin Middleton 13790 SW Far Vista St Beaverton OR 97005 
Donald Wm Miner PO Box 129 Sherwood OR 97140 
Jake Mintz ,9849 SW Spring Crest Dr Portland OR 97225 
Virginia G Mitchell '706 SW Miller Hill Rd Beaverton OR 97007 
Samir Mokashi 12613 NW J\lIy Elizabeth Ct 'Portland OR 97229 
Joseph C Molinari 97.77 SE 36th Ave 'Milwaukie OR 97222 
Malcolm Moreno 12405 SW p~_ppYDr Gaston OR 97119 
Claire & Allen Morgan 16564 NW Vetter Dr Portland OR 912.29 
Phillip S Morgan 8639 SW Hamlet Ct Tigard OR 912.24 
laurence A Morin 8760 SW Jamieson Rd Portland OR '97225 
Michael Moscarelli 1130 NW 91st Ave -- -, Portland OR 97229 
Matha H Moyer 16638 NW Graf st Portland OR 97229 
Regine Neiders 14517 SE 178th PI Renton OR 98058 
David Nemarnik 22075 SW LeBeau Rd Sherwood OR 97140 
Verne W Newcomb '11500 SW Lynrnridge Ave Portland OR 97225 
Lillian Nofziger '16290 NW Bronson Rd' Beaverton OR 97006 
Harry Brown & Noreen Metzger 18511 Forest Park Rd Hillsboro OR 97123 
John O'Connor 10370 SW Century Oak Dr Tigard OR 97224 
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Verlena 

.T.~.().ITlC3.~.& Ingrid 
John M 
Andreas 
Tim &Anne 
Jeff ................................... 
Cod¥ 
Lauritz P 
Ted 
Jim 

'Pinkert 
[Pointer 

Julia IPol11~roy 
George"E~& Donna Lee Poole 

William 
Norman 
Owen 
Traci & Julia 
John 
Frank D 
Scott 

:Wayne E 
I.ioe~ .... 
iClare"rlce D 

1 (3!!r:L 
Marc & Susan 
Elizabeth 

C!~~l:&~Yirg il 
',Deanna M 
"",~, '" 'W",.,',', __ ~'_y_ 

iJ()seph E 
Marc 

Ruiz 

San Soucie 

Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

;7150 S~ .. ~pperBoones, ~y Rd. 
i302?13C1.¥.mond St 

...... F512~ .. SV,! Trenton Ct 

i 1907 NW Hoyt St 
HS70Q"SW Hart Rd 
23805 NW Dierdorff Rd 

~H300NW 185th#135 
i4975 SW 65th Ave 

"····· .. TPI~r1~j~g"C()mmissioner : 16965 NW Bernietta Ct 

3484 NW 313th Ave 
·~~~ ___ Mmm,.,~ " 

10285 SW 77th Ave 
PO Box 310 

87.~~. N\tY .. I!'Y,ing 5t 
17.1 ... ~ ... t-.l\tY .. Hoyt 
3960 !3WRidgewood Ave 
18240 SW Horse Tale Dr 
12 W Main St I Box 20 

,~ ~~"N ~~, ~ ~ 

f 16500 SW Myrtle Ave 
5946NW 181st Ave 

i 1787 SW Brookwood Ave 
15055 Waseca Ln 

'~m""_"N" '''' "'~'fiW",,_" 

PI§lnninQC().mm~ssioner ... ~~~_90_Slvy .. ~ul.~.!v1tn 
19828 SW Tile Flat Rd 
13200 SW Whitmore Rd 
30101 SW Grabel Rd 

.11455 NW McDaniel Rd 
116664 SW Jordan 

"115175NWWest Union Rd 
+150 Box'''1013 

44232 NVV~re~z:>,~n. 
;21180 SW Johnson St 

E'IClnning9ommissioner .. r 17970 NW RClpid St 
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Beaverton 
Hillsboro 

. Portland 

. Portland 
Portland 
Hillsboro 

. Portland 

Hillsboro 
Portland 
Portland 
Portland 
Beaverton 
Brookside 
Tigard 
Portland 
Hillsboro 
Apple Valley 

Ti~§r(j 
Beaverton 
Hillsboro 
Hillsboro 
Portland 
Tigard 
. Portland 
: Forest Grove 
Forest Grove 
Aloha 
Beaverton 

OR 97224 
OR 97116 
OR 97006 
OR 97209 
OR 97007 
OR 97124 
OR 97229 
OR 97221 
OR 97229 
OR 97124 
OR 97223 
Or 97123 
OR 97229 
OR 97209 
OR 97225 
OR 97007 
NJ 07926-0020 
OR 97224 
OR 97229 
OR 97123 
CA 92307 
OR 97224 
OR 97007 
OR 97123 
OR 97123 
OR 97229 
OR 97224 
OR 97229 
OR 97116 
OR 97116 
OR 97006 
OR 97006 
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Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

Ii'~as~ltt ' ?C' ";':l~J~i!';;Zi":~lfY~ 
Michelle lOleso~ Gleneden Beach 97388 

Lloyd, 'Olson 13141 SWTellfel Hill Beaverton 97007 

~alph", :Oison .A:iA'LLC " 7156s~upper Boones Fy Rcl Durham OR 97224 
_} __ 'mNm~~~~~~N 

;1::~lian, M !Ooley, i~Q??RC3ymond St 'Forest Grove OR 97116 

Jack Orchard 15126 SW Trenton Ct Beaverton OR 97006 
Verlena Orr 1907 NW Hoyt St Portland OR 97209 
Thomas & Ingrid Palm 18700 SW Hart Rd Beaverton OR 97007 
John M Pangborn 23805 NW Dierdorff Rd Hillsboro OR 97124 
Andreas Pa"latos 3300 NW 185th #135 Portland OR 97229 
Tim & Anne 'Perri 4975 sw 65th Ave Portland OR 97221 
Jeff 'Petrillo Commissioner 16965 NW Bern ietta Ct Portland OR 97229 

Cody", r:~ilpgt 3484 NW 313th Ave Hillsboro OR 97124 
Lauritz P Pillers 10285 SW 77th Ave Portland OR 97223 
Ted Pinkert PO Box 310 Hillsboro Or 97123 
Jim Pointer 8755 NW Irving St Portland OR 97229 
Julia Pomeroy 171,1 ',Nw}ioyt Portland OR 97209 
George E & Donna Lee Poole 3960 SW Ridgewood Ave Portland OR 97225 
William Powell 18240 SW Horse Tale Dr Beaverton OR 97007 
Norman Preston 12 W Main St i Box 20 Brookside NJ 07926-0020 

~~""'N ;N"'~'''''' 

Owen Redabaugh .1.6500 '§:W Myrtle Ave Tigard OR 97224 
Traci & Julia Reisinger 5946 NW 181stAve Portland OR 97229 
John Resko 1787 SW Brookwood Ave Hillsboro OR 97123 
Frank 0 Richardson 15055 Waseca Ln Apple Valley CA 92307 
Scott Rickard PI,C3nnineQ2I1l'!1issioner 

, 
13896 SW BlJilMtn Tigard OR 97224 

":Jayne E 'Roberts 19828 SW Tile Flat Rd Beaverton OR 97007 
iJoe ~odriguez 13200 SW Whitmore Rd Hillsboro OR 97123 
k:"lare'nce 0 Rose 30101 SW Grabel Rd Hillsboro OR 97123 
'Gary, Ross 11455 NW McDaniel Rd Portland OR 97229 

_'"_'N~""'_" 

Marc & Susan iRothe 16664 SW Jordan Wy Tigard OR 97224 
Elizabeth 'Rudy !151'75NVvVvest Union Rd Portland OR 97229 

Ci~d.¥,&_':Ijr9,il"", Ruiz 'PO Box 1013 : Forest Grove OR 97116 
Deanna M , .. sajis~~,~'",,' ' 44232 NWBr,t'3,E!zy Ln Forest Grove OR 97116 

.J()seph E Salta Jr :21180 SW Johnson St Aloha OR 97006 
Marc San Soucie ,Planning Commissioner '17970 NW Rapid St Beaverton OR 97006 
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Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4,2013 

" ~.Last;l'i,t 
'Oleson PO Box 

Lloy,d Olson 13141 SW Teufel Hill Beaverton 97007 

Ralph iOlson J.JA LLC i'150 Svy Upper Boones Fy Rd Durham OR 97224 
'LiliianM ~Ooley 3q27 Raymond St 'Forest Grove OR 97116 

Jack 'Orchard 15126 SW Trenton Ct Beaverton OR 97006 
Verlena Orr ,1907 NW Hoyt St Portland OR 97209 
Thomas & Ingrid Palm 18700 SW Hart Rd Beaverton OR 97007 
John M Pangborn 23805 NW Dierdorff Rd Hillsboro OR 97124 
Andreas Pavlatos 3300 NW 185th #135 Portland OR 97229 
Tim & Anne Perri 4975 SW 65th Ave Portland OR 97221 
Jeff • Petrillo "Planning'Commissioner 16965 NW Bernietta Ct Portland OR 97229 
Cody i"hilpot 3484 NW 313th Ave Hillsboro OR 97124 

" 

Lauritz P Pillers 10285 SW 77th Ave Portland OR 97223 
Ted Pinkert PO Box 310 Hillsboro Or 97123 
Jim Pointer 8765, NW Irving St Portland OR 97229 
Julia Pomeroy 1711 NW"Hoyt Portland OR 97209 
George E & Donna Lee Poole 3960 SW Ridgewood Ave Portland OR 97225 
William Powell 18240 SW Horse Tale Dr Beaverton OR 97007 
Norman Preston 12 W Main St i Box 20 BrookSide NJ 07926-0020 
Owen Redabaugh ,16500 SW Myrtle Ave Tigard OR 97224 
Traci & Julia Reisinger 5946 NW 181stAve Portland OR 97229 
John Resko 1787 SW Brookwood Ave Hillsboro OR 97123 
Frank 0 Richardson 15055 Waseca Ln Apple Valley CA 92307 
Scott Rickard Planning c;(llllrT1issioner 13890 SW Bull Mtn Tigard OR 97224 
Wayne E • Roberts 19828 SW Tile Flat Rd Beaverton OR 97007 
'Joe' Rodriguez 13200 SW Whitmore Rd Hillsboro OR 97123 ,. 
'Clarence 0 Rose 30101 SW Grabel Rd Hillsboro OR 97123 
'Gary Ross 11455 NW McDaniel Rd Portland OR 97229 
Marc & Susan 'Rothe -16664SVv Jordan Wy Tigard OR 97224 
Elizabeth Rudy :15175 NW West Union Rd Portland OR 97229 
Cindy, &yirgil Ruiz 'PO Bo><1013 'Forest Grove OR 97116 
Deanna M Salis~~ry:- 44232 NW Br~.Elzy Ln, ,Forest Grove OR 97116 
Joseph E Salta Jr 21180 SW Johnson SI Aloha OR 97006 
Marc San Soucie Planning Commissioner '17970 NW Rapid SI Beaverton OR 97006 
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First Name Last Name 
Patricia Sawyer 
Dan Schaur 
Darmalee & Richard Schmidt 
Steve & Jo Ann Schmitz 
Linda Schroeder 
Douglas & Beverly Seet 
Betty L Shannon 
Norma Shaw 
Tom Sheridan 
Anne Siebel 
Erick Siffert 
Steve Skaggs 
Michael C Slack 
Vincent Slyngstad 
Lei A Smith 
Susan Y Smith 
W Boyce F Smith 
Linda L Springer 
Kathy Stallkamp 
Steven & Nancy Starkel 
Dale Otto Stollsteimer 
Eleanora Strassel Chambers 
Jon Tang 
Cindy Thomas 
Elizabeth June Thompson 
Lily Todd 
Mike & Sharon Totman 
Alison M Utzinger 
Patricia A Van Dyke 
Paul Vargo 
Richard Vial 
Marilyn Wagoner 
Lewis 0 Walker 
Darla Wall 

Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

Company .. n"\~(~1:~i:f!'!AddK~~S . ::1~i~1 
2804 NE 40th Ave 

CPO Coordinator 155 N First Ave, MS 48 
11860 SW Walker Rd 
12261 NW Welsh Dr 

Washington County LRP 155 N First Ave!MS 14 
18333 SW Pheasant Ln 
5932 NE Harvest St 
18125 NW Dixie Mtn Rd 
17780 SW 111th Ave 
12745 SW Scout Dr 
12808 NW Diamond Dr 
3221 NW 123rd PI 

CP04K 

1380 SE Oak St 
18.205 SW Rigert Rd 

,2980 SW 120th Ave 
... ;'2760 SWn9thAVe . 

9851 SW Stonecreek Dr 
2944 NW Norwalk PI 
17635 131 st Ave 
10825 SW Grabhorn Rd 
2448 Turner 
2901 South Bayshore Dr 
4720 NW Malhuer Ave 
16811 NW Avondale Dr 
2888 NW Beuhla Vista Ter 
902 SE Handel PI 
1724 18th Ave 
20330 SW Avon Ct 
11370 SW Berkshire St 
125 NW 139th Ave 

Planning Commissioner 7000 SW Varns St 
17765 SW Cooe.er Mt~ Ln 
24100 SW Rosa Rd 
7310 SW Florence Ln 

Page 7 of 8 

·:!:~;::~t:'i: .. ~~myr"i:;; It::: I$.t~te I . Zjp:I'~!ti:I' : II 
• Portland OR 97212 
. Hillsboro OR 97124 
Beaverton OR 97005 
Portland OR 97229 
Hillsboro OR 97124 
Beaverton OR 97006 
Hillsboro OR 97124 
North Plains lOR 97133 
Tualatin 'OR 97062 
Beaverton OR 97008 
Portland JOR 97229 

. Portland OR :97229 
Hillsboro 

" HA" 

"~"197123 OR 

... J~~~~~i!.~n OR :97007 
Beaverton OR '97665 

A' 'vv~~~.,==~.w.~~vv~,~,·" 

I Beaverton .OR 97005 
"'~'~rBeaverton TOR 97007 

Ii 

. Beaverton :OR 97006 

T~~;t~Ld OR 97224 
. Beaverton OR 97007 
West Bloomfield ;MI 48323 
Coconut Grove FL 33133 
Portland OR 97229 
Beaverton OR 97006 
Portland OR 97210 
Hillsboro OR 97123 

: Forest Grove OR 97116 
Aloha OR 97007 
Portland OR 97225 
Portland OR 97229 
Portland OR 97223 
Beaverton OR 97007 
Hillsboro OR 97123 
Portland OR 97223 
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Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

First Name Last Name ComparlY Ir'i::,", '~t~lt!!tAddt~ss '5&{;.' 
'!,"'''' ;,:~~I:~f~tlt!!~~~~W~"~1L~~,: li';,§t~te I :zip"i:lt!!¥ ,I 

Patricia Sawyer 2804 NE 40th Ave Portland OR 97212 
Dan Schaur CPO Coordinator 155 N First Ave, MS 48 Hillsboro OR 97124 
Darmalee & Richard Schmidt 11860 SW Walker Rd Beaverton OR 97005 
Steve & Jo Ann Schmitz 12261 NW Welsh Dr Portland OR 97229 
Linda Schroeder Washington County LRP 155 N First Ave, MS 14 Hillsboro OR 97124 
Douglas & Beverly Seet 18333 SW Pheasant Ln Beaverton OR 97006 
Betty L Shannon 5932 NE Harvest St Hillsboro OR 97124 
Norma Shaw 18125 NW Dixie Mtn Rd North Plains :OR 97133 
Tom Sheridan 17780 SW 111th Ave Tualatin OR 97062 
Anne Siebel 12745 SW Scout Dr Beaverton OR 97008 
Erick Siffert 12808 NW Diamond Dr Portland OR 97229 
Steve Skaggs 3221 NW 123rd PI Portland OR 97229 
Michael C Slack 1380 SE Oak St Hillsboro OR 197123 

~ ~~ ~~~~~~~~~ ~-~~ 

." l$ea\l~rt(ln '97007 Vincent Slyngstad 18205 SW Rigert Rd OR 
Lei A Smith 2980 SW 120th Ave Beaverton OR 97005 
Susan Y Smith :2760 SW 119th Ave ~,TBeav~rton OR 97005 
W Boyce F Smith 9851 SW Stonecreek Dr 'Beaverton OR 97007 
Linda L Springer 2944 NW Norwalk PI Beaverton OR 97006 
Kathy Stallkamp CP04K 17635 131 st Ave TiQa~d OR 97224 
Steven & Nancy Starkel 10825 SW Grabhorn Rd Beaverton OR 97007 
Dale Otto Stollsteimer 2448 Turner West Bloomfield MI 48323 
Eleanora Strassel Chambers 2901 South Bayshore Dr Coconut Grove FL 33133 
Jon Tang 4720 NW Malhuer Ave Portland OR 97229 
Cindy Thomas 16811 NWAvondale Dr Beaverton OR 97006 
Elizabeth June Thompson 2888 NW Beuhla Vista Ter Portland OR 97210 
Lily Todd 902 SE Handel PI Hillsboro OR 97123 
Mike & Sharon Totman 1724 18th Ave ForestGrove OR 97116 
Alison M Utzinger 20330 SW Avon Ct Aloha OR 97007 
Patricia A Van Dyke 11370 SW Berkshire St Portland OR 97225 
Paul Vargo 125 NW 139th Ave Portland OR 97229 
Richard Vial Planning Commissioner 7000 SW Varns St Portland OR 97223 
Marilyn Wagoner 17765 SW CoofJer Mtn. Ln Beaverton OR 97007 
Lewis 0 Walker 24100 SW Rosa Rd Hillsboro OR 97123 
Darla Wall 7310 SW Florence Ln Portland OR 97223 
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Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

First Name Last Name Company 1',<"'" :~I;\~'Addtess ~~~~, , :l~~Y1~~ ~~~tY;~~~~~~',' ~'State I Zip '~~i~ ~I 
Patricia Sawyer 2804 NE 40th Ave Portland OR 97212 
Dan Schaur CPO Coordinator 155 N First Ave, MS 48 Hillsboro OR 97124 
Darmalee & Richard Schmidt 11860 SW Walker Rd Beaverton OR 97005 
Steve & Jo Ann Schmitz 12261 NW Welsh Dr Portland OR 97229 
Linda Schroeder Washington County LRP 155 N First Ave, MS 14 Hillsboro OR 97124 
Douglas & Beverly Seet 18333 SW Pheasant Ln Beaverton OR 97006 
Betty L Shannon 5932 NE Harvest St Hillsboro OR 97124 
Norma Shaw 18125 NW Dixie Mtn Rd North Plains ,OR 97133 
Tom Sheridan 17780 SW 111th Ave Tualatin OR 97062 
Anne Siebel 12745 SW Scout Dr Beaverton OR 97008 
Erick Siffert 12808 NW Diamond Dr Portland OR 97229 
Steve Skaggs 3221 NW 123rd PI Portland OR 97229 
Michael C Slack 1380 SE Oak St Hillsboro OR ;97123 
Vincent Slyngstad 18205 SW Rigert Rd iBeaverton OR 97007 
Lei A Smith 2980 SW 120th Ave Beaverton OR 97005 
Susan Y Smith 2760 SW 119th Ave Be'averton OR 97005 
W Boyce F Smith 9851 SW Stonecreek Dr 'Beaverton ~ClR 97007 
Linda L Springer 2944 NW Norwalk PI Beaverton OR 97006 
Kathy Stallkamp CP04K 17635 131st Ave Tigard OR 97224 
Steven & Nancy Starkel 10825 SW Grabhorn Rd Beaverton OR 97007 
Dale Otto Stollsteimer 2448 Turner West Bloomfield MI 48323 
Eleanora Strassel Chambers 2901 South Bayshore Dr Coconut Grove FL 33133 
Jon Tang 4720 NW Malhuer Ave Portland OR 97229 
Cindy Thomas 16811 NW Avondale Dr Beaverton OR 97006 
Elizabeth June Thompson 2888 NW Beuhla Vista Ter Portland OR 97210 
Lily Todd 902 SE Handel PI Hillsboro OR 97123 
Mike & Sharon Totman 1724 18th Ave . Forest Grove OR 97116 
Alison M Utzinger 20330 SW Avon Ct Aloha OR 97007 
Patricia A Van Dyke 11370 SW Berkshire St Portland OR 97225 
Paul Vargo 125 NW 139th Ave Portland OR 97229 
Richard Vial Planning CommiSSioner 7000 SW Varns St Portland OR 97223 
Marilyn Wagoner 17765 SW Cooper Mtn Ln Beaverton OR 97007 
Lewis 0 Walker 24100 SW Rosa Rd Hillsboro OR 97123 
Darla Wall 7310 SW Florence Ln Portland OR 97223 

Page 7 of 8 



Robert 
Stan 
Lonnie Rae 
Marvin 

• Harriet 
~~~N'·rw~'~ Hnmmb>'_",,*""0M 

Y\l~I~8..Mariy~. 
.Susan 

,Robert 
Mrs RA 

iBarbara 

Winter 
• Winters 
'Wiser 
~Wittke 

IYamanaka 
"~rYourig~ 

]Vouni 
:Zandonatti 
iZellner 

Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

Hwy 
17165 NE Countyridge Dr 

Commissioner 2758 NE Charlois Dr 
40250 NW Bledsoe Creek Ln 
14 Cuvier St 
1350 SWWoodward Wy 
18265 SW McCormick Hill 
7740 SVYWest Slope Dr 
19820 SW Gassner Rd 

;8350 Joy Haven 
113380 SWButner Rd 

""""""",,,,\,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,''''''''''''''''., 

856 SE 62nd Ave 
'9360 Reiser Ln SE 
21~~9 SW Green Slop~ Rd 

Page 8 of 8 

OR 97229 
Hillsboro OR 97124 
Banks OR 97103 
San Francisco CA 94112 
Portland OR 97225 
Hillsboro OR 97123 
Portland OR 97225 
Beaverton OR 97007 
Salem OR 97317 

: Beaverton OR 97005 
Hillsboro OR 97123 
Stayton OR 97383 
Beaverton OR 97007 

134

J Douglas 
Richard & Mary 
Matt 
Robert 
Stan 
Lonnie Rae 
Marvin 
Harriet 
YV~lt&Mariyn 
Susan 
Liz S 
Robert 
Mrs RA 
Barbara 

Watson 
Watson 
Wellner 
Wellton 
Williams 
Winter 
Winters 

'Wiser 
~" ... \rViltke 
····'yamanaka 

Young 
jvouns 
Zandonatti 
Zellner 

Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4, 2013 

17165 NE Countyridge Dr 
Planning Commissioner 2758 NE Charlois Dr 

40250 NWBledsoe Creek Ln 
14 Cuvier St 
1350 SW Woodward Wy 
18265 SW McCormick Hill 
7740 SW West Slope Dr 
19820 SW Gassner Rd 

.8350 Joy Haven 
13380 SW Butner Rd 

"""""'''W _N 

856 SE 62nd Ave 
'9360 Reiser Ln SE 
21340 ~V\I(3reen Slope Rd 
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97062 
OR 97229 

Hillsboro OR 97124 
Banks OR 97103 
San Francisco CA 94112 
Portland OR 97225 
Hillsboro OR 97123 
Portland OR 97225 
Beaverton OR 97007 
Salem OR 97317 
Beaverton OR 97005 
Hillsboro OR 97123 
Stayton OR 97383 
Beaverton OR 97007 

;:i;FirstN~me", ~lit;L~~~13m~;tYP<;l~ 
J Douglas Watson 
Richard & Mary Watson 
Malt Wellner 
Robert Wellton 
Stan Williams 
Lonnie Rae Winter 

Marvin Winters 
Harriet Wiser 
Walt &Mariyn :Wiltke 
Susan 'Yamanaka 
Liz S 'Young 

. Robert Young 
Mrs R A Zandonatti 
Barbara Zellner 

Individual Notice Mailing List 
October 4. 2013 

" ::;~~(li{i'e~g'f ''-:'.'. 

18081 SW Pacific Hwy 
17165 NE Countyridge Dr 

Planning Commissioner 2758 NE Charlois Dr 
40250 NW Bledsoe Creek Ln 
14 Cuvier SI 
1350 SW Woodward Wy 
18265 SW McCormick Hill 
7740 SW West Slope Dr 
19820 SW Gassner Rd 

,8350 Joy Haven 

,133~Q5'W ButnE!r Rd 
856 SE 62nd Ave 
9360 Reiser Ln SE 
21340 SW Green Slope Rd 
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97062 
OR 97229 

Hillsboro OR 97124 
Banks OR 97103 
San Francisco CA 94112 
Portland OR 97225 
Hillsboro OR 97123 
Portland OR 97225 
Beaverton OR 97007 
Salem OR 97317 
Beaverton OR 97005 
Hillsboro OR 97123 
Stayton OR 97383 
Beaverton OR 97007 



WASHINGTON COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND USE 

CASE FILE: A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 
Type III Hearing Notice 

& TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
SERVICES DIVISION -
LONG RANGE PLANNING 
155 NORTH FIRST AVENUE 
HILLSBORO, OREGON 97124 
(503) 846·3519 

AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING 

1 
STATE OF OREGON I 
COUNTY OF WASHINGTON I SS 

J 

Linda Schroeder,declares as follows: 
That at all times herein mentioned, she was an employee of the County of Washington; that acting for the County 
on the 4th day of October, 2013, she did on that date, mail notice to the landowners (on Assessment and 
Taxation Computer Printout) within 1 000 feet of the property described in A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772, in 
accordance with the requirements of the Washington County Community Development Code. 

Attached is a copy of the notice mailed and a list of the property owners and/or other affected parties to whom the 
notice was sent. 

I, Linda Schroeder, being first duly sworn depose and say that I am the party in the foregoing statement and that 
the same is true. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this J3JE.D day of October, 2013. 

OFFICIAL SEAL 
TRACI JEAN SHIRLEY 

NOTARY PUBLIC OREGON 
COMMISSION NO. 461736 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES SEPTEMBER 30, 2015 

Notary Public for Oregon 

My Commission Expires: $.#. 30, 2LJ l S 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

County Counsel 
For Washington County, 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND USE 

CASE FILE: A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 
Type III Hearing Notice 

& TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
SERVICES DIVISION-
LONG RANGE PLANNING 
155 NORTH FIRST AVENUE 
HILLSBORO, OREGON 97124 
(503) 846-3519 

AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING 

STATE OF OREGON 
COUNTY OF WASHINGTON SS 

Linda Schroeder,declares as follows: 
That at all times herein mentioned, she was an employee of the County of Washington; that acting for the County 
on the 4th day of October, 2013, she did on that date, mail notice to the landowners (on Assessment and 
Taxation Computer Printout) within 1000 feet of the property described in A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772, in 
accordance with the requirements of the Washington County Community Development Code. 

Attached is a copy of the notice mailed and a list of the property owners and/or other affected parties to whom the 
notice was sent. 

I, Linda Schroeder, being first duly sworn depose and say that I am the party in the foregoing statement and that 
the same is true. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this ;;;SIZ-D day of October, 2013. 

OFFICIAL SEAL 
TRACI JEAN SHIRLEY 

NOTARY PUBLIC - OREGON 
COMMISSION NO. 461736 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES SEPTEMBER 30, 2015 

Notary Public for Oregon 

My Commission Expires: $t.p!-. 301 2L1 t S 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

County Counsel 
For Washington County, 

WASHINGTON COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND USE 

CASE FILE: A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 
Type III Hearing Notice 

& TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
SERVICES DIVISION-
LONG RANGE PLANNING 
155 NORTH FIRST AVENUE 
HILLSBORO, OREGON 97124 
(503) 846·3519 

AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING 

1 
STATE OF OREGON I 
COUNTY OF WASHINGTON I SS 

J 

Linda Schroeder,declares as follows: 
That at all times herein mentioned, she was an employee of the County of Washington; that acting for the County 
on the 4th day of October, 2013, she did on that date, mail notice to the landowners (on Assessment and 
Taxation Computer Printout) within 1000 feet of the property described in A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772, in 
accordance with the requirements of the Washington County Community Development Code. 

Attached is a copy of the notice mailed and a list of the property owners and/or other affected parties to whom the 
notice was sent. 

I, Linda Schroeder, being first duly sworn depose and say that I am the party in the foregoing statement and that 
the same is true. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this J.3'{LD day of October, 2013. 

OFFICIAL SEAL 
TRACI JEAN SHIRLEY 

NOTARY PUBLIC • OREGON 
COMMISSION NO. 461736 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES SEPTEMBER 30, 2015 

0~~ 
Notary Public for Oregon 

My Commission Expires: St.p!-. 301 2LJ L S 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

County Counsel 
For Washington County, 



WASHINGTON COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND USE & TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
LONG RANGE PLANNING 
155 NORTH FIRST AVENUE. ROOM 350-14 
HILLSBORO. OREGON 97124 
(503) 846-3519 fax: (503) 846-4412 
www.co.washington.or.us 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC 
HEARINGS 
PROCEDURE TYPE III 

CPO: 8 

COMMUNITY PLAN: Rural/Natural Resource Plan 

EXISTING LAND USE DISTRICT(S): 
AF-5 - Agriculture and Forest 5 Acre 
RR-5 Rural Residential 5 Acre 

CHANGES TO THE PROPOSED PLAN AMENDMENT: 

CASE FILE NO.: A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 

APPLICANTS: 
Robert & April Jossy 
31965 NW Beach Road 
Hillsboro OR 97124 

APPLICANT'S REPRESENTATIVE: 
Larry Derr, Attorney 

OWNERS: 
Applicants 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: 
ASSESSOR MAP AND TAX LOT NOeS): 1N312, TLs 1900, 
3400,3500,3600,3700, & 3800; 1N311, TLs 1400. 1900, 
1200 & 1300 
SITE SIZE: Approximately 87 acres 
ADDRESS: (Various site addresses) 
LOCATION: South of the city of North Plains and north of 
NW Beach Road 

The Board of Commissioners directed that the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District be removed from four tax lots surrounding 
the Sunset Airstrip, three of which are designated Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) and one designated Agriculture and Forest (AF-20). The 
Board also directed that proposed CDC 389 be revised to no longer limit the number of tie-downs per lot with a dwelling unit, to clarify 
that only one hangar will be allowed per lot with an existing dwelling, and that commercial aviation activities will be prOhibited. 

Public hearings on A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 will be 
held in the auditorium of the Washington County Public Services 
Building, located at 155 North First Avenue, Hillsboro OR 
97124. 

Hearings before the Board of County Commissioners: 

October 15, 2013 at 10:00 AM 

October 22, 2013 at 6:30 PM 

The decision of the Board is final unless appealed. All interested 
persons may appear and provide written or oral testimony 
(written testimony may be submitted prior to a hearing). Only 
those making an appearance of record shall be entitled to 
appeal. The public hearings will be conducted in accordance 
with the rules of procedure as adopted by the Board of County 
Commissioners. Reasonable time limits will be imposed. 

Assistive Listening Devices are available for persons with 
impaired hearing and can be scheduled for this meeting by 
calling 503-846-8611 (voice) or 503-846-4598 (TOO-
T ele-communications Devices for the Deaf) no later than 
5:00 pm on the Monday preceding the meeting date. 

The County will also upon request endeavor to arrange for the 
following services to be provided: qualified sign language 
interpreters for persons with speech or hearing impairments; 
and qualified bilingual interpreters. Since these services must 
be scheduled with outside service providers, it is important to 
allow as much lead time as possible. Please notify the County 
of your need by 5:00 pm on the Monday preceding the meeting 
date. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT: 

Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner, at 503-846-8817 

AREA MAP 

~SUBJECTPROPERTY 
NOTICE TO MORTGAGEE, LIENHOLDER, 
VENDOR OR SELLER: ORS CHAPTER 215 REQUIRES 
THAT IF YOU RECEIVE THIS NOTICE, IT MUST BE 
PROMPTLY FORWARDED TO THE PURCHASER. 

136

• 
WASHINGTON COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND USE & TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
LONG RANGE PLANNING 
155 NORTH FIRST AVENUE, ROOM 350-14 
HILLSBORO, OREGON 97124 
(503) 846-3519 fax: (503) 846-4412 
www.co.washington.or.us 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC 
HEARINGS 
PROCEDURE TYPE III 

CPO: 8 

COMMUNITY PLAN: Rural/Natural Resource Plan 

EXISTING LAND USE DISTRICT(S): 
AF-5 - Agriculture and Forest 5 Acre 
RR-5 Rural Residential 5 Acre 

CHANGES TO THE PROPOSED PLAN AMENDMENT: 

CASE FILE NO.: A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 

APPLICANTS: 
Robert & April Jossy 
31965 NW Beach Road 
Hillsboro OR 97124 

APPLICANT'S REPRESENTATIVE: 
Larry Derr, Attorney 

OWNERS: 
Applicants 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: 
ASSESSOR MAP AND TAX LOT NO(S): 1 N3 12, TLs 1900, 
3400,3500,3600,3700, & 3800; 1N311, TLs 1400,1900, 
1200 & 1300 
SITE SIZE: Approximately 87 acres 
ADDRESS: (Various site addresses) 
LOCATION: South of the city of North Plains and north of 
NW Beach Road 

The Board of Commissioners directed that the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District be removed from four tax lots surrounding 
the Sunset Airstrip, three of which are designated Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) and one deSignated Agriculture and Forest (AF-20). The 
Board also directed that proposed CDC 389 be revised to no longer limit the number of tie-downs per lot with a dwelling unit, to clarify 
that only one hangar will be allowed per lot with an existing dwelling, and that commercial aviation activities will be prohibited. 

Public hearings on A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 will be 
held in the auditorium of the Washington County Public Services 
Building, located at 155 North First Avenue, Hillsboro OR 
97124. 

Hearings before the Board of County Commissioners: 

October 15, 2013 at 10:00 AM 

October 22, 2013 at 6:30 PM 

The decision of the Board is final unless appealed. All interested 
persons may appear and provide written or oral testimony 
(written testimony may be submitted prior to a hearing). Only 
those making an appearance of record shall be entitled to 
appeal. The public hearings will be conducted in accordance 
with the rules of procedure as adopted by the Board of County 
Commissioners. Reasonable lime limits will be imposed. 

Assistive Listening Devices are available for persons with 
impaired hearing and can be scheduled for this meeting by 
calling 503-846-8611 (voice) or 503-846-4598 (TOO -
T ele-communications Devices for the Deaf) no later than 
5:00 pm on the Monday preceding the meeting date. 

The County will also upon request endeavor to arrange for the 
following services to be provided: qualified sign language 
interpreters for persons with speech or hearing impairments; 
and qualified bilingual interpreters. Since these services must 
be scheduled with outside service providers, it is important to 
allow as much lead time as possible. Please notify the County 
of your need by 5:00 pm on the Monday preceding the meeting 
date. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT: 

Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner, at 503-846-8817 
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AF-5 - Agriculture and Forest 5 Acre 
RR-5 - Rural Residential 5 Acre 
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31965 NW Beach Road 
Hillsboro OR 97124 
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ASSESSOR MAP AND TAX LOT NO(S): 1 N3 12, TLs 1900, 
3400,3500,3600,3700, & 3800; 1N311, TLs 1400,1900, 
1200 & 1300 
SITE SIZE: Approximately 87 acres 
ADDRESS: (Various site addresses) 
LOCATION: South of the city of North Plains and north of 
NW Beach Road 

The Board of Commissioners directed that the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District be removed from four tax lots surrounding 
the Sunset Airstrip, three of which are designated Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) and one deSignated Agriculture and Forest (AF-20). The 
Board also directed that proposed CDC 389 be revised to no longer limit the number of tie-downs per lot with a dwelling unit, to clarify 
that only one hangar will be allowed per lot with an existing dwelling, and that commercial aviation activities will be prohibited. 

Public hearings on A·Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 will be 
held in the auditorium of the Washington County Public Services 
Building, located at 155 North First Avenue, Hillsboro OR 
97124, 

Hearings before the Board of County Commissioners: 

October 15, 2013 at 10:00 AM 

October 22, 2013 at 6:30 PM 
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persons may appear and provide written or oral testimony 
(written testimony may be submitted prior to a hearing). Only 
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appeal. The public hearings will be conducted in accordance 
with the rules of procedure as adopted by the Board of County 
Commissioners. Reasonable time limits will be imposed. 

Assistive Listening Devices are available for persons with 
impaired hearing and can be scheduled for this meeting by 
calling 503-846-8611 (voice) or 503-846-4598 (TDO
Tele-communications Devices for the Deaf) no later than 
5:00 pm on the Monday preceding the meeting date. 

The County will also upon request endeavor to arrange for the 
following services to be provided: qualified sign language 
interpreters for persons with speech or hearing impairments; 
and qualified bilingual interpreters. Since these services must 
be scheduled with outside service providers, it is important to 
allow as much lead time as possible. Please notify the County 
of your need by 5:00 pm on the Monday preceding the meeting 
date. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT: 

Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner, at 503-846-8817 
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All interested persons may appear and provide written or oral testimony (written testimony 
may be submitted prior to the hearing but not after the conclusion of the hearing). Only 
those making an appearance of record (those presenting oral or written testimony) shall be 
entitled to appeal. Failure to raise an issue in the hearing, in person or by letter, or failure 
to provide sufficient specificity to afford the Review Authority (Planning Commission and/or 
Board of County Commissioners) an opportunity to respond to the issue precludes appeal 
to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) based on the issue. 

The public hearing will be conducted in accordance with the following rules of procedure as 
adopted by the Board of County Commissioners. Reasonable time limits may be imposed. 

RULES OF PROCEDURE 
1. The staff will summarize the applicable substantive review criteria 

2. A summary ofthe staff report is presented. 

3. The applicant's presentation is given. 

4. Testimony of others in favor of the application is given. 

5. Testimony of those opposed to the application is given. 

6. Applicant's rebuttal testimony is given. 

Unless there is a continuance, if a participant so requests before the conclusion of the 
hearing, the record shall remain open for at least seven days after the hearing. Such an 
extension shall be subject to the limitations of ORS 215.428 or 227.178. 

When the Review Authority reopens a record to admit new evidence or testimony, any 
person may raise new issues which relate to the new evidence, testimony or criteria for 
decision-making which apply to the matter at issue. 

A copy of the application, all documents and evidence relied upon by the applicant and 
applicable criteria are available for inspection at no cost at the Department of Land Use & 
Transportation. A copy of this material will be provided at reasonable cost. 

A copy of the staff report will be available for inspection at no cost at the Department of 
Land Use & Transportation at least seven days prior to the hearing. A copy of the staff 
report will be provided at reasonable cost. 

For further information, please contact Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner, Department of 
Land Use & Transportation, at 503-846-3961. 

137

All interested persons may appear and provide written or oral testimony (written testimony 
may be submitted prior to the hearing but not after the conclusion of the hearing). Only 
those making an appearance of record (those presenting oral or written testimony) shall be 
entitled to appeal. Failure to raise an issue in the hearing, in person or by letter, or failure 
to provide sufficient specificity to afford the Review Authority (Planning Commission and/or 
Board of County Commissioners) an opportunity to respond to the issue precludes appeal 
to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) based on the issue. 
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RULES OF PROCEDURE 
1. The staff will summarize the applicable substantive review criteria 

2. A summary of the staff report is presented. 

3. The applicant's presentation is given. 

4. Testimony of others in favor of the application is given. 

5. Testimony of those opposed to the application is given. 

6. Applicant's rebuttal testimony is given. 

Unless there is a continuance, if a participant so requests before the conclusion of the 
hearing, the record shall remain open for at least seven days after the hearing. Such an 
extension shall be subject to the limitations of ORS 215.428 or 227.178. 

When the Review Authority reopens a record to admit new evidence or testimony, any 
person may raise new issues which relate to the new evidence, testimony or criteria for 
decision-making which apply to the matter at issue. 

A copy of the application, all documents and evidence relied upon by the applicant and 
applicable criteria are available for inspection at no cost at the Department of Land Use & 
Transportation. A copy of this material will be provided at reasonable cost. 

A copy of the staff report will be available for inspection at no cost at the Department of 
Land Use & Transportation at least seven days prior to the hearing. A copy of the staff 
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For further information, please contact Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner, Department of 
Land Use & Transportation, at 503-846-3961. 

All interested persons may appear and provide written or oral testimony (written testimony 
may be submitted prior to the hearing but not after the conclusion of the hearing). Only 
those making an appearance of record (those presenting oral or written testimony) shall be 
entitled to appeal. Failure to raise an issue in the hearing, in person or by letter, or failure 
to provide sufficient specificity to afford the Review Authority (Planning Commission and/or 
Board of County Commissioners) an opportunity to respond to the issue precludes appeal 
to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) based on the issue. 

The public hearing will be conducted in accordance with the following rules of procedure as 
adopted by the Board of County Commissioners. Reasonable time limits may be imposed. 

RULES OF PROCEDURE 

1. The staff will summarize the applicable substantive review criteria 

2. A summary of the staff report is presented. 

3. The applicant's presentation is given. 

4. Testimony of others in favor of the application is given. 

5. Testimony ofthose opposed to the application is given. 

6. Applicant's rebuttal testimony is given. 

Unless there is a continuance, if a participant so requests before the conclusion of the 
hearing, the record shall remain open for at least seven days after the hearing. Such an 
extension shall be subject to the limitations of ORS 215.428 or 227.178. 

When the Review Authority reopens a record to admit new evidence or testimony, any 
person may raise new issues which relate to the new evidence, testimony or criteria for 
decision-making which apply to the matter at issue. 

A copy of the application, all documents and evidence relied upon by the applicant and 
applicable criteria are available for inspection at no cost at the Department of Land Use & 
Transportation. A copy of this material will be provided at reasonable cost. 

A copy of the staff report will be available for inspection at no cost at the Department of 
Land Use & Transportation at least seven days prior to the hearing. A copy of the staff 
report will be provided at reasonable cost. 

For further information, please contact Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner, Department of 
Land Use & Transportation, at 503-846-3961. 



Tax Map/Lot Number: 1N312, Tax Lots 1900, 3400, 3500, 3600, 3700, 3800 
1N3 11, Tax Lots 1400,1900, 1200, 1300 

Case File Number: A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 

l!:'ZJ Proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District 

[::r:-:;:;] Existing Airport Land Use Overlay District 

CJ Urban Growth Boundary 

_ City of North Plains 

- - - Runway Centerline 

Applicable Land Use Districts: Applicable Goals. Policies & Regulations: 
RR-5 AF-5 A. LCDC Statewide Planning Goals 1,2,3,9,10, 12 

B. Oregon Revised Statute 836.600 

C. Oregon Administrative Rule 660-013 (Airport Planning) 
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E. Washington County Transportation Plan 
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Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue. Suite 350. MS 14 
Hillsboro. OR 97124·3072 

RECEIVED 
E~~3 ] 

Long Range Planning 
Lan~y~~portation 

1N301CD08500 
Current Resident Or 
BYBEE. RANDALL W & 
BYBEE, VERNA L 
POBOX 1488 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

RETURN TO SENDER 
. tH1hllll1ttJt11j!1Iilhtlll4t~lthtlH1nhh:'lhHtHfHliJ1tj 

1 N301 CD06000 
Current Resident Or 
CARLSON, RICHARD A & 
CARLSON. UNDA L 
POBOX 1893 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

• 

4-~'i!3POS?~ 

. .. ..: fj~~ *""= -. 
Z"/~~~ 

;C :J ~P'rt,;{V~~ 

02 1R $ 00.460 
0002004488 CCT042013 
MAILED FROM ZIP CODE 97123 

X. 978 N'FE l.e8981.21081.'8/G4/l.S 
~ OR'WARV TI,ME E. X? RTN TO SE NO 
CARLSOr, 
11169 SE C~USEY e!F 
PORT~A"D DR 97085-47e9 

RETURN TO SENDER 

11111 plHttltth'I'IUt1hl111 lIlt' t'thi1H1'jlllllj,j\'Jrtlhl 

1 
I 

\ 

• 

• 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use &: Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro. OR 97124-3072 

RECEIVED 
[oc~W1J 

Long Range Planning 
Land Use & Transportation 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use &: Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

RECEIVED 

E~ 
Long Range Planning 

Lan~~~~portatjon 

1 N301 COO8500 
current Resident Or 
BYBEE, RANDALL W & 
BYBEE, VERNA L 
POBOX 1488 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

RETURN TO SENDER 
",.lhul··tIIU1"I,H1I'flIU'rlirtluU1hl'hhHtHf1hl"j 

1 N301 CD06000 
Current Resident Or 
CARLSON, RICHARD A & 
CARLSON, L1NDA L 
POBOX 1893 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

RETURN TO SENDER 
j,I·11'.li, till It ""lillI, 11'\"1\11,,111111\, i IllllI.illatlhl 

, 
I 

\ 

\ 

I 



WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 
Department of Land Use &: Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 

, ~~~SPOs~ 

•
§~~~~-. ·z .~~-.. ? ~ PUN£VBO\I'VlS 

155 N First Avenue. Suite 350. MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

o g 
r T 1m OJ)';:: ~ .S~ 

C 1-, ;>.~ fda l 
I.....-.J N .- en ,.........., I c.. >=: 

OC';) '"' ('Ij Q:.:J : <::> ,gp p 
U t-- /('IjOd 

,U rx 
~)I c5 I gf;3 

~L..----J r-o 

~ -J~ 
....;J 

1N301CD05700 
Current Resident Or 
SAGAR, JAMES & 
ROSSETTI-SAGAR, CHRISTINE K 
PO BOX 719 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lit~rt 

02 1R $ 00.46° 
to . 0002004488 CCT04 2013 

MAILED FROM ZIPCODE 97123 

,.;~? 'U't '!.i;@e5t 

RETURN TO SENDER 
NOT DELIvE~A~LE AS AODRESSED 

UNASLETO FORWARD 

Be: 97124381299 *82~9-83853-84-41 

97 ~4'.j3g ~Oc Ip'lltH1U,'lUnl1tlfnUHU'ltHU,ttt111H_t{'illltl'hl'p 

1 
t 
j 

I 
------------------_-___ ---___ ..... ___ ........ _-__ "".""'~'l,~!".'!"!__:.~~'!':'''''''--:'-''''''', ~ _~;:;.m • ....,--..,._,,-,, . .'Rit 4Z4$IfI!'!F'J?f~.·':"~'::' 

• 
WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 
Department of Land Use &: Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350. MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR97124-3072 

OJ)'§ 
.5 ?i I 

g 5) 

1£&';' 
'!!Jr! 
i!f~ 

~~/' 
OJ)~ g ! 

....;J't ' 
C 

J 

1 N301 CD07700 
Current Resident Or 
LYTLE, TOMMY 0 & 
LYTLE. PUALETTE 
PO BOX 783 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

'i'HJt'!£ 91 fI' i v.1S ·1."'119 

~\€SPO~ 
~ -1~ 

S -~ D_ "" ItJ, ::""""'. ~ z\ I~~-
:::l ~ ~ PlTNl"V 8O\NJ ~ 

02 1R $ 00.460 
0002004488 'XT042013 
MAILED FROM ZIP CODE 9 71 23 

6»:1.e/_6/1I.1 
RETURN TO SEN,vER 

, 
I NOT OELIVERAi5LE AS A[Ji)j(ESSEO 

lJNASLE TO FORW.l\RD 

Be: 91124387299 *8229-83913-84- 41 
:; 7 ~:t.¥4~ 7B.i!P06 i I \llP 1'1111tlUl, It it Illlllllllhlltl I' IthIHH III 111 thiuul I 
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• 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use lit Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue. Suite 350. MS 14 
Hillsboro. OR 97124-3072 

1N301CD05700 
Current Resident Or 
SAGAR. JAMES & 
ROSSETTI-SAGAR. CHRISTINE K 
PO BOX 719 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

. o/~.:~s Pes, 

•
§~~~~ . Z i :;;;imv.-_ 

• ~ ? ~ PUN['jBO'INt~ 

02 lR $ 00.46° 
t . 0002004488 CCT04 2013 

MAILED FROM ZIPCODE 97123 

RETURN TO SENOER 
NOT DELIvE~A~LE AS AvDRESSED 

UNASLETO FORWARD 

Be: 97124361299 *e22~-e3S53-e4-41 

97 ~..r(j:j.10 ~Oc I p'IIlH1H,n"nll',tUUHUll'utiltltiI1HIII'lllht Ihlll' 

1 
1 
J 

I 
WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use lit Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 

.. §Id~ ,~ 
-'t;~~~~ . 3 ~~PfTNr ... R.(NVf~ 

• 

o/~€SPosr-1G(.. 

155 N First Avenue. Suite 350, MS 14 
7124-3072 

1 N301 CD07700 
Current Resident Or 
LYTLE. TOMMY 0 & 
LYTLE. PUALETfE 
POBOX 783 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

'. 02 1R $ 00.46° 
.: 0002004488 'XT04 2013 
~ MAILED FROM ZIP CODE 971 2:3 

i 
! 

Be: 97124307299 *8229-83913-04-41 I 37 ~.:I~~ ~06 1'\'I1'pl'111111'1Ith'IIIIIII,lltllt'1HI,1H1I111'llthtuuJ 

• 
WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use &: Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue. Suite 350. MS 14 
Hillsboro. OR 97124-3072 

1N301CD05700 
Current Resident Or 
SAGAR, JAMES & 
ROSSETTI-SAGAR, CHRISTINE K 
PO BOX 719 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

RETURN TO SENDER 
NyT [lEi_IvE~ABLE AS A[J{JRESSED 

UNA,!!LETO ;::O'RlPlARD 

Be: 97124381299 *8229-83853-84-41 
97 ~4'(jf.ie ~Oc I" "111111lIHllalp,tilmlU'IHtUI',11'lllll! ojIlI'l,ltl'l.' 

I 
1 

I 
-----------------------........ --....."... ...•. .", .. ~-.'"""': .. -.... --.....".----..".,...-"'~--.=-"''''''_lol_---... -,""'''''''' ..... 

• 
WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use &: Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue. Suite 350. MS 14 

7124-3072 

1 N301 CD07700 
Current Resident Or 
lYTLE, TOMMY D & 
LYTLE, PUALETTE 
POBOX 783 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

II 
4-~<'3Posr-1q" 

., §ld~"""""~"" 
Z\""/~~~ 

• '::l ~~ptTNC"'J!..ljWJ!' 

'. 02 1R $ 00.46° 
,: 0002004488 CCT042013 

"1: MAILED FROM ZIPCOOE 91123 

NOT 

91" "oE :1.efJ9 ~0fJ1.e/e&ili.B 
RETURN TO SENDER 

DELIVERA8LE AS ADDRESSED 
UNA,SLE TO FO~WAR 

Be: 971.24387299 "'8229-03913-84-41. 

97 ~~~~ #iOc '+n'p\'11t11l'lhh'jIlIl1l1'l,III'l\ltlrlH1I1I11IllhI1l1l1 

, 
I 



• 
WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use &: Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue. Suite 350. MS 14 
Hillsboro. OR 97124-3072 

ik ECEIV[-I5] 
I I OCT 0 8 20-13J I 
I Long Range Plannin~ I 
~an~I Use & Transpo~~~~ 

1N301DC09400 
Current Resident Or 
AMORINE, MATTHEW R & 
RICHARDSON, QUINN N 
10230 NW 313TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

II 
(;-t-~POs-J:1q... 

. :§ ~ '-z {I.. tJ; ~..-mi!IP_ 
':J ~ ~ PfTNI'VBOVIIfS 

02 1R$ 00.46° 
• ': 0002004488 OCT042013 

• MAILED FROM ZIPCODE 97123 

I NIXIE .T@ , DE 1. "9 9' !HU. !tif~!f'il! 

RETUR.N TO SENiiER 
~Q ~AIl RECEPTACLE 

U!!L-'SLE TO FORWARtI 

Be: 971243~7299 *8229-84846-84-41 
97 19'3;B.fl34 (U 0 flfiO ~ lid 1.1'\nl!t IHI nil I tim Pit hi .. ltltAnl!:"II' ttl t, Ill"l hu 

.J 

I 
1 

I 

• 
WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use &: Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue. Suite 350. MS 14 
Hillsboro. OR 97124-3072 

(;-t-¢ POs;-4q... 

•

. ... §~~~.=""" 
. z , .... -~-:;.II ~ PIfN£Y BCJ'lNI.$ 

02 1R $ 00.46° 

o on.g 

~ r--lj'S !'1 >1 g I § ~ 

~~iJJl ~ ;~ c::> onF , Co 

U· ! I- C':j~ 
I u ~<l.) 
'a onCl.l 

fT) c:::> 

~ 3~ 

1 N301 CD05300 
Current Resident Or 
CLITES, DARREN R 
POBOX 10 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

itHXIE 

0002004488 OCT 04 2013 
• MAILED FROM ZIP CODE 971 23 

. f.?'. . {) E '!.u:e" 'j;'9'.t9P .. :a:li.3 

RETURN TO SENDER 
NOT OElIVERA8LE AS AtH)tt.ES.S.Ev 

UNAa~E TO rOR~ARO 

Be: 9712~3e7299 *0229-83951-04-41 
97 i~~.v@Y0 jiiiD i hti\H'I'Hlmhhlll'ltl'I'li!I'\n\pththl'thm"~nlttH 

1 

\ 
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• 
WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use at Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

ikECEIVEDI 
I I OCT 0 8 1013J 
I Long Range Planning , 
~~dyse & Transpo~~.::~ 

1N301DC09400 
Current Resident Or 
AMORINE, MATTHEW R & 
RICHARDSON, QUINN N 
10230 NW 313TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

I lUX!:!: 

"t-¢'POs'~ 
,'<> ~ 

•

: §~~.::=.r~ z ,~--? ~ptrNIYftOVllf!lo 

02 1R$ 00.46° 
• ~ 0002004488 OCT042013 

, MAILED FROM ZIP CODE 971 23 

RE TUR N TO SE VoiCER 
~O MAIL RECEPTACLE 

UNABLE TO FOP-WARO 

Be: 971243~7299 *02Z9-~4848-84-41 

97 i93foiii34 (U. 0 fCFO~ 11.1 1411l1ft\Hl nflllllllPllhlllhhIUlhIII'PIl1,·\1t1111' 

• 
WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use at Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

r;}'t-¢P08r~ 

•

" .. §«z~~.=-' .. -".,,~~~ 
• : ~ ~ PITt.a: ... BO"NI.~ 

02 lR $ 00.46° 

1N301CD05300 
Current Resident Or 
CLITES, DARREN R 
POBOX 10 

0002004488 OCT042013 
, • MAILED FROM ZIP CODE 91123 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

RETURN TO SENCER 
NOT OELIVERA8LE AS ADDRESSED 

UNABLE TO rORWARO 

Be: 9712~3~7299 *0Z29-839S~-04-41 

97 i~;P4i$Y0 j3!iG i \1'llllllllllmhhlllllll'llllll\ll1\p;hlhllllt"'II~HltIU 

\ 
1 

1 

• 
WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

i-i~CEIY:ED I 
! OCT 081013J ! 
I Long Range Planning I 
~~d ,Use & Transpo~t~~ 

lN301DC09400 
Current Resident Or 
AMORINE, MATTHEW R & 
RICHARDSON, QUINN N 
10230 NW 313TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

~l'-¢POs~ 
,'" q. 

•

: §«Z~..=.f~ Z J~~ABIIIiIl!IIl'W 
:l ---- ptfNIYI\OWf~ 

02 1R $ 00.46° 
• ~ 0002004488 CCT042(13 

, MAILED FROM ZIP CODE 9 71 23 

RETURN TO SEnDER 
~o ~AIL ~ECEPTACL£ 

UNASL€ TO FORWARO 

Be: 971243~7299 *0229-04848-04-41 

97 i93P1i~ fU () fif;O:;' 11.t!'lhl'jlIl1111jl'liHlJfI'hl"hhIU\l,III'I'''l"\1tII,,,' 

1 

I 
I 
\ 

• 
WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

•

' .. Q<}""\€SPO~r;;,. 
, ~ ~~A=-d=,=",,' . _fi.,,~~~ 

. ¥. ~ ~~ JlITt.W't' a(llM_o, 

I] 2 lP $ 00.46° 

1 N301CD05300 
Current ReSident Or 
CLITES, DARREN R 
POBOX 10 

0002004488 CCT04 2013 
, , MAILED FROM ZIP CODE 97123 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

RETURN TQ SENDER 
NOT OELIVERA8LE AS ADDRESSED 

UNAg~E T~ ~OR~ARO 

Be: 971.2.4307299 *0229-83951.-04-41 

97 ig;p§!::4lfi~0 j3fiO i II '1llIllIllImhh 1111111'1'li'IIlI1\l'lh'hl'I"t1l1"H't'JJ 

\ 

\ 



., 

., 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use &: Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124·3072 

'RECEIVE61 r;~ ~; ... - jl 
~~\ \ 

Long Range P1al"(";1~ \ 
Land Use & Trans!'",,"~ 

1N301CD01605 
current Resident Or 
HUYNH, JUNIA & 
HUYNH,BEN 
31570 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

'Mltl{t~ 

6.'f-... 'iS~ 
c;, ~ 

§~~ '-Z II' • -.:;;;.v~_ 
:::) ~ PUN£'i 80\t'llt;S 

02 1R $ 00.460 
0002004488 OCT 04 2013 
MAt LED FROM ZIP CODE 971 23 

OE 1'::0'9 ,e:91..,ftif·!..4'3 

RETURN TO SENDER 
j>.!Q ~AIL RECfi"' TACLE 

U!<lABLE TOF(fRWARO 

Be: 971.24387299 *8229-113861-94-41. 
97 iiiJfi" i§e 6C'~02 'IntI1utUlll'lthltllltnpfH,tllt\ni:U11Wthhh'lli,hh 

-"---:::c""'~.~ ___ --_________ =-____________________ _ 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use &: Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 

c;;.'f-¢POs~ 

§~~ '-Z 11'., ~AiIIIIl!IIiiili""""""" 
? ~ PJ1NIV BOVV£S 

j\ 
I 

I 

155 N First Avenue, Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro. OR 97124-3072 II 02 1R $ 00.46° 

RECEIVED 
L OCT 0 8 LOB] \ 

t.)ng Range Planning 
Land Use & Transponation 

--"~<> --------",,_ .. _-

1 N301CD01606 
Current Resident Or 
RANES, RONALD L & 
KOLAR-RANES, ANDREA J 
31597 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

i tt'f.:J(:r: E 

0002004488 OCT04 2013 
MAILED FROM ZIP CODE 9 71 23 

~ ?'~ :t'I1:3:.:""*.9 " i8e.1.91it·,*1~ 

RETURN TO SEf,H'ER 
NO ~AIL *ECEPTACLE 

UN ASt. E TO FORWARD 

Be: 971.243e7299 *8229-8J856-e4-41 
137 iifPf!1J. j§ ei1202 ,tldlll11111! h Itt)HlI111\h\llnilmlhhl,11mflm~111 itt\ 

\ 
.\ 

l 
I 
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• 

• 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use &: Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue. Suite 350. MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124·3072 

1N301CD01605 
current Resident Or 
HUYNH, JUNIA & 

HUYNH, BEN TARST 

~~~~~~~~, OR 97133 

6.'f-"<'~~ 
".> ~ 

•
f{I.~~~ 
::l "" ~ Pin ... !y 84:NIII;~ 

• 021R $ 00.460 
• • 0002004488 CCT04 2013 

MAILED FROM ZIP CODE 97123 

BC: 97124381299 *8229-938£1-04-41 
97 i~fjfi 4 "0 6Ct?02 III It1lu1 lh 11'\\hl d Illl'p,H,ll1l\HIWlIl'll'h\PPi 1"1.1 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use &: Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue. Suite 350. MS 14 
Hillsboro. OR 97124-3072 

RECEIVED j 

\ OCT 08 2013] \ 
\ .. 

LJng Range Plann1fle. 
Land Use & Tran SE.?'::'l uti OIl 

1N301CD01606 
Current Resident Or 
RANES, RONALD L & 
KOLAR-RANES, ANDREA J 
31597 NWPACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

• 
o}'f--<.f.SPOs~ 

§{I.~--'~ 
~ ~ ~ PllNJV ROVV£~ 
02 lR $ 00.46° 
0)02004488 CCT04 2013 
MAILED FROM ZIP CODE 97123 

BC: 97124387299 *8229-83856-~4-41 

S7 ii:Pf!'4 i§0i1202 'lhl,ll"hltIHl'IHi'I\l\I,\ItHlllnthhlltilltllIIHIUlht 

\ 
1 
l 
I 

• 

• 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use &: Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue. Suite 350. MS 14 
Hillsboro. OR 97124-3072 

1 N301CD01605 
current Resident Or 
HUYNH. JUNIA & 
HUYNH. BEN TAR ST 
31570HNWpLAC~ OR 97133 
NORT • 

• 
~t-,f5~ 
~ ~ 

§~~-,1-ZJl'/~.JJ!IiBIIlDrP'~ 
';:l -.- PifNf"W K1:~" 

02 1R $ 00.460 
0002004488 O::T04 2013 
MAILED FROM ZIP CODE 97123 

Be: 9712~3e7299 *8229-G3861-04-41 
97 i~;;f.i 4 tt'0 6Ci?02 '11 1111f11111 '1'111., d l'jlll'tH,ll'I\llin'III'II'hh'l'l ,I'l.l 

--------,-,.=-----""-----------,-~----------------
WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use &: Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue. Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro. OR 97124-3072 

[RECEIVED\ 
I OCT 08 ZOIQ \ 
L Pl -r-! .. )ng Range an111 If' 

L" -:\ Use & Trans~onatlO!l ,:~l __ .:.. ______ ,. __ 

1 N301 CD01606 
Current Resident Or 
RANES. RONALD L & 
KOLAR-RANES, ANDREA J 
31597 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

~t-'\f.SPOs~ 
§ II ~ *"","Jf,~ 
~ 'tQ~ ~i ~1';'~ R";J£'i 

)2 1P $ 00.46° 
0)02004488 O::T04 2013 
MAILED FROM ZIP CODE 97123 

g?,'@ .01: _ 2.:t'<8S! t·881.9/~_al~~ 
RETURN TO S.Et~CE 
~O ~AIL RECEPTAC_E 

UNAS!.E TO ,!=QRWA"O 

Be: 971.24307299 *0229-e38S6-G4-41. 

57 i9ii'f~4 i~ 001202 '11,11'1 111 d '\1II'llli'll'jl'lI'1Il11l111•1 I !.11IItU1111 ltiIhl 

\ 

I 
I 



• 

• 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Departnlent of Land Use &: Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

RECEIVED -------,.-_ .. , . ....----

OCT 08 

Long Range Planning 
Land Use & Transportation 

r;}t-"\€S ~~ 

II
§~~~~ . Z "·t~ __ 

• : ':J ~ PITNEY 8O\M-S 

• ggO;604488 $CCq941~~ 
MAILED FROM ZIP CODE 9 23 

1N301CC01600 
current Resident Or 
BRECKEL. ANGELA K & 
BRECKEL, DAVID A 
32182 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

Ml: X!E '9;19 'OS l.!!9'B 9.,:19 t~ttil:.a 

RETURN TO SENDER 
NO ~AIL RECEPTACLE 

UNA!!L: T.o F<HHfP..~O 

B~: 97124387299 *~2Z9-e4ee6-e4-41 

,I , 
t 

97 is;pfii4'ieti@02 "lll' uullul1\thlt11 III t I! 'lUI t1t IJ 111a1111,1,11lnd t ttn\J I 
WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use &: Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

RECEI'VED 
~ 08~~13] 

Long Range Planning 
Land Use & Transportation 

r;}t-"\€S POs?~ 

II
s«z~~-~ "t ~.!lIIlII!IUIIIP.c::::-

::l ~ PlINt:y BOVlIt'S 

:. 02 1R $ 00.46° 
: 0002004488 CCT04 2013 

• • MAILED FROM ZIP CODE 97123 

1 N301DC041 01 
Current Resident Or 
CRONK, CHRISTOPHER EUGENE 
10238 NW 314TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

?fI X"[i.E . '7~7" 1)'E. :t.~i9 '9gl.i:;9!.,~3 . 

RETURN TO SENDER 
NO ~AIL RECEPTACLE 
UNAS~E TO FORWARD 

Be: 97124397 Z 99 '* e2 2 9-83 881- 84- 41 
97 j~ii41i'0 P;P02 Ihl,lt'ltli"t,HuHlltluilll'llJtHuHlh,'ullhtllu't"H! 

.i 

I 
I 

I 
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• 

• 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Departulent of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

(_ .. ECEIVED R r----- -- .,..--..:----, 
OCT 0 SLOB 

LOOg Range Planning. 
Land Use & TransportatIOn 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

RECEfVED 
~_081~ 

Long Range Planning. 
Land Use & TransportatlOn 

1N301CC01600 
current Resident Or 
BRECKEL, ANGELA K & 
BRECKEL, DAVID A 
32182 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

!'!!X!'!: 

Be: 971.2 "'S0] 2 99 '"0229-04086- 04-41. 
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1 N301DC041 01 
Current Resident Or 
CRONK, CHRISTOPHER EUGENE 
10238 NW 314TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

RETURN TO SENDER 
NO ~AIL RECEPTACLE 

UMASlE TO ~ORWARO 

Be: 971.24307299 *8229-03881.-04-41. 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use Ilt Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue. Suite 350. MS 14 
Hillsboro. OR 97124-3072 

r-RECEIVED 
~c;;s~~~ 

Long Range Planmng. 
Land Use & Transportation 

1 N301 CC01600 
current R".id"nt Or 
BRECKEL. ANGELA K & 
BRECKEL. DAVID A 
32182 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

p.t!X!~ 

BC: 97124307299 *0229-~4ee6-04-41 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use Ilt Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350. MS 14 
Hillsboro. OR 97124-3072 

RECEfVED 
~082G~ 

Long Range Planning. 
Land Use & TransportatlOn 

1 N301DC041 01 
CUlTent Resid"nt Or 

.;-~~p~~ 

•
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• • MAILED FROM ZIP CODE 971 3 

CRONK. CHRISTOPHER EUGENE 
10238 NW 314TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

RE TURN TO 5Ei~uER 
NO ~AIL RECE~TACLE 

Uf'!r .. SL.E. TO l=ORWARO 

BC: 97124307299 *8229-03881-84-41 
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A-Engrossed Ordinance 772 - Sunset Airstrip - 1000' Mailing Area Buffer 

Parcels to receive notice - - - Runway Centerline 

490 980 

Feet 

Path: S:'I'LNGIWPSHAREl2013ordlOrd772_AirportOverf.ylA-Engro • ..,d Orr! 772_NOIi"".1 Type 1/1 NobceIMailingISun'.CAi!pIJrfcmaiEnrLAEng772.mxd 912CY2013 
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A iV~ 
OJfEGO~ 

T"le infomHiilion on this lTli'lP was denvcd from several databases 
and care was taken in r!s creation. Washlngton County Canno1 
acc~pl8ny responsibility for errors, omiSSions, or pOSitional 
aD:uraey Tt'lere are no warranties for thIS product Howe\ler~ 

r"Ioliflctuion of any errors will b~ appreciatsd 

Washington County - Long Range Planning DIvision 

A-Engrossed Ordinance 772 - Sunset Airstrip - 1000' Mailing Area Buffer 

Parcels to receive notice 

IZl Proposed Residential Airpark 
Overlay District 

- - - Runway Centerline 

Path: S iPLNG\WPSHARB2013ord\Ord772_AlrporfOverfaylA·cngrossed Old 772_Nr:Lices\Type III NoIiG'8Wal1ing\SunseLAI!p8ri,-mal~ng_A£ng772.mxd 912CY'2013 

490 980 

Feet 
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°J/EGO'-

T.,e infomlalion on :h,s n1<lp ..... as oeny(!d trom selleral d2llabilS'lS 
a'ld Cl:i'e was taken In rls Greetlon. WastHngton County cannol 
accept 1Jr'ly responslb I,Ty fOr errors, om(s;'lors or positional 
a:xuracy Tt1tH~ arc no warranties ror th,s produci However~ 

no! ficsllon [11 !\fly errors will bOl appreclalild 

Washington County - Long Range Planning DIvision 

A-Engrossed Ordinance 772 - Sunset Airstrip - 1000' Mailing Area Buffer 

I':', ;: Parcels to receive notice 

1"""7""1 Proposed Residential Airpark 
LL....I Overlay District 

- - - Runway Centerline 

400 980 

Feet 



1N301CD02700 
Current Resident Or 
2000-071 PARTITION PLAT 
OWNERS OF LOTS 1-3 

, 00000 

1 N301 DC09400 
Current Resident Or 
AMORINE, MATTHEW R & 
RICHARDSON, QUINN N 
10230 NW 313TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD01600 
Current Resident Or 
ARNOLD, SHAUN & AMBER 
PO BOX 1046 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD13000 
Current Resident Or 
BAKER, VALERIE M 
31893 NWCLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC 12300 
Current Resident Or 
BIERMAN, THOMAS L 
PO BOX 917 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3120000701 
Current Resident Or 
BLAZEVSKI, JAMES N & MARIKA 
20252 SW ANGIE LN 
ALOHA, OR 97006 

1 N301 CD12900 
Current Resident Or 
BRANDT, ERIC & 
BRANDT, KRISTA V 
31899 NWCLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC01600 
Current Resident Or 
BRECKEL, ANGELA K & 
BRECKEL, DAVID A 
32182 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N30 1 CD08500 
Current Resident Or 
BYBEE, RANDALL W & 
BYBEE, VERNA L 
PO BOX 1488 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC04401 
Current Resident Or 
CANNON, TAMMERA J & 
CANNON, JOHN J 
POBOX 953 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD01900 
Current Resident Or 
ADAMS, JAMES & SUZANNE 
LIVING TRUST 
87 S 20TH AVE #B 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N301 CD08300 
Current Resident Or 
ANDERSON, PAUL A & 
ANDERSON, VICTORIA N 
PO BOX 720 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD11900 
Current Resident Or 
BAGGENSTOS, CHRISTOPHER T & ANNE 
THURMAN, RANDY N & LOUISE G 
31850 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD10300 
Current Resident Or 
BARRAZA, MANUEL C & 
BARRAZA, SUSAN Q 
88 JEANETTE WAY 
WATSONVILLE, CA 95076 

1N301CD01100 
Current Resident Or 
BIGGI CONSTRUCTION LLC 
11605 SW NORMANDY LN 
WILSONVILLE, OR 97070 

1 N301 CD03500 
Current Resident Or 
BOYLE, JOSEPH T & 
ROSADO, KREANNA K 
10560 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD1 0700 
Current Resident Or 
BRASSEUR, JONAH 
10497 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC04300 
Current Resident Or 
BREESE, CAROLE V & 
BREESE, DONALD G 
2950 SE 64TH AVE 
PORTLAND, OR 97206 

1N311AA01200 
Current Resident Or 
CALARCO, RICHARD A & 
CALARCO, SALLY A 
32785 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301CD06000 
Current Resident Or 
CARLSON, RICHARD A & 
CARLSON, LINDA L 
PO BOX 1893 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC10800 
Current Resident Or 
AMARO, BRENDEN J 
10155 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD01607 
Current Resident Or 
ARNOLD, BILL J 
PO BOX 833 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA00500 
Current Resident Or 
BAILEY, MATTHEW T 
9930 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N301 CD12800 
Current Resident Or 
BENALL Y, BENJAMIN 
31927 NWCLAXTAR ST 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD08400 
Current Resident Or 
BLACKWOOD, JACK F & 
BLACKWOOD, PAMELA K 
10305 NW 317TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC05300 
Current Resident Or 
BRAL, PETER JfTERESA M 
POBOX 183 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC00101 
Current Resident Or 
BRAUKMAN, KATHERINE ANN 
PO BOX 195 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD13300 
Current Resident Or 
BUSSOM, WILLIAM C & 
BUSSOM, EVA M 
10574 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC04400 
Current Resident Or 
CANNON, TAMMERAJ & 
CANNON, JOHN J 
PO BOX 953 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC 10500 
Current Resident Or 
CHAD E DAVIS CONSTRUCTION LLC 
2420 PACIFIC AVE 
FOREST GROVE, OR 97116 
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1N301CD02700 
Current Resident Or 
2000-071 PARTITION PLAT 
OWNERS OF LOTS 1-3 

, 00000 

1 N301 DC09400 
Current Resident Or 
AMORINE, MATTHEW R & 
RICHARDSON, QUINN N 
10230 NW 313TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD01600 
Current Resident Or 
ARNOLD, SHAUN &AMBER 
PO BOX 1046 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD13000 
Current Resident Or 
BAKER, VALERIE M 
31893 NWCLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC 12300 
Current Resident Or 
BIERMAN, THOMAS L 
POBOX917 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3120000701 
Current Resident Or 
BLAZEVSKI, JAMES N & MARIKA 
20252 SW ANGIE LN 
ALOHA, OR 97006 

1 N301 CD12900 
Current Resident Or 
BRANDT, ERIC & 
BRANDT, KRISTA V 
31899 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC01600 
Current Resident Or 
BRECKEL, ANGELA K & 
BRECKEL, DAVID A 
32182 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD08500 
Current Resident Or 
BYBEE, RANDALL W & 
BYBEE, VERNA L 
PO BOX 1488 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC04401 
Current Resident Or 
CANNON, TAMMERA J & 
CANNON, JOHN J 
POBOX 953 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD01900 
Current Resident Or 
ADAMS, JAMES & SUZANNE 
LIVING TRUST 
87 S 20TH AVE #B 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N301 CD08300 
Current Resident Or 
ANDERSON, PAUL A & 
ANDERSON, VICTORIA N 
PO BOX 720 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CDl1900 
Current Resident Or 
BAGGENSTOS, CHRISTOPHER T & ANNE 
THURMAN, RANDY N & LOUISE G 
31850 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD 10300 
Current Resident Or 
BARRAZA, MANUEL C & 
BARRAZA, SUSAN Q 
88 JEANETTE WAY 
WATSONVILLE, CA 95076 

1N301CD01100 
Current Resident Or 
BIGGI CONSTRUCTION LLC 
11605 SW NORMANDY LN 
WILSONVILLE, OR 97070 

1 N301 CD03500 
Current Resident Or 
BOYLE, JOSEPH T & 
ROSADO, KREANNA K 
10560 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD1 0700 
Current Resident Or 
BRASSEUR, JONAH 
10497 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC04300 
Current Resident Or 
BREESE, CAROLE V & 
BREESE, DONALD G 
2950 SE 64TH AVE 
PORTLAND, OR 97206 

1 N311AA01200 
Current Resident Or 
CALARCO, RICHARD A & 
CALARCO, SALLY A 
32785 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301CD06000 
Current Resident Or 
CARLSON, RICHARD A & 
CARLSON, LINDA L 
PO BOX 1893 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC10800 
Current Resident Or 
AMARO, BRENDEN J 
10155 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD01607 
Current Resident Or 
ARNOLD, BILL J 
PO BOX 833 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N311 AA00500 
Current Resident Or 
BAILEY, MATTHEWT 
9930 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1N301CD12800 
Current Resident Or 
BENALL Y, BENJAMIN 
31927 NW CLAXTAR ST 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD08400 
Current Resident Or 
BLACKWOOD, JACK F & 
BLACKWOOD, PAMELA K 
10305 NW 317TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC05300 
Current Resident Or 
BRAL, PETER JfTERESA M 
POBOX 183 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC00101 
Current Resident Or 
BRAUKMAN, KATHERINE ANN 
PO BOX 195 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD13300 
Current Resident Or 
BUSSOM, WILLIAM C & 
BUSSOM, EVA M 
10574 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC04400 
Current Resident Or 
CANNON, TAMMERA J & 
CANNON, JOHN J 
PO BOX 953 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC10500 
Current Resident Or 
CHAD E DAVIS CONSTRUCTION LLC 
2420 PACIFIC AVE 
FOREST GROVE, OR 97116 

1 N301 CD02700 
Current Resident Or 
2000-071 PARTITION PLAT 
OWNERS OF LOTS 1-3 

, 00000 

1 N301 DC09400 
Current Resident Or 
AMORINE, MATTHEW R & 
RICHARDSON, QUINN N 
10230 NW 313TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD01600 
Current Resident Or 
ARNOLD, SHAUN & AMBER 
POBOX 1046 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD13000 
Current Resident Or 
BAKER, VALERIE M 
31893 NWCLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301DC12300 
Current Resident Or 
BIERMAN, THOMAS L 
PO BOX 917 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3120000701 
Current Resident Or 
BLAZEVSKI, JAMES N & MARIKA 
20252 SW ANGIE LN 
ALOHA, OR 97006 

1 N301 CD12900 
Current Resident Or 
BRANDT, ERIC & 
BRANDT, KRISTA V 
31899 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CC01600 
Current Resident Or 
BRECKEL, ANGELA K & 
BRECKEL, DAVID A 
32182 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD08500 
Current Resident Or 
BYBEE, RANDALL W & 
BYBEE, VERNA L 
PO BOX 1488 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC04401 
Current Resident Or 
CANNON, TAMMERA J & 
CANNON, JOHN J 
POBOX 953 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD01900 
Current Resident Or 
ADAMS, JAMES & SUZANNE 
LIVING TRUST 
87 S 20TH AVE #B 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N301 CD08300 
Current Resident Or 
ANDERSON, PAUL A & 
ANDERSON, VICTORIA N 
PO BOX 720 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD11900 
Current Resident Or 
BAGGENSTOS, CHRISTOPHER T & ANNE 
THURMAN, RANDY N & LOUISE G 
31850 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD10300 
Current Resident Or 
BARRAZA, MANUEL C & 
BARRAZA, SUSAN Q 
88 JEANETTE WAY 
WATSONVILLE, CA 95076 

lN301CD01100 
Current Resident Or 
BIGGI CONSTRUCTION LLC 
11605 SW NORMANDY LN 
WILSONVILLE, OR 97070 

1 N301 CD03500 
Current Resident Or 
BOYLE, JOSEPH T & 
ROSADO, KREANNA K 
10560 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CDl 0700 
Current Resident Or 
BRASSEUR, JONAH 
10497 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC04300 
Current Resident Or 
BREESE, CAROLE V & 
BREESE, DONALD G 
2950 SE 64TH AVE 
PORTLAND, OR 97206 

lN311AA01200 
Current Resident Or 
CALARCO, RICHARD A & 
CALARCO, SALLY A 
32785 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD06000 
Current Resident Or 
CARLSON, RICHARD A & 
CARLSON, LINDA L 
POBOX 1893 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DCl 0800 
Current Resident Or 
AMARO, BRENDEN J 
10155 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD01607 
Current Resident Or 
ARNOLD, BILL J 
POBOX 833 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN311AA00500 
Current Resident Or 
BAILEY, MATTHEWT 
9930 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N301 CD12800 
Current Resident Or 
BENALL Y, BENJAMIN 
31927 NW CLAXTAR ST 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD08400 
Current Resident Or 
BLACKWOOD, JACK F & 
BLACKWOOD, PAMELA K 
10305 NW 31TrH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC05300 
Current Resident Or 
BRAL, PETER JiTERESA M 
POBOX 183 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CC00101 
Current Resident Or 
BRAUKMAN, KATHERINE ANN 
PO BOX 195 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD13300 
Current Resident Or 
BUSSOM, WILLIAM C & 
BUSSOM, EVA M 
10574 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC04400 
Current Resident Or 
CANNON, TAMMERA J & 
CANNON, JOHN J 
PO BOX 953 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301 DC10500 
Current Resident Or 
CHAD E DAVIS CONSTRUCTION LLC 
2420 PACIFIC AVE 
FOREST GROVE, OR 97116 



1 N311AA021 00 1 N311AA00400 1 N301 CD05300 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or CutTent Resident Or 
CHAREST, ROBERT D CLARE, JAMES S & CLITES, DARREN R 
32715 NW BEACH RD CLARE, AGNES J PO BOX 10 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 9980 NW GORDON ROAD NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N301 DC05500 1 N301CD04700 1 N301CD03400 
CutTent Resident Or Current Resident Or CutTent Resident Or 
COOK,WADET COX, LINDA COX, ZACHARY T 
PO BOX 549 10282 NW OAK TER 10550 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC041 01 1 N301 CD12700 1 N301 CD03800 
CutTent Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
CRONK. CHRISTOPHER EUGENE CUMMO. COURTNEY A & DASKALOS, CARMEN A 
10238 NW 314TH AVE CHAMBERS,MARSHALLF 10600 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10552 NW 320TH AVE NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC11700 1 N311AA01600 1N311AA01100 

Current Resident Or CutTent Resident Or CutTent Resident Or 

DAVIS, CHAD E DAVIS, RONNIE L & DIANE M DEBORDE, ROBERT M LIVING TRUST & 

2420 PACIFIC AVE PO BOX 483 DEBORDE, BERNADINE C LIVING TRUST 

FOREST GROVE, OR 97116 TROUT LAKE, WA 98650 PO BOX 238 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC11500 1 N301 CD01800 1 N301 DC091 00 
CutTent Resident Or CutTent Resident Or Current Resident Or 
DEMARIS, ANNA MARIE & DICKSON, WALTER C GALETTA DIMEO, TERRYE I 
DEMOURA, GAIL IRENE POBOX 292 2576 NW SAVIER ST 
10150 NW 312TH PL NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 PORTLAND, OR 97210 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC09200 1 N301 CD08600 1 N301 CD11700 
CutTentResidentOr Current Resident Or CutTent Resident Or 
DIMEO. VICTORIA DUYCK, KATHLEEN EAGLE. RAVEN COLLEEN 
10005 NE IRON RIDGE PL 31825 NW MEADOW DR 31859 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3120003400 1 N3120003500 1 N301 DC03600 
CutTent Resident Or CutTent Resident Or CutTent Resident Or 
EAST ORCHARDS LLC EAST ORCHARDS LLC EDWARDS, VANESSA 
31965 NW BEACH RD 31965 NW BEACH RD 10215 NW 313TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO. OR 97124 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD09500 1 N301 CD03700 1 N301 DC03800 
Current Resident Or CutTent Resident Or Current Resident Or 
ELKINS, YVONNE E EWING. DERRIC A & FLEMMING FAMILY TRUST 
10303 NW OAK TER EWING. AMANDA L POBOX 781 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10580 NW 321ST AVE NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA00300 1 N301CD07100 1 N301 DC03700 

CutTent Resident Or CutTent Resident Or CutTent Resident Or 

FOGG, RAYMOND C/DIANE M FORD, JANET MARIE FREDERIKSEN. JONATHAN M & 

10020 NW GORDON RD 31975 NW MEADOW DR FREDERIKSEN. SHAANETTE RAE 

CORNELIUS, OR 97113 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 31330 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD10200 1N301DC11000 1 N301 DC04200 
CutTent Resident Or Current Resident Or CutTent Resident Or 
FRENCH, JOSEPH J FULLER, JOSEPH A & FUNK, MERLIN J JR 
10569 NW 320TH AVE KATHERINE A PO BOX 963 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 10122 SW MORRISON ST NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

PORTLAND. OR 97225 
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1N311AA02100 1N311AA00400 1 N301 CD05300 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
CHAREST, ROBERT D CLARE, JAMES S & CLITES, DARREN R 
32715 NW BEACH RD CLARE, AGNES J POBOX 10 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 9980 NW GORDON ROAD NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N301DC05500 1 N301 CD04700 1 N301 CD03400 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
COOK, WADET COX, LINDA COX. ZACHARY T 
PO BOX 549 10282 NW OAK TER 10550 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC041 01 1 N301 CD12700 1 N301 CD03800 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
CRONK. CHRISTOPHER EUGENE CUMMO, COURTNEY A & DASKALOS, CARMEN A 
10238 NW 314TH AVE CHAMBERS,MARSHALLF 10600 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10552 NW 320TH AVE NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC11700 1N311M01600 1N311M01100 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

DAVIS, CHAD E DAVIS, RONNIE L & DIANE M DEBORDE. ROBERT M LIVING TRUST & 

2420 PACIFIC AVE PO BOX 483 DEBORDE, BERNADINE C LIVING TRUST 

FOREST GROVE, OR 97116 TROUT LAKE, WA 98650 PO BOX 238 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC11500 1N301CD01800 1N301 DC09100 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
DEMARIS, ANNA MARIE & DICKSON, WALTER C GALETTA DIMEO, TERRYE I 
DEMOURA, GAIL IRENE POBOX 292 2576 NW SAVIER ST 
10150 NW 312TH PL NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 PORTLAND, OR 97210 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC09200 1 N30 1 CD08600 1 N301 CD11700 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
DIMEO, VICTORIA DUYCK. KATHLEEN EAGLE, RAVEN COLLEEN 
10005 NE IRON RIDGE PL 31825 NW MEADOW DR 31859 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3120003400 1 N3120003500 1 N301 DC03600 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
EAST ORCHARDS LLC EAST ORCHARDS LLC EDWARDS, VANESSA 
31965 NW BEACH RD 31965 NW BEACH RD 10215 NW 313TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD09500 1 N301 CD03700 1 N301 DC03800 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
ELKINS, YVONNE E EWING, DERRIC A & FLEMMING FAMILY TRUST 
10303 NW OAK TER EWING, AMANDA L POBOX 781 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10580 NW 321ST AVE NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311M00300 1N301CD07100 1 N301 DC03700 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

FOGG, RAYMOND C/DIANE M FORD, JANET MARIE FREDERIKSEN, JONATHAN M & 

10020 NW GORDON RD 31975 NW MEADOW DR FREDERIKSEN, SHMNETTE RAE 

CORNELIUS, OR 97113 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 31330 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD10200 1N301DC11000 1 N301 DC04200 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
FRENCH. JOSEPH J FULLER, JOSEPH A & FUNK, MERLIN J JR 
10569 NW 320TH AVE KATHERINE A PO BOX 963 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10122 SW MORRISON ST NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

PORTLAND. OR 97225 

lN311AA02100 1 N311AA00400 1 N301 CD05300 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
CHAREST, ROBERT D CLARE, JAMES S & CLITES, DARREN R 
32715 NW BEACH RD CLARE, AGNES J POBOX 10 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 9980 NW GORDON ROAD NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

lN301DC05500 1 N301 CD04700 1N301CD03400 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
COOK, WADET COX,L1NDA COX, ZACHARY T 
PO BOX 549 10282 NW OAK TER 10550 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DCD41 01 1 N301 CD12700 1 N301 CD03800 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
CRONK, CHRISTOPHER EUGENE CUMMO, COURTNEY A & DASKALOS, CARMEN A 
10238 mil 314TH AVE CHAMBERS,MARSHALLF 10600 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10552 NW 320TH AVE NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC11700 lN311AA01600 lN311AA01100 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

DAVIS, CHAD E DAVIS, RONNIE L & DIANE M DEBORDE, ROBERT M LIVING TRUST & 

2420 PACIFIC AVE PO BOX 483 DEBORDE, BERNADINE C LIVING TRUST 

FOREST GROVE, OR 97116 TROUT LAKE, WA 98650 PO BOX 238 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301DC11500 lN301CD01800 1 N301DC091 00 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
DEMARIS, ANNA MARIE & DICKSON, WALTER C GALETTA DIMEO, TERRYE I 
DEMOURA, GAIL IRENE POBOX 292 2576 NW SAVIER ST 
10150 NW 312TH PL NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 PORTLAND, OR 97210 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301DC09200 lN301CD08600 1 N301 CDl1700 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
DIMEO, VICTORIA DUYCK, KATHLEEN EAGLE, RAVEN COLLEEN 
10005 NE IRON RIDGE Pl 31825 NW MEADOW DR 31859 mil PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3120003400 lN3120003500 1 N301 DC03600 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
EAST ORCHARDS LLC EAST ORCHARDS LLC EDWARDS, VANESSA 
31965 NW BEACH RD 31965 NW BEACH RD 10215 NW 313TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD09500 lN301CD03700 1 N301 DC03800 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
ELKINS, YVONNE E EWING, DERRIC A & FLEMMING FAMILY TRUST 
10303 NW OAK TER EWING, AMANDA L POBOX 781 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10580 NW 321ST AVE NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA00300 lN301CD07100 1 N301 DC03700 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

FOGG, RAYMOND C/DIANE M FORD, JANET MARIE FREDERIKSEN, JONATHAN M & 

10020 NW GORDON RD 31975 NW MEADOW DR FREDERIKSEN, SHAANETTE RAE 

CORNELIUS, OR 97113 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 31330 mil PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD10200 1N301DC11000 1 N301 DC04200 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
FRENCH, JOSEPH J FULLER, JOSEPH A & FUNK, MERLIN J JR 
10569 NW 320TH AVE KATHERINE A PO BOX 963 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10122 SW MORRISON ST NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

PORTLAND, OR 97225 



1 N312AB00200 1 N312ABOO100 1 N301 CD1 01 00 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

GALAWAY FAMILY TRUST GALAWAY FAMILY TRUST GANTENBEIN, ERIC L & 

12130 NW LOVEJOY BY ALBERTA K GALAWAY TR GANTENBEIN, PAMELA A 

PORTLAND, OR 97229 12130 NW LOVEJOY ST 10583 NW 320TH AVE 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N30 1 CC00500 1 N301 CD04600 1 N301 CD07200 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

GONZALES FAMILY LLC GREEN RIVER PROPERTIES & GROBE, ROBERT W & 

PO BOX 187 NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC GROBE, 0 NADINE & 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 6770 SW CANYON DR GROBE, JAMES W 
PORTLAND, OR 97225 4316 GOLDEN OAK 

SCHERTZ. TX 78154 

1 N301 CD12000 1 N301 CD01 000 1 N301DC 11400 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
HALL, JAMES T & HANSEN, GORDON J & TAMELA G HARRIS, MELANIE L & 
HALL, TARAJ PO BOX 792 HARRIS, TYLER J 
31860 NW CLAXTAR ST NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10160 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC04000 1 N301 CD03300 1 N301 DC1 0700 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

HAYDEN, DONALDA & PATRICIA L HAYS, TIMOTHY ANDREW HELMICK, WILLIAM J & 

PO BOX 64 10555 NW 321ST AVE HELMICK, STEPHANIE M 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10145 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD10600 1N301DC10200 1N301CD06100 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

HERNANDEZ, MATTHEWW HINOJOS, JUAN & HOLAH, CHRISTOPHER & 

10513 NW 320TH AVE HINOJOS, JULIE HOLAH, KAREN 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10245 NW 312TH PL PO BOX 603 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC09500 1 N301 CD01605 1N311AA01900 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
HULTS, PEGGY E & HUYNH, JUNIA & JACKSON, WM A BETTE 
WILLIAM C SR, TRUSTEES HUYNH,BEN 9615 NW BEACH COURT 
PO BOX 633 31570 NW CLAXTAR ST HILLSBORO, OR 97124 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD05200 1N3120000903 1N3120000703 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

JEWELL, DEBRA L JEWETT-CAMERON LUMBER CORP .JEWETT-CAMERON LUMBER CORP 

PO BOX 962 ATTN: DONALD BOONE ATTN: DONALD BOONE 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 PO BOX 816 PO BOX 816 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD06800 1N3120001900 1N3110001900 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
JONES, JEFFREY MICHAEL & JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
JONES,CRYSTALANN 31965 NW BEACH RD 31965 NW BEACH RD 
PO BOX 122 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N311 0001400 1 N3120003600 1 N3120003700 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 31965 NW BEACH RD 31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3120003800 1 N3120001902 1 N301CC01200 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST JOSSY, APRIL.I REVOCABLE TRUST JOSSY, ROBERT D 
31965 NW BEACH RD 31965 NW BEACH RD 31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 
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1N312AB00200 1N312AB00100 1N301CD10100 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

GALAWAY FAMILY TRUST GALAWAY FAMILY TRUST GANTENBEIN, ERIC L & 

12130 NW LOVEJOY BY ALBERTA K GALAWAY TR GANTENBEIN, PAMELA A 

PORTLAND, OR 97229 12130 NW LOVEJOY ST 10583 NW 320TH AVE 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC00500 1 N301 CD04600 1 N301 CD07200 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

GONZALES FAMILY LLC GREEN RIVER PROPERTIES & GROBE, ROBERT W & 

PO BOX 187 NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC GROBE, 0 NADINE & 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 6770 SW CANYON DR GROBE, JAMES W 
PORTLAND, OR 97225 4316 GOLDEN OAK 

SCHERTZ. TX 78154 

1N301CD12000 1 N301 CD01 000 1 N301DC 11400 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
HALL, JAMES T & HANSEN, GORDON J & TAMELA G HARRIS, MELANIE L & 
HALL, TARAJ PO BOX 792 HARRIS, TYLER J 
31860 NW CLAXTAR ST NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10160 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC04000 1 N301 CD03300 1 N301 DC1 0700 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

HA YDEN, DONALD A & PATRICIA L HAYS, TIMOTHY ANDREW HELMICK, WILLIAM J & 

PO BOX 64 10555 NW 321ST AVE HELMICK, STEPHANIE M 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10145 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD1 0600 1N301DC10200 1N301CD06100 

Currenl Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

HERNANDEZ, MATTHEWW HINOJOS, JUAN & HOLAH, CHRISTOPHER & 

10513 NW 320TH AVE HINOJOS, JULIE HOLAH, KAREN 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10245 NW 312TH PL PO BOX 603 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC09500 1 N301 CD01605 1N311AA01900 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
HULTS, PEGGY E & HUYNH, JUNIA & JACKSON, WM A BETTE 
WILLIAM C SR, TRUSTEES HUYNH,BEN 9615 NW BEACH COURT 
PO BOX 633 31570 NW CLAXTAR ST HILLSBORO, OR 97124 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD05200 1N3120000903 1 N3120000703 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

JEWELL, DEBRA L JEWETT-CAMERON LUMBER CORP JEWETT-CAMERON LUMBER CORP 

PO BOX 962 ATTN: DONALD BOONE ATTN: DONALD BOONE 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 PO BOX 816 PO BOX 816 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD06800 1N3120001900 1N3110001900 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
JONES, JEFFREY MICHAEL & JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
JONES,CRYSTALANN 31965 NW BEACH RD 31965 NW BEACH RD 
PO BOX 122 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3110001400 1 N3120003600 1 N3120003700 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 31965 NW BEACH RD 31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N3120003800 1N3120001902 1N301CC01200 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST JOSSY, APRIL .1 REVOCABLE TRUST JOSSY, ROBERT D 
31965 NW BEACH RD 31965 NW BEACH RD 31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N312ABOO200 1N312ABOO100 1N301CD10100 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

GALAWAY FAMILY TRUST GALAWAY FAMILY TRUST GANTENBEIN, ERIC L & 

12130 NW LOVEJOY BY ALBERTA K GALAWAY TR GANTENBEIN, PAMELA A 

PORTLAND, OR 97229 12130 NW LOVEJOY ST 10583 NW 320TH AVE 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CCOO500 1 N301 CD04600 1 N301 CD07200 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

GONZALES FAMILY LLC GREEN RIVER PROPERTIES & GROBE, ROBERT W & 

PO BOX 187 NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC GROBE, 0 NADINE & 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 6770 SW CANYON DR GROBE, JAMES W 
PORTLAND, OR 97225 4316 GOLDEN OAK 

SCHERTZ. TX 78154 

1N301CD12000 1 N301 CD01 000 1 N301DC 11400 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
HALL, JAMES T & HANSEN, GORDON J & TAMELA G HARRIS, MELANIE L & 
HALL, TARAJ PO BOX 792 HARRIS, TYLER J 
31860 NW CLAXTAR ST NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10160 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC04000 1 N301 CD03300 1N301DC10700 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

HA YO EN, DONALD A & PATRICIA L HAYS, TIMOTHY ANDREW HELMICK, WILLIAM J & 

PO BOX 64 10555 NW 321ST AVE HELMICK, STEPHANIE M 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10145 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR97133 

1N301CD10600 1N301DC10200 1 N301 CD06100 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

HERNANDEZ, MATTHEWW HINOJOS, JUAN & HOLAH, CHRISTOPHER & 

10513 NW 320TH AVE HINOJOS, JULIE HOLAH, KAREN 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10245 NW 312TH PL PO BOX 603 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC09500 1N301CD01605 lN311AA01900 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current ReSident Or 
HULTS, PEGGY E & HUYNH, JUNIA & JACKSON, WM A BETTE 
WILLIAM C SR, TRUSTEES HUYNH,BEN 9615 NW BEACH COURT 
PO BOX 633 31570 NW CLAXTAR ST HILLSBORO, OR 97124 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD05200 1 N3120000903 1 N3120000703 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

JEWELL, DEBRA L JEWETT-CAMERON LUMBER CORP JEWETT-CAMERON LUMBER CORP 

PO BOX 962 ATTN, DONALD BOONE ATTN DONALD BOONE 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 PO BOX 816 PO BOX 816 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD06800 1 N3120001900 1N3110001900 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current ReSident Or 
JONES, JEFFREY MICHAEL & JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
JONES,CRYSTALANN 31965 NW BEACH RD 31965 NW BEACH RD 
PO BOX 122 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN3110001400 1 N3120003600 1 N3120003700 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or CUrrent Resident Or 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 31965 NW BEACH RD 31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3120003800 1N3120001902 1N301CC01200 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST JOSSY, APRIL .1 REVOCABLE TRUST JOSSY, ROBERT D 
31965 NW BEACH RD 31965 NW BEACH RD 31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 



1N301CC01100 
Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, ROBERT D 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N311 0001200 
Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, ROBERT D REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3120000501 
Current Resident Or 
KELLY. BRIAN W AND NANCY B 
9765 NW 316TH PL 
HILLSBORO. OR 97124 

1 N301 CD07900 
Current Resident Or 
KINDEL, BRANDI 
31795 NW SAGE CT 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD05000 
Current Resident Or 
KRAUSEL, GRACE D 
PO BOX 235 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC05601 
Current Resident Or 
KRUG, DARRELL LAND 
JUDITH E 
PO BOX 402 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD09800 
Current Resident Or 
LARSON, STEPHANIE R & 
CURRY, SHAWN 
21163 NW GALICE LN #305 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1 N301 CD07700 
Current Resident Or 
LYTLE, TOMMY D & 
LYTLE, PUALETTE 
PO BOX 783 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD06400 
Current Resident Or 
MANUEL, DONALD L 
PO BOX 605 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA01000 
Current Resident Or 
MCCANDLESS, WILLIAM H & 
MCCANDLESS, HELEN I 
32905 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CC01400 
Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, ROBERT D 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3110001300 
Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, ROBERT D REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO. OR 97124 

1N301CD05900 
Current Resident Or 
KIDDER, SEAN & 
KIDDER, VILLA 
PO BOX 462 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CDl1800 
Current Resident Or 
KNIGHT, ROSS K & 
KNIGHT, RACHELLE K 
31849 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

1 N301 DC05602 
Current Resident Or 
KRUG, DARRELL L & JUDITH E 
PO BOX 402 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD06600 
Current Resident Or 
LABONTE, LEE M & 
LABONTE, HEATHER M 
32000 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD03100 
Current Resident Or 
LEN WAI, BRIDGETTE K 
10595 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD08800 
Current Resident Or 
MACKRIS, RONALD P 
PO BOX 218 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3120000500 
Current Resident Or 
MARCO, PATRICIA E REVOC LT 
9875 NW 316TH PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD06900 
Current Resident Or 
MEAD, CHARLES D 
32025 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3120002700 
Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, ROBERT D 
REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3120000702 
Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, ROBERT D REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N3110000101 
Current Resident Or 
KIGER, LAWRENCE/FREDA 
32490 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD1 0400 
Current Resident Or 
KONOPASEK, KAREN 
10541 NW 320TH AVE 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC05600 
Current Resident Or 
KRUG, DARRELL L & JUDITH E 
PO BOX 402 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD04500 
Current Resident Or 
LANDCASTER DEVELOPMENT CORPORATI 
6770 SW CANYON DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97225 

1 N301DC111 00 
Current Resident Or 
LILLIE, JOHN T 
10190 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD13600 
Current Resident Or 
MACY, RUSSELL A & 
MACY, L1SAD 
10618 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD04300 
Current Resident Or 
MAY, JOY L & 
WIREN, CHARLES A JR 
PO BOX 243 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD13200 
Current Resident Or 
MILLER, ALYCE 
31883 NW CLAXT AR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
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1N301CC01100 
Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, ROBERT 0 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N311 0001200 
Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, ROBERT 0 REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3120000501 
Current Resident Or 
KELLY, BRIAN W AND NANCY B 
9765 NW 316TH PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD07900 
Current Resident Or 
KINDEL, BRANDI 
31795 NW SAGE CT 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD05000 
Current Resident Or 
KRAUSEL, GRACE D 
PO BOX 235 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC05601 
Current Resident Or 
KRUG, DARRELL LAND 
JUDITH E 
PO BOX 402 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD09800 
Current Resident Or 
LARSON, STEPHANIE R & 
CURRY, SHAWN 
21163 NW GALICE LN #305 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1 N301 CD07700 
Current Resident Or 
LYTLE, TOMMY 0 & 
LYTLE,PUALETTE 
PO BOX 783 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD06400 
Current Resident Or 
MANUEL, DONALD L 
PO BOX 605 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA01000 
Current Resident Or 
MCCANDLESS, WILLIAM H & 
MCCANDLESS, HELEN I 
32905 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

lN301CC01400 
Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, ROBERT 0 
31965 NWBEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N311 0001300 
Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, ROBERT 0 REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD05900 
Current Resident Or 
KIDDER, SEAN & 
KIDDER, VILLA 
PO BOX 462 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD11800 
Current Resident Or 
KNIGHT, ROSS K & 
KNIGHT, RACHELLE K 
31849 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC05602 
Current Resident Or 
KRUG, DARRELL L & JUDITH E 
PO BOX 402 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD06600 
Current Resident Or 
LABONTE, LEE M & 
LABONTE, HEATHER M 
32000 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD031 00 
Current Resident Or 
LEN WAI, BRIDGETTE K 
10595 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD08800 
Current Resident Or 
MACKRIS, RONALD P 
PO BOX 218 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3120000500 
Current Resident Or 
MARCO, PATRICIA E REVOC LT 
9875 NW 316TH PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD06900 
Current Resident Or 
MEAD, CHARLES D 
32025 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3120002700 
Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, ROBERT 0 
REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3120000702 
Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, ROBERT D REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3110000101 
Current Resident Or 
KIGER, LAWRENCE/FREDA 
32490 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CDl 0400 
Current Resident Or 
KONOPASEK, KAREN 
10541 NW 320TH AVE 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC05600 
Current Resident Or 
KRUG, DARRELL L & JUDITH E 
PO BOX 402 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD04500 
Current Resident Or 
LANDCASTER DEVELOPMENT CORPORATI 
6770 SW CANYON DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97225 

1 N301DC111 00 
Current Resident Or 
LILLIE, JOHN T 
10190 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD13600 
Current Resident Or 
MACY, RUSSELL A & 
MACY, LlSAD 
10618 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD04300 
Current Resident Or 
MAY, JOY L & 
WIREN, CHARLES A JR 
PO BOX 243 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD13200 
Current Resident Or 
MILLER, ALYCE 
31883 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC01100 
Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, ROBERT 0 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3110001200 
Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, ROBERT 0 REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N312000050 1 
Current Resident Or 
KELLY, BRIAN W AND NANCY B 
9765 NW 316TH PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD07900 
Current Resident Or 
KINDEL, BRANDI 
31795 NW SAGE CT 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD05000 
Current Resident Or 
KRAUSEL. GRACE 0 
PO BOX 235 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

1 N301DC05601 
Current Resident Or 
KRUG. DARRELL LAND 
JUDITH E 
PO BOX 402 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD09800 
Current Resident Or 
LARSON, STEPHANIE R & 
CURRY, SHAWN 
21163 NW GALICE LN #305 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1 N301 CD07700 
Current Resident Or 
LYTLE, TOMMY 0 & 
LYTLE. PUALETTE 
PO BOX 783 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

1 N301 CD06400 
Current Resident Or 
MANUEL. DONALD L 
PO BOX 605 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

1N311AA01000 
Current Resident Or 
MCCANDLESS, WILLIAM H & 
MCCANDLESS, HELEN I 
32905 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO. OR 97124 

1N301CC01400 
Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, ROBERT 0 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N3110001300 
CUrrent Resident Or 
JOSSY. ROBERT 0 REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD05900 
Current Resident Or 
KIDDER, SEAN & 
KIDDER, VILLA 
PO BOX 462 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD11800 
Current Resident Or 
KNIGHT, ROSS K & 
KNIGHT, RACHELLE K 
31849 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC05602 
Current Resident Or 
KRUG. DARRELL L & JUDITH E 
PO BOX 402 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

1 N301 CD06600 
Current Resident Or 
LABONTE, LEE M & 
LABONTE, HEATHER M 
32000 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD03100 
Current Resident Or 
LEN WAI, BRIDGETTE K 
10595 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD08800 
Current Resident Or 
MACKRIS, RONALD P 
PO BOX 218 

NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

1N3120000500 
Current Resident Or 
MARCO, PATRICIA E REVOC LT 
9875 NW 316TH PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD06900 
Current Resident Or 
MEAD. CHARLES 0 
32025 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN3120002700 
Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, ROBERT D 
REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3120000702 
Current Resident Or 
JOSSY, ROBERT D REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N311 00001 01 
Current Resident Or 
KIGER. LAWRENCE/FREDA 
32490 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD10400 
Current Resident Or 
KONOPASEK, KAREN 
10541 NW320THAVE 

NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

1 N301 DC05600 
Current Resident Or 
KRUG, DARRELL L & JUDITH E 
PO BOX 402 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

1N301CD04500 
Current Resident Or 
LANDCASTER DEVELOPMENT CORPORATI 
6770 SW CANYON DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97225 

lN301DC11100 
Current Res/dent Or 
LILLIE, JOHN T 
10190 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD13600 
Current Resident Or 
MACY. RUSSELL A & 
MACY, LISA D 
10618 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

1 N301 CD04300 
Current Resident Or 
MAY. JOY L & 
WIREN, CHARLES A JR 
PO BOX 243 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

1N301CD13200 
Current Resident Or 
MILLER, ALYCE 
31883 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 



1 N311 AA00600 
Current Resident Or 
MOSELEY, JEAN REYNOLDS 
REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST 
9870 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1N301DC10300 
Current Resident Or 
NELSON, BRENT R 
10225 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC00300 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC01000 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD07000 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1N301CD07400 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD08700 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD091 00 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1N301CD05600 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1N301CD04100 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS, CITY OF 
31360 NW COMMERCIAL ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC11800 
Current Resident Or 
MUNOZ, ROSALINDA & 
WILLIAMS, MARCUS J 
10020 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD12200 
Current ReSident Or 
NORMANDIN, MEGAN J 
31888 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC00200 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC01800 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD06700 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD08000 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD06200 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD09200 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1N301CD02000 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
19495 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1N301CD02001 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS, CITY OF 
31360 NW COMMERCIAL ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC10400 
Current Resident Or 
NAVA, JULIO C& MARIAJ 
PO BOX 176 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CC00400 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CC00900 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC01700 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD07300 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAiNS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD04400 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD09000 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
ATTN:BARTHOLEMY, EDMUND 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CDOS800 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1N301CD05100 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
ATTN: BARTHOLEMY, EDMUND 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N312AB00300 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS, CITY OF 
31360 NW COMMERCIAL ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
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1 N311 AA00600 
Current Resident Or 
MOSELEY, JEAN REYNOLDS 
REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST 
9870 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1N301DC10300 
Current Resident Or 
NELSON, BRENT R 
10225 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC00300 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC01000 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD07000 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1N301CD07400 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD08700 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD091 00 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1N301CD05600 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1N301CD04100 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS, CITY OF 
31360 NW COMMERCIAL ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301DC11800 
Current Resident Or 
MUNOZ, ROSALINDA & 
WILLIAMS, MARCUS J 
10020 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD12200 
Current ReSident Or 
NORMANDIN, MEGAN J 
31888 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC00200 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC01800 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD06700 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD08000 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS lLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD06200 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1N301CD09200 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1N301CD02000 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
19495 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1N301CD02001 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS, CITY OF 
31360 NW COMMERCIAL ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC10400 
Current Resident Or 
NAVA, JULIO C & MARIA J 
PO BOX 176 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC00400 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC00900 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CC01700 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1N301CD07300 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD04400 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD09000 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
ATTN: BARTHOlEMY, EDMUND 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD05800 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD05100 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
ATTN: BARTHOLEMY, EDMUND 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N312AB00300 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS, CITY OF 
31360 NW COMMERCIAL ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA00600 
Current Resident Or 
MOSELEY, JEAN REYNOLDS 
REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST 
9870 ~ GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N301DC 1 0300 
Current Resident Or 
NELSON, BRENT R 
10225 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC00300 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CC01000 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD07000 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD07400 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD08700 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD091 00 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 COO5600 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1N301CD04100 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS, CITY OF 
31360 NW COMMERCIAL ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC11800 
Current Resident Or 
MUNOZ, ROSALINDA & 
WILLIAMS, MARCUS J 
10020 ~ 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD12200 
Current Resident Or 
NORMANDIN, MEGAN J 
31888 ~ CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC00200 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CC01800 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD06700 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD08000 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD06200 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301CD09200 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD02000 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
19495 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD02001 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS, CITY OF 
31360 NW COMMERCIAL ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC10400 
Current Resident Or 
NAVA, JULIO C & MARIA J 
PO BOX 176 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC00400 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC00900 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC01700 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD07300 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD04400 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD09000 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
ATTN: BARTHOLEMY, EDMUND 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CDOS8DD 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD051 00 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
ATTN: BARTHOLEMY, EDMUND 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N312AB00300 
Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS, CITY OF 
31360 ~ COMMERCIAL ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 



1N301CD09600 
Current Resident Or 
OAK MEADOW PARK HOMEOWNERS ASSN 
31905 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC12000 
Current Resident Or 
PACIFIC MEADOWS NO.2 
OWNERS OF LOTS 7-12 
, 00000 

1 N301 DC05501 
Current Resident Or 
PETITJEAN, BONNIE GENE 
PO BOX 793 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD1 0500 
Current Resident Or 
PRINCE, BRADLEY 
10527 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD121 00 
Current Resident Or 
PROPECK, JAMES & 
PROPECK, HILARY 
31880 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD08200 
Current Resident Or 
RALPH, RONALD & 
RALPH, ALICE 
PO BOX 1895 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N311 AA02200 
Current Resident Or 
ROTH DEVELOPMENT, INC 
3450 NW 65TH ST 
SEATTLE, WA 98117 

1 N301 CD05700 
Current Resident Or 
SAGAR, JAMES & 
ROSSETTI-SAGAR, CHRISTINE K 
PO BOX 719 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC10600 
Current Resident Or 
SCHELLENGER, DANIEL 0 & LISA A 
10135 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD07800 
Current Resident Or 
SEGGERMAN, DENISE 
PO BOX 121 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD02200 
Current Resident Or 
OCHOA, RODRIGOA& PATRICIAJ 
PO BOX 1580 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC10900 
Current Resident Or 
PATTERSON, MATTHEWW 
10165 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD04900 
Current Resident Or 
PIERCE, LOIS J & 
PIERCE, BILLY 
PO BOX 762 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD13500 
Current Resident Or 
PRINCE, DENISE REVOCABLE 
LIVING TRUST 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1N3110000100 
Current Resident Or 
R & R COUSSENS, INC 
18009 NWANASTASIA DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1 N301 CD01606 
Current Resident Or 
RANES, RONALD L & 
KOLAR-RANES, ANDREA J 
31597 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD13800 
Current Resident Or 
RSP DEVELOPMENT LLC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1N301CD08100 
Current Resident Or 
SAGAR, THOMAS M & 
SAGAR, CYNTHIA K 
10365 NW 317TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120000700 
Current Resident Or 
SCHLOTTMANN, CRAIG J & DARCEY M 
PO BOX 606 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD04200 
Current Resident Or 
SHEETS, STEPHEN R & 
SHEETS, ANGELIA L 
PO BOX 656 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC01300 
Current Resident Or 
OCHS, LEWIS M & 
OCHS, LINDA C 
10380 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1N311AA02000 
Current Resident Or 
PEDERSON, WM K JR SUSAN 
32655 NW BEACH RD 

HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD13100 
Current Resident Or 
PLUMLEY, ROBERT G & 
DOROHA, STANCY 
31891 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD12400 
Current Resident Or 
PRINCE, STEVEN M & 
PRINCE, DENISE A 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1N3120001800 
Current Resident Or 
R & R COUSSENS, INC 
18009 NWANASTASIA DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1 N311 AA00200 
Current Resident Or 
ROBINSON, DAN C & NIKKI N 
PO BOX 2000 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD13700 
Current Resident Or 
RSP DEVELOPMENT LLC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1 N301 CD11600 
Current Resident Or 
SANDOW, THADDAEUS 0 
4255 NW COLUMBIA AVE 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1N301CD09900 
Current Resident Or 
SCHMIDT, WILLIAM C & 
CAREY, PAMELA 
10613 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC11600 
Current Resident Or 
SHEPHERD, MELODY A & 
SHEPHERD, KERRY J 
10140 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
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lN301CD09600 
Current Resident Or 
OAK MEADOW PARK HOMEOWNERS ASSN 
31905 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301DC12000 
Current Resident Or 
PACIFIC MEADOWS NO.2 
OWNERS OF LOTS 7-12 
, 00000 

lN301DC05501 
Current Resident Or 
PETITJEAN, BONNIE GENE 
PO BOX 793 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD10500 
Current Resident Or 
PRINCE, BRADLEY 
10527 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD12100 
Current Resident Or 
PROPECK, JAMES & 
PRO PECK, HILARY 
31880 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD08200 
CUTTent Resident Or 
RALPH, RONALD & 
RALPH, ALICE 
PO BOX 1895 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN311AA02200 
CUTTent Resident Or 
ROTH DEVELOPMENT, INC 
3450 NW 65TH ST 
SEATTLE, WA 98117 

lN301CD05700 
CUTTent Resident Or 
SAGAR, JAMES & 
ROSSEITI-SAGAR, CHRISTINE K 
PO BOX 719 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC10600 
Current Resident Or 
SCHELLENGER, DANIEL D & LISA A 
10135 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD07800 
Current Resident Or 
SEGGERMAN, DENISE 
POBOX 121 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD02200 
CUTTent Resident Or 
OCHOA, RODRIGO A & PATRICIA J 
PO BOX 1580 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC10900 
CUTTent Resident Or 
PAITERSON, MAITHEWW 
10165 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD04900 
Current Resident Or 
PIERCE, LOIS J & 
PIERCE, BILLY 
PO BOX 762 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD13500 
CUTTent Resident Or 
PRINCE, DENISE REVOCABLE 
LIVING TRUST 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

lN3110000100 
CUTTent Resident Or 
R & R COUSSENS, INC 
18009 NWANASTASIA DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1 N301 CD01606 
Current Resident Or 
RANES, RONALD L & 
KOLAR-RANES, ANDREA J 
31597 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD13800 
Current Resident Or 
RSP DEVELOPMENT LLC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1N301CD08100 
CUTTent Resident Or 
SAGAR, THOMAS M & 
SAGAR, CYNTHIA K 
10365 NW317THAVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120000700 
Current Resident Or 
SCHLOITMANN, CRAIG J & DARCEY M 
PO BOX 606 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD04200 
Current Resident Or 
SHEETS, STEPHEN R & 
SHEETS, ANGELIA L 
PO BOX 656 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC01300 
Current Resident Or 
OCHS, LEWIS M & 
OCHS, LINDA C 
10380 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N311AA02000 
Current Resident Or 
PEDERSON, WM K JR SUSAN 
32655 NW BEACH RD 

HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD13100 
CUTTent Resident Or 
PLUMLEY, ROBERT G & 
DOROHA, STANCY 
31891 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD12400 
Current Resident Or 
PRINCE, STEVEN M & 
PRINCE, DENISE A 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1N3120001800 
CUTTent Resident Or 
R & R COUSSENS, INC 
18009 NWANASTASIA DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1 N311 AA00200 
CUTTent Resident Or 
ROBINSON, DAN C & NIKKI N 
PO BOX 2000 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD13700 
CUTTent Resident Or 
RSP DEVELOPMENT LLC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

lN301CD11600 
CUTTent Resident Or 
SANDOW, TI-IADDAEUS D 
4255 NW COLUMBIA AVE 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1N301CD09900 
CUTTent Resident Or 
SCHMIDT, WILLIAM C & 
CAREY, PAMELA 
10613 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC11600 
Current Resident Or 
SHEPHERD, MELODY A & 
SHEPHERD, KERRY J 
10140 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD09600 
Current Resident Or 
OAK MEADOW PARK HOMEOWNERS ASSN 
31905 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC12000 
Current Resident Or 
PACIFIC MEADOWS NO.2 
OWNERS OF LOTS 7-12 
, 00000 

lN301DC05501 
Current Resident Or 
PETITJEAN, BONNIE GENE 
POBOX 793 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD10500 
Current Resident Or 
PRINCE, BRADLEY 
10527 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

1N301CD12100 
Current Resident Or 
PROPECK, JAMES & 
PRO PECK, HILARY 
31880 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD08200 
Current Resident Or 
RALPH, RONALD & 
RALPH, ALICE 
PO BOX 1895 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN311AA02200 
Current Resident Or 
ROTH DEVELOPMENT, INC 
3450 NW 65TH ST 
SEATTLE, WA 98117 

1 N301 CD05700 
Current Resident Or 
SAGAR, JAMES & 
ROSSEITI-SAGAR. CHRISTINE K 
PO BOX 719 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC 1 0600 
Current Resident Or 
SCHELLENGER, DANIEL D & LISA A 
10135 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD07800 
Current Resident Or 
SEGGERMAN, DENISE 
POBOX 121 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD02200 
Current Resident Or 
OCHOA, RODRIGO A & PATRICIAJ 
PO BOX 1580 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC10900 
Current Resident Or 
PATTERSON, MATTHEWW 
10165 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD04900 
Current Resident Or 
PIERCE, LOIS J & 
PIERCE, BILLY 
PO BOX 762 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD13500 
Current Resident Or 
PRINCE, DENISE REVOCABLE 
LIVING TRUST 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

lN3110000100 
Current Resident Or 
R & R COUSSENS. INC 
18009 NWANASTASIA DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1 N301 CD01606 
Current Resident Or 
RANES, RONALD L & 
KOLAR-RANES, ANDREA J 
31597 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD13800 
Current Resident Or 
RSP DEVELOPMENT LLC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

lN301CD08100 
Current Resident Or 
SAGAR, THOMAS M & 
SAGAR, CYNTHIA K 
10365 NW 317TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120000700 
Current Resident Or 
SCHLOTTMANN, CRAIG J & DARCEY M 
PO BOX 606 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD04200 
Current Resident Or 
SHEETS, STEPHEN R & 
SHEETS, ANGELIA L 
PO BOX 656 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CC01300 
Current Resident Or 
OCHS, LEWIS M & 
OCHS, LINDA C 
10380 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N311AA02000 
Current Resident Or 
PEDERSON, WM K JR SUSAN 
32655 NW BEACH RD 

HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

lN301CD13100 
Current Resident Or 
PLUMLEY, ROBERT G & 
DOROHA, STANCY 
31891 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD12400 
Current Resident Or 
PRINCE, STEVEN M & 
PRINCE, DENISE A 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1 N3120001800 
Current Resident Or 
R & R COUSSENS, INC 
18009 NWANASTASIA DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

lN311AA00200 
Current Resident Or 
ROBINSON, DAN C & NIKKI N 
PO BOX 2000 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD13700 
Current Resident Or 
RSP DEVELOPMENT LLC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1N301CD11600 
Current Resident Or 
SANDOW, THADDAEUS 0 
4255 NW COLUMBIA AVE 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

lN301CD09900 
Current Resident Or 
SCHMIDT, WILLIAM C & 
CAREY, PAMELA 
10613 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301DC11600 
Current Resident Or 
SHEPHERD, MELODY A & 
SHEPHERD. KERRY J 
10140 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 



1 N301DC11900 1 N301 CD011 01 lN301CD01202 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
SIMMONS, KIM M & SKIPPER, WILLIAM E AND MARY L SLIVINSKI, JOSEPH A & SHARAL YN K 
COOK, TOBBY L TRUSTEES PO BOX 251 
31125 NW HIGHLAND CT 4174 NE JACKSON STREET NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD12300 1 N301 CCOOl 00 1 N301 CD03600 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
SLOPER, KELLI & SPIERING, ROGER E AND SPRAGUE, SHARON L 
SLOPER, GERALD 0 & ALECIAJ 15070 NW 321ST AVE 
SLOPER, CONNIE 0 PO BOX 417 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
31890 NWCLAXTAR ST NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

1 N301 CD12600 lN301CD12500 1 N301 COl 0900 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 17150 SW ELDORADO DR 17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 PORTLAND, OR 97224 PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CD11100 lN301CD11200 1 N301 CD11300 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 17150 SW ELDORADO DR 17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 PORTLAND, OR 97224 PORTLAND, OR 97224 

1N301CD11400 lN301CD11000 lN301CD11500 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 17150 SW ELDORADO DR 17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 PORTLAND, OR 97224 PORTLAND, OR 97224 

1N301CD07600 1 N301 CD13400 1 N301 COl 0800 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

SWANEY, RAMONA A TERESI, LAURIE A TESSIER, CLAIRE L & 

3312 VALLEY CREST WAY 10586 NW 320TH AVE KRAGT, JASON M 

FOREST GROVE, OR 97116 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10483 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC04100 1 N301 CD03000 1 N301 DC03900 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
THOMPSON, ANNIE LAND THOMPSON, STEVEN J & THURBER, TIM R & ROBERTA M 
MEYERS, ANDREW J THOMPSON, CYNTHIA A PO BOX 273 
POBOX 372 3130E4THAVE NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3020000290 1N3110001600 1 N3120002000 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
TONGES FARMS LLC TONGES FARMS LLC TWIN CEDARS LLC 
PO BOX 807 PO BOX 807 31965 NW BEACH RD 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD05500 1 N301 CC01301 lN311M01700 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
UMLANDT, MICHAEL W & UNGER, NICHOLAS A & JEANNIE L USHER FAMILY TRUST 
UMLANDT, JARED BENJAMIN 10300 NW GORDON RD BY KARL & SANDRA USHER TRS 
14575 SW WALKER RD #024 CORNELIUS, OR 97113 9650 NW BEACH CT 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N311M00700 1N301CD08900 1N301CD07500 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
USHER, DARRYL G LIVING TRUST & VANDERZANDEN, MICHELLE 0 & VANDYKE, JAY A 
USHER, BARBARA L L1V TRUST VANDERZANDEN,STEVEJ 31895 NW SAGE CT 
9810 NW GORDON RD PO BOX 691 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
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lN301DCl1900 1 N301 CD011 01 1N301CD01202 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
SIMMONS, KIM M & SKIPPER, WILLIAM E AND MARY L SLIVINSKI, JOSEPH A & SHARAL YN K 
COOK, TOBBY L TRUSTEES PO BOX 251 
31125 NW HIGHLAND CT 4174 NE JACKSON STREET NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD12300 1 N301 CCOOl 00 1 N301 CD03600 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
SLOPER, KELLI & SPIERING, ROGER E AND SPRAGUE, SHARON L 
SLOPER, GERALD 0 & ALECIAJ 15070 NW 321ST AVE 
SLOPER, CONNIE 0 PO BOX 417 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
31890 NWCLAXTAR ST NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

1 N301 CD12600 1N301CD12500 1N301CD10900 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 17150 SW ELDORADO DR 17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 PORTLAND, OR 97224 PORTLAND, OR 97224 

1N301 CD11100 1N301CD11200 1 N301CD11300 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 17150 SW ELDORADO DR 17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 PORTLAND, OR 97224 PORTLAND, OR 97224 

1N301CD11400 1N301CD11000 1 N301CD11500 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 17150 SW ELDORADO DR 17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 PORTLAND, OR 97224 PORTLAND, OR 97224 

1N301CD07600 1 N301 CD13400 1 N301CD10800 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

SWANEY, RAMONA A TERESI, LAURIE A TESSIER, CLAIRE L & 

3312 VALLEY CREST WAY 10586 NW 320TH AVE KRAGT, JASON M 

FOREST GROVE, OR 97116 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10483 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC041 00 1 N301 CD03000 1 N301DC03900 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
THOMPSON, ANNIE LAND THOMPSON, STEVEN J & THURBER, TIM R & ROBERTA M 
MEYERS, ANDREW J THOMPSON, CYNTHIA A PO BOX 273 
POBOX 372 3130 E 4TH AVE NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3020000290 1N3110001600 1 N3120002000 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
TONGES FARMS LLC TONGES FARMS LLC TWIN CEDARS LLC 
PO BOX 807 PO BOX 807 31965 NW BEACH RD 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD05500 1 N301 CC01301 1N311AA01700 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
UMLANDT, MICHAEL W & LINGER, NICHOLAS A & JEANNIE L USHER FAMILY TRUST 
UMLANDT, JARED BENJAMIN 10300 NW GORDON RD BY KARL & SANDRA USHER TRS 
14575 SW WALKER RD #D24 CORNELIUS, OR 97113 9650 NW BEACH CT 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N311AA00700 1 N301 CD08900 1N301CD07500 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
USHER, DARRYL G LIVING TRUST & VANDERZANDEN, MICHELLE 0 & VANDYKE, JAY A 
USHER, BARBARA L LlV TRUST VANDERZANDEN,STEVEJ 31895 NW SAGE CT 
9810 NW GORDON RD PO BOX 691 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301DC11900 1 N301 CD011 01 1 N301CD01202 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
SIMMONS, KIM M & SKIPPER, WILLIAM E AND MARY L SLIVINSKI, JOSEPH A & SHARAL YN K 
COOK, TOBBY L TRUSTEES PO BOX 251 
31125 NW HIGHLAND CT 4174 NE JACKSON STREET NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD12300 1 N301 CCOOl 00 1 N301 CD03600 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resjdent Or 
SLOPER, KELLI & SPIERING, ROGER E AND SPRAGUE, SHARON L 
SLOPER, GERALD D & ALECIAJ 15070 NW 321STAVE 
SLOPER, CONNIE D PO BOX 417 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
31890 NWCLAXTAR ST NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

1 N301 CD12600 lN301CD12500 1 N301 CD1 0900 
Current Resident Or Current ReSident Or Current Resident Or 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 17150 SW ELDORADO DR 17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 PORTLAND, OR 97224 PORTLAND, OR 97224 

1N301CD11100 lN301CD11200 1 N301 CD11300 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 17150 SW ELDORADO DR 17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 PORTLAND, OR 97224 PORTLAND, OR 97224 

1N301CD11400 1N301CD11000 1 N301CD11500 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 17150 SW ELDORADO DR 17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 PORTLAND, OR 97224 PORTLAND, OR 97224 

1 N301 CD07600 1N301CD13400 1 N301CD10800 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

SWANEY, RAMONA A TERESI, LAURIE A TESSIER, CLAIRE L & 

3312 VALLEY CREST WAY 10586 NW 320TH AVE KRAGT, JASON M 

FOREST GROVE, OR 97116 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 10483 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC041 DO 1 N301 CD03000 1 N301DC03900 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Curren! Resident Or 
THOMPSON, ANNIE LAND THOMPSON, STEVEN J & THURBER, TIM R & ROBERTA M 
MEYERS, ANDREW J THOMPSON, CYNTHIA A PO BOX 273 
POBOX 372 3130 E 4TH AVE NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 HILLSBORO. OR 97124 

1 N3020000290 lN3110001600 1 N312D002000 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
TONGES FARMS LLC TONGES FARMS LLC TWIN CEDARS LLC 
PO BOX 807 PO BOX 807 31965 NW BEACH RD 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD05500 1N301CC01301 lN311AA01700 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
UMLANDT, MICHAEL W & UNGER, NICHOLAS A & JEANNIE L USHER FAMILY TRUST 
UMLANDT, JARED BENJAMIN 10300 NW GORDON RD BY KARL & SANDRA USHER TRS 
14575 SWWALKER RD #D24 CORNELIUS, OR 97113 9650 NW BEACH CT 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

lN311AAOO700 1N301CD08900 1 N30 1 CD07500 
Current ReSident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
USHER, DARRYL G LIVING TRUST & VANDERZANDEN, MICHELLE 0 & VANDYKE, JAY A 
USHER, BARBARA L LlV TRUST VANDERZANDEN,STEVEJ 31895 NW SAGE CT 
9810 NW GORDON RD PO BOX 691 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 



1 N3120002601 1 N301 CD04800 1 N301 DC 12400 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
VANGRUNSVEN, RICHARD E & VICE, LORELLA M VINCENT, ANDREW J 
DIANE E POBOX 194 PO BOX 1044 
9899 NW 316TH PL NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD01203 1 N301 CD06500 1 N311AA02300 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
VUYLSTEKE, JOHN & ALVINA WEBB, PATSY C TRUST WEITMAN, JIM G 
PO BOX 661 31960 NW MEADOW DR 9690 NW BEACH CT 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N311AA01500 1 N30 1 CD05400 1 N301 CD09400 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
WEITMAN, JIM G & WHEELER, WAYNE S WILCOX, MERLENE 
WYLDER, TAYNA PO BOX 171 PO BOX 1062 
9690 NW BEACH CT NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD10000 1N301CD09300 1 N301 CD02400 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
WILLSON, BRANDON C & WILSON, STEVEN E WING, DENNIS L & ALEXIS V 
WILLSON, KAYLA I 10245 NW OAK TER PO BOX 285 
10597 NW 320TH AVE NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD02500 1 N301 CD02600 1 N301CD01603 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

WING, DENNIS L & ALEXIS V WING, GARY & STEPHANIE WING, KENNETH 0 & 

PO BOX 285 PO BOX 303 FRANCES MAUREEN 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 POBOX 302 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD01500 1N301CD01700 1N311AA00100 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
WING, KENNETH 0 & FRANCES M WING, KENNETH D/FRANCES M WITTENBERG, DENNIS EDWIN 
PO BOX 302 PO BOX 302 10160 NW GORDON RD 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 CORNELIUS. OR 97113 

1 N3120000600 1 N30 1DC041 02 1N301CD06300 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

WOLTER. CHESTER A & PATRICIA C WOODWARD, MICHAEL J & DIANE M YOUNG, JERRY T & 

9555 NW 316TH PL PO BOX 663 YOUNG. BE 

HILLSBORO. OR 97124 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 PO BOX 479 
31920 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

1 N301 CD03200 
Current Resident Or 
ZIELSDORFF. CASEY & AUNDREA K Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
10575 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
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1 N3120002601 1 N301 CD04800 1 N301DC 12400 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
VANGRUNSVEN, RICHARD E & VICE, LORELLA M VINCENT, ANDREW J 
DIANE E PO BOX 194 POBOX 1044 
9899 NW 316TH PL NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
HILLSBORO. OR 97124 

1 N301 CD01203 1 N301 CD06500 1N311AA02300 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
VUYLSTEKE. JOHN & ALVINA WEBB. PATSY C TRUST WEITMAN, JIM G 
PO BOX 661 31960 NW MEADOW DR 9690 NW BEACH CT 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N311AA01500 1 N30 1 CD05400 1 N301 CD09400 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
WEITMAN. JIM G & WHEELER, WAYNE S WILCOX, MERLENE 
WYLDER, TAYNA PO BOX 171 PO BOX 1062 
9690 NW BEACH CT NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD10000 1N301CD09300 1 N301 CD02400 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
WILLSON. BRANDON C & WILSON, STEVEN E WING, DENNIS L & ALEXIS V 
WILLSON, KAYLA I 10245 NW OAK TER PO BOX 285 
10597 NW 320TH AVE NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD02500 1 N301 CD02600 1 N301CD01603 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

WING, DENNIS L & ALEXIS V WING, GARY & STEPHANIE WING, KENNETH D & 

PO BOX 285 PO BOX 303 FRANCES MAUREEN 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 POBOX 302 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD01500 1 N301CD01700 1N311AA00100 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
WING, KENNETH D & FRANCES M WING, KENNETH D/FRANCES M WITIENBERG, DENNIS EDWIN 
POBOX 302 PO BOX 302 10160 NW GORDON RD 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N3120000600 1 N301DC04102 lN301CD06300 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

WOLTER, CHESTER A & PATRICIA C WOODWARD, MICHAEL J & DIANE M YOUNG, JERRY T & 

9555 NW 316TH PL PO BOX 663 YOUNG,BE 

HILLSBORO, OR 97124 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 PO BOX 479 
31920 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

1 N301 CD03200 
Current Resident Or 
ZIELSDORFF, CASEY & AUNDREA K Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
10575 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

1 N3120002601 1 N301 CD04800 1 N301DC 12400 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
VANGRUNSVEN, RICHARD E & VICE, LORELLA M VINCENT, ANDREW J 
DIANE E PO BOX 194 PO BOX 1044 
9899 NW 316TH PL NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

lN301CD01203 1 N301 CD06500 lN311M02300 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
VUYLSTEKE, JOHN & ALVINA WEBB, PATSY C TRUST WEITMAN, JIM G 
PO BOX 661 31960 NW MEADOW DR 9690 NW BEACH CT 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N311M01500 1 N301CD05400 1 N301 CD09400 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
WEITMAN, JIM G & WHEELER, WAYNE S WILCOX, MERLENE 
WYLDER, TAYNA PO BOX 171 PO BOX 1062 
9690 NW BEACH CT NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD10000 lN301CD09300 1 N301CD02400 
Current Resident Or CUrrent Resident Or Current Resident Or 
WILLSON, BRANDON C & WILSON, STEVEN E WING, DENNIS L & ALEXIS V 
WILLSON, KAYLA I 10245 NW OAK TER PO BOX 285 
10597 NW 320TH AVE NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD02500 1 N301 CD02600 1 N301CD01603 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

WING, DENNIS L & ALEXIS V WING, GARY & STEPHANIE WING, KENNETH D & 

PO BOX 285 PO BOX 303 FRANCES MAUREEN 

NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 POBOX 302 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD01500 1N301CD01700 1N311M00100 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
WING, KENNETH 0 & FRANCES M WING, KENNETH D/FRANCES M WITTENBERG, DENNIS EDWIN 
PO BOX 302 PO BOX 302 10160 NW GORDON RD 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N3120000600 1 N301DC04102 1 N30 1 CD06300 

Current Resident Or CUrrent Resident Or Current Resident Or 

WOLTER, CHESTER A & PATRICIA C WOODWARD, MICHAEL J & DIANE M YOUNG, JERRY T & 

9555 NW 316TH PL PO BOX 663 YOUNG, BE 

HILLSBORO, OR 97124 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 PO BOX 479 
31920 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS. OR 97133 

1 N301 CD03200 
Current Resident Or 
ZIELSDORFF, CASEY & AUNDREA K Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
10575 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 

Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
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51 [gJDLCD Notice of Proposed Amendment or 
DPeriodic Review work Task Proposed Hearing or 
DUrban Growth Boundary or Urban Reserve Area 

THIS COMPLETED FORM, including the text of the amendment and any supplemental infonnation, must be submitted to DLCD's 
Salem office at least 35 DAYS PRIOR TO THE FIRST EVIDENTIARY HEARING ORS 197.610, OAR 660-018-0020 and 
OAR 660-025-0080 

Jurisdiction: Washington County 

Local File Number: A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 

Is this a REVISION to a previously submitted proposal? 

o Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment(s) 

~ Land Use Regulation Amendment(s) 

D Transportation System Plan Amendment(s) 

D Periodic Review Work Task Number __ 

D Other (please describe): 

Date of First Evidentiary Hearing: 09/04/2013 

Date of Final Hearing: 10/22/2013 

o No 0 Yes Original submittal date: 07/19/2013 

Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment(s) 

D Zoning Map Amendment(s) 

D Urban Growth Boundary Amendment(s) 

D Urban Reserve Area Amendment(s) 

Briefly Summarize Proposal in plain language IN THIS SPACE (maximum 500 characters): 

Ordinance 772 would add CDC Section 389 relating to Residential Airpark Overlay District. The district authorizes 
hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways on parcels with an existing dwelling. RurallNatural Resource Plan Policy 28 would be 
amended to add text relating to Residential Airpark Overlay District and to update the Sunset Airstrip map to show the 
proposed overlay district boundaries. A-Engrossed Ordinance 772 differs in that four resource parcels were removed 
from the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District and there are no limits to the number of tie-downs. 

Has sufficient information been included to advise DLCO of the effect of proposal? [?3;]Yes, text is included 

Are Map changes included: minimum 8W'xll" color maps of Current and Proposed designations. 0 Yes, Maps included 

Plan map change from: N/A To: N/A 

Zone map change from:N/A To: N/A 

Location of property (Site address and TRS): N/A 

Previous density range:N/A 

Applicable statewide planning goals: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
[gJ [gJ [gJ D 

New density range: N/A 

7 8 
o 0 

9 10 
[gJ [gJ 

11 
o 

12 
[gJ 

13 

Is an exception to a statewide planning goal proposed? 0 YES 0 NO Goal(s): 

14 

Acres involved: N/A 

15 16 17 18 
D D 

19 

Affected state or federal agencies, local governments or special districts (It is jurisdiction's responsibility to notifY these agencies. 

Washington County, Oregon Department of Aviation, Federal Aviation Administration, Port of Portland (Hillsboro 
Airport), City of North Plains 

Local Contact person (name and title): Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner 

Phone: 503-846-8817 Extension: 

Address: 155 N lSI Ave, Suite 350-14 City: Hillsboro Zip: 97124-

Fax Number: 503-846-4412 E-mail Address: paul_schaefer@co.washington.or.us 

- FOR DLCD internal use only-

OLeO File No __________ _ 
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:1 [8JDLCD Notice of Proposed Amendment or 
DPeriodic Review work Task Proposed Hearing or 
DUrban Growth Boundary or Urban Reserve Area 

THIS COMPLETED FORM, including the text of the amendment and any supplemental information, must be submitted to DLCD's 
Salem office at least 35 DAYS PRIOR TO THE FIRST EVIDENTIARY HEARING ORS 197.610, OAR 660·018·0020 and 
OAR 660-025-0080 

Jurisdiction: Washington County 

Local File Number: A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 

Is this a REVISION to a previously submitted proposal? 

IZI Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment(s) 

r:8J Land Use Regulation Amendment(s) 

D Transportation System Plan Amendment(s) 

D Periodic Review Work Task Number __ 

D Other (please describe): 

Date of First Evidentiary Hearing: 09/04/2013 

Date of Final Hearing: 10/22/2013 

o No (gl Yes Original submittal date: 07/19/2013 

D Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment(s) 

D Zoning Map Amendment(s) 

D Urban Growth Boundary Amendment(s) 

D Urban Reserve Area Amendment(s) 

Briefly Summarize Proposal in plain language IN THIS SPACE (maximum 500 characters): 

Ordinance 772 would add CDC Section 389 relating to Residential Airpark Overlay District. The district authorizes 
hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways on parcels with an existing dwelling. RurallNatural Resource Plan Policy 28 would be 
amended to add text relating to Residential Airpark Overlay District and to update the Sunset Airstrip map to show the 
proposed overlay district boundaries. A-Engrossed Ordinance 772 differs in that four resource parcels were removed 
from the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District and there are no limits to the number of tie-downs. 

Has sufficient information been included to advise OLCO of the effect of proposal? (glYes, text is included 

Are Map changes included: minimum 8W'xll" color maps of Current and Proposed designations. (gl Yes, Maps included 

Plan map change from: N/A To: NJA 

Zone map change from:N/A To: N/A 

Location of property (Site address and TRS): N/A 

Previous density range:N/A New density range: N/A Acres involved: N/A 

Applicable statewide planning goals: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 
[8J [8J [8J 0 0 0 0 0 [8J ~ 0 [8J 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Is an exception to a statewide planning goal proposed? 0 YES (gl NO Goal(s): 

Affected state or federal agencies, local governments or special districts (It is jurisdiction's responsibility to notity these agencies. 

Washington County, Oregon Department of Aviation, Federal Aviation Administration, Port of Portland (Hillsboro 
Airport), City of North Plains 

Local Contact person (name and title): Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner 

Phone: 503-846-8817 Extension: 

Address: 155 N lSI Ave, Suite 350-14 

Fax Number: 503-846-4412 

- FOR DLCD internal use only -

OLeO File No __________ _ 

City: Hillsboro Zip: 97124-

E-mail Address:paul_schaefer@co.washington.or.us 
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51 r8lDLCD Notice of Proposed Amendment or 
DPeriodic Review work Task Proposed Hearing or 
CV rban Growth Boundary or Urban Reserve Area 

THIS COMPLETED FORM, including the text of tile amendment and any supplemental information, must be submitted to DLCD's 
Salem office at least 35 DAYS PRIOR TO THE FIRST EVIDENTIARY HEARING ORS 197.610, OAR 660·018·0020 and 
OAR 660-025-0080 

Jurisdiction: Washington County 

Local File Number: A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 

Is this a REVISION to a previously submitted proposal? 

[gI Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment(s) 

I2:SJ Land Use Regulation Amendment(s) 

D Transportation System Plan Amendment(s) 

D Periodic Review Work Task Number 

D Other (please describe): 

Date of First Evidentiary Hearing: 09/04/2013 

Date of Final Hearing: 10/22/2013 

o No [gJ Yes Original submittal date: 07/1912013 

D Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment(s) 

D Zoning Map Amendment(s) 

D Urban Growth Boundary Amendment(s) 

D Urban Reserve Area Amendment(s) 

Briefly Summarize Proposal in plain language IN THIS SPACE (maximum 500 characters): 

Ordinance 772 would add CDC Section 389 relating to Residential Airpark Overlay District. The district authorizes 
hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways on parcels with an existing dwelling. RurallNatural Resource Plan Policy 28 would be 
amended to add text relating to Residential Airpark Overlay District and to update the Sunset Airstrip map to show the 
proposed overlay district boundaries. A-Engrossed Ordinance 772 differs in that four resource parcels were remoycd 
from the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District and there are no limits to the number of tie-downs. 

Has sufficient information been included to advise OLCO of the effect of proposal? [gJYes, text is included 

Are Map changes included: minimum 8Yz"xll" color maps of Current and Proposed designations. ~ Yes, Maps included 

Plan map change from: N/A To: NJA 

Zone map change from:N/A To: N/A 

Location of property (Site address and TRS): NIA 

Previous density range:N/A New density range: N/A Acres involved: N/A 

Applicable statewide planning goals: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 
r8l r8l ~ 0 0 0 0 0 r8l r8l 0 r8l 0 0 0 0 D 0 0 

Is an exception to a statewide planning goal proposed? DYES [gJ NO Goal(s): 

Affected state or federal agencies, local governments or special districts (It is jurisdiction's responsibility to notifY these agencies. 

Washington County, Oregon Department of Aviation, Federal Aviation Administration, Port of Portland (Hillsboro 
Airport), City of North Plains 

Local Contact person (name and title): Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner 

Phone: 503-846-8817 Extension: 

Address: 155 N 1'1 Ave, Suite 350-14 

Fax Number: 503-846-4412 

- FOR DLCD internal use only-

DLCD File No __________ _ 

City: Hillsboro Zip: 97124-

E-mail Address:paul_schaefer@co.washington.or.us 



WASHINGTON COU NTY 
OREGON 

October 4, 2013 

To: Citizen Participation Organizations and Interested Parties 

From: Andy Back, Manager ~J~;Y IJ{3 
Planning and Development Services· U 

Subject: PROPOSED A-ENGROSSED ORDINANCE NO. 772 

On August 1, 2013, you were notified about initial public hearings for proposed Land Use Ordinance No. 772 
before the Planning Commission on September 4, 2013 and the Board of Commissioners (Board) on 
September 24, 2013. On September 24, the Board continued the hearing to October 1, 2013. The Board 
ordered amendments to this ordinance on October 1, 2013. These changes have been incorporated into 
proposed A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 and are summarized below. 

Ordinance Purpose and Summary 
Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the Washington County Community 
Development Code (CDC) to create a new Residential Airpark Overlay District. The new district would 
authorize hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an existing dwelling. 

Ordinance No. 772 also proposes to amend Policy 28 (Airports) of the Washington County Rural/Natural 
Resource Plan to add text relating to the Residential Airpark Overlay District and to replace the existing Sunset 
Airstrip map with a new map that shows the Residential Airpark Overlay District boundaries. 

Who Is Affected 
Owners of property on either side of Sunset Airstrip, which is located south of North Plains (south side of 
Highway 26) and west of Glencoe Road. 

What Land is Affected 
Certain properties located on either side of Sunset Airstrip proposed for deSignation as Residential Airpark 
Overlay District lands. 

Original Ordinance No. 772 Provisions 

» Adds new CDC Section 389 (Residential Airpark Overlay District) which contains regulations governing 
Residential Airpark Development and authorizes limited accessory uses commonly associated with airstrips 
when constructed on property with an existing dwelling. 

» Allows the designation of certain properties located on either side of Sunset Airstrip as Residential Airpark 
Overlay District lands. 

Proposed A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 Provisions 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 incorporates the above-described amendments plus the following 
proposed amendments: 

). Removes the three EFU parcels and one AF-20 parcel from the proposed overlay district (map change). 

). Clarifies that only 1 hangar is allowed per lot, but no longer limits the number of tie-downs (per lot). 

Department of Land Use & Transportation' Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 

155 N First Avenue, Ste. 350 MS 14· Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
phone: (503) 846-3519 . fax: (503) 846-4412 . TTY: (503) 846-4598 . wv.rw.co.washington.or.us 
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• WASHINGTON COU NTY 
OREGON 

October 4,2013 

To: Citizen Participation Organizations and Interested Parties 

From: Andy Back, Manager ~ J~y I!sB 
Planning and Development Services U 

Subject: PROPOSED A-ENGROSSED ORDINANCE NO. 772 

On August 1, 2013, you were notified about initial public hearings for proposed Land Use Ordinance No. 772 
before the Planning Commission on September 4, 2013 and the Board of Commissioners (Board) on 
September 24,2013. On September 24, the Board continued the hearing to October 1, 2013. The Board 
ordered amendments to this ordinance on October 1, 2013. These changes have been incorporated into 
proposed A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 and are summarized below. 

Ordinance Purpose and Summary 
Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the Washington County Community 
Development Code (CDC) to create a new Residential Airpark Overlay District. The new district would 
authorize hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an existing dwelling. 

Ordinance No. 772 also proposes to amend Policy 28 (Airports) of the Washington County Rural/Natural 
Resource Plan to add text relating to the Residential Airpark Overlay District and to replace the existing Sunset 
Airstrip map with a new map that shows the Residential Airpark Overlay District boundaries. 

Who Is Affected 
Owners of property on either side of Sunset Airstrip, which is located south of North Plains (south side of 
Highway 26) and west of Glencoe Road. 

What Land is Affected 
Certain properties located on either side of Sunset Airstrip proposed for designation as Residential Airpark 
Overlay District lands. 

Original Ordinance No. 772 Provisions 

}> Adds new CDC Section 389 (Residential Airpark Overlay District) which contains regulations governing 
Residential Airpark Development and authorizes limited accessory uses commonly associated with airstrips 
when constructed on property with an existing dwelling. 

}> Allows the designation of certain properties located on either side of Sunset Airstrip as Residential Airpark 
Overlay District lands. 

Proposed A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 Provisions 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 incorporates the above-described amendments plus the following 
proposed amendments: 

~ Removes the three EFU parcels and one AF-20 parcel from the proposed overlay district (map change). 

~ Clarifies that only 1 hangar is allowed per lot, but no longer limits the number of tie-downs (per lot). 

Department of Land Use & Transportation . Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 

155 N First Avenue, Ste. 350 MS 14· Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
phone: (503) 846-3519 . fax: (503) 846-4412' TTY: (503) 846-4598 . www.co.washington.or.us 

• WASHINGTON COU NTY 
OREGON 

October 4, 2013 

To: Citizen Participation Organizations and Interested Parties 

From: Andy Back, Manager ~ /"'v Ji5 
Planning and Development Services U 

Subject: PROPOSED A-ENGROSSED ORDINANCE NO. 772 

On August 1, 2013, you were notified about initial public hearings for proposed Land Use Ordinance No. 772 
before the Planning Commission on September 4, 2013 and the Board of Commissioners (Board) on 
September 24, 2013. On September 24, the Board continued the hearing to October 1, 2013. The Board 
ordered amendments to this ordinance on October 1, 2013. These changes have been incorporated into 
proposed A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 and are summarized below. 

Ordinance Purpose and Summary 
Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the Washington County Community 
Development Code (CDC) to create a new Residential Airpark Overlay District. The new district would 
authorize hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an existing dwelling. 

Ordinance No. 772 also proposes to amend Policy 28 (Airports) of the Washington County Rural/Natural 
Resource Plan to add text relating to the Residential Airpark Overlay District and to replace the existing Sunset 
Airstrip map with a new map that shows the Residential Airpark Overlay District boundaries. 

Who Is Affected 
Owners of property on either side of Sunset Airstrip, which is located south of North Plains (south side of 
Highway 26) and west of Glencoe Road. 

What Land is Affected 
Certain properties located on either side of Sunset Airstrip proposed for deSignation as Residential Airpark 
Overlay District lands. 

Original Ordinance No. 772 Provisions 

}> Adds new CDC Section 389 (Residential Airpark Overlay District) which contains regulations governing 
Residential Airpark Development and authorizes limited accessory uses commonly associated with airstrips 
when constructed on property with an existing dwelling. 

}> Allows the designation of certain properties located on either side of Sunset Airstrip as Residential Airpark 
Overlay District lands. 

Proposed A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 Provisions 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 incorporates the above-described amendments plus the following 
proposed amendments: 

> Removes the three EFU parcels and one AF-20 parcel from the proposed overlay district (map change). 

> Clarifies that only 1 hangar is allowed per lot, but no longer limits the number of tie-downs (per lot). 

Department of Land Use & Transportation· Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 

155 N First Avenue, Ste. 350 MS 14 . Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
phone: (503) 846-3519' fax: (503) 846-4412 . TTY: (503) 846-4598' v,rww.co.washington.OLus 



Proposed A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 Provisions, continued 

)- Prohibits commercial aviation activities, except as may be allowed in the AF-5 and RR-5 Districts. 

)- Prohibits renting of personal hangars. 

Public Hearings - Time and Place 

Board of Commissioners 

October 15, 2013 
10:00 am 

October 22, 2013 
6:30 pm 

Hearings will be held in the Shirley Huffman Auditorium in the Charles D. Cameron Public Services Building, 
155 North First Avenue, Hillsboro, Oregon. 

On October 22, 2013, the Board may choose to adopt the ordinance, make changes to it, continue the hearing 
to a future date, or reject the ordinance. If it is adopted on October 22, the ordinance would become 
effective on November 21, 2013. 

Community Development 
Code Section Added 

Rural/Natural Resource Plan 
Policy Amended 

How to Submit Comments 

Staff Contact 

Proposed Ordinance is 
available at the following 
locations: 

)- Section 389, Residential Airpark Overlay District 

)- Policy 28, Airports 

Submit oral or written testimony to the Board at one of the public hearings. 
Written testimony may be mailed or faxed to the Board in advance of the 
public hearings in care of Long Range Planning. We are unable to accept 
e-mail as public testimony. 

Washington County, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
155 N. First Ave., SUite 350-14, Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

Fax: 503-846-4412 

Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner 
155 North First Ave., Suite 350-14, Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
Telephone: 503-846-8817 Fax: 503-846-4412 
e-mail: pauLschaefer@co.washington.or.us 

• Washington County, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
155 North First Ave./ Suite 350 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 Telephone: 503-846-3519 

• www.co.washington.or.usILUT!Divisions!LongRangePlanning! 
2013-land-use-ordinances.cfm 

• Cedar Mill Community Library and Tigard Public Library 

• Citizen Participation Organizations (CPOs); Call 503-821-1128 for a 
directory of CPOs. 

S:\PlNG\WPSHARE\20130rd\Ord772_AirportOverlay\A-Engrossed Ord 772_Notices\A-EngOrd772_CPONotice_Final.doc 
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Proposed A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 Provisions, continued 

)- Prohibits commercial aviation activities, except as may be allowed in the AF-5 and RR-5 Districts. 

)- Prohibits renting of personal hangars. 

Public Hearings - Time and Place 

Board of Commissioners 

October lS, 2013 
10:00 am 

October 22, 2013 
6:30 pm 

Hearings will be held in the Shirley Huffman Auditorium in the Charles D. Cameron Public Services Building, 
155 North First Avenue, Hillsboro, Oregon. 

On October 22, 2013, the Board may choose to adopt the ordinance, make changes to it, continue the hearing 
to a future date, or reject the ordinance. If it is adopted on October 22, the ordinance would become 
effective on November 21, 2013. 

Community Development 
Code Section Added 

Rural/Natural Resource Plan 
Policy Amended 

How to Submit Comments 

Staff Contact 

Proposed Ordinance is 
available at the following 
locations: 

)- Section 389, Residential Airpark Overlay District 

)- Policy 28, Airports 

Submit oral or written testimony to the Board at one of the public hearings. 
Written testimony may be mailed or faxed to the Board in advance of the 
public hearings in care of Long Range Planning. We are unable to accept 
e-mail as public testimony. 

Washington Countyl Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
155 N. First Ave., Suite 350-14, Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

Fax: 503-846-4412 

Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner 
155 North First Ave., Suite 350-14, Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
Telephone: 503-846-8817 Fax: 503-846-4412 
e-mail: pauLschaefer@co.washington.or.us 

• Washington County, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
155 North First Ave., Suite 350 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 Telephone: 503-846-3519 

• www.co.washington.or.us/LUT / Divisions/Long RangePlanning / 
2013-land-use-ordinances.cfm 

• Cedar Mill Community Library and Tigard Public Library 

• Citizen Participation Organizations (CPOs); Call 503-821-1128 for a 
directory of CPOs. 

S:\PLNG\WPSHARE\20130rd\Ord772_AirportOverlay\A-Engrossed Ord 772_Notices\A-EngOrd772_CPONotice_Final.doc 

Proposed A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 Provisions, continued 

» Prohibits commercial aviation activities, except as may be allowed in the AF-5 and RR-5 Districts. 

» Prohibits renting of personal hangars. 

Public Hearings - Time and Place 

Board of Commissioners 

October IS, 2013 
10:00 am 

October 22, 2013 
6:30pm 

Hearings will be held in the Shirley Huffman Auditorium in the Charles D. Cameron Public Services Building, 
155 North First Avenue, Hillsboro, Oregon. 

On October 22, 2013, the Board may choose to adopt the ordinance, make changes to it, continue the hearing 
to a future date, or reject the ordinance. If it is adopted on October 22, the ordinance would become 
effective on November 21, 2013. 

Community Development 
Code Section Added 

Rural/Natural Resource Plan 
Policy Amended 

How to Submit Comments 

Staff Contact 

Proposed Ordinance is 
available at the following 
locations: 

» Section 389, Residential Airpark Overlay District 

» Policy 28, Airports 

Submit oral or written testimony to the Board at one of the public hearings. 
Written testimony may be mailed or faxed to the Board in advance of the 
public hearings in care of Long Range Planning. We are unable to accept 
e-mail as public testimony. 

Washington County, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
155 N. First Ave., SUite 350-14, Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

Fax: 503-846-4412 

Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner 
155 North First Ave., Suite 350-14, Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
Telephone: 503-846-8817 Fax: 503-846-4412 
e-mail: paul_schaefer@co.washington.or.us 

• Washington County, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
155 North First Ave., Suite 350 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 Telephone: 503-846-3519 

• www.co.washington.or.usILUT IDivisions{LonqRanqePlanning{ 
2013-land-use-ordinances.cfm 

• Cedar Mill Community Library and Tigard Public Library 

• Citizen Participation Organizations (CPOs); Call 503-821-1128 for a 
directory of CPOs. 

S:\PLNG\WPSHARE\20130rd\Ord772_AirportOverlay\A-Engrossed Ord 772_Notices\A-EngOrd772_CPONotice_Final,doc 



PROPOSED ENGROSSED LAND USE ORDINANCE(S) A-Eng. Ord 772 

DISTRIBUTION AFFIDAVIT 

I = Immediately after filing * P = After completion of CPO Notice & printing 

WHEN WHO DATE 

P 

P 

P 

P 

P 

DLeD - 1 [only if Revised Form 1 Notice of Pro osed Amendment is needed] 
Post on Land Use Ordinance web page [Broadcast email will be sent to 
e-subscribers which include Plannin Commission & Board of Commissioners 

* Except for Immediate copies, all ordinances should include CPO Notice when printed. 

Total ordinance copies needed = 50 + extras. 

I. _~A.:.:.n:.:::gL::!e:.!.lila~B~r!.::o:.!.w~n!..-___ • certify the above information was 
days specified. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me on this 31 ZT day of October, 2013. 

Notary Public for Oregon 

10104/13 
10108/13 

10104/13 

10104113 
10104/13 

10104/13 

10104/13 
10104/13 

OFFICIAL SEAL 
TRACI JEAN SHIRLEY 

NOTARY PUBLIC - OREGON 
COMMISSION NO. 461736 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES SEPTEMBER 3D, 2015 
My Commission expires: September 30.2015 

S:IPLNGlWPSHARE\2013ordIOrd772_AirportOverlay\A-Engrossed Ord 772_NoliceslA-EngOrd772_distribAfUOO413.doc 
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PROPOSED ENGROSSED LAND USE ORDINANCE(S) A-Eng. Ord 772 

DISTRIBUTION AFFIDAVIT 

I = Immediately after filing * P = After completion of CPO Notice & printing 

WHEN WHO DATE 
I Long Range Planning Section - Ordinance Planner (1) 10/04/13 
I DLCD - (1) [only if Revised Form 1 Notice of Proposed Amendment is needed] 10/08/13 

P Post on Land Use Ordinance web page [Broadcast email will be sent to 10/04/13 
e-subscribers, which include Planning Commission & Board of Commissioners] 

P CPOs (11) 10/04/13 
P CCI Steering Committee (1) 10/04/13 
P OSU Extension Service - Dan Schauer I Margot Barnett (will share 1 copy) 10/04/13 
P Cedar Mill Community Library (1) and Tigard Public Library (1) 10/04/13 
P Metro - Ray Valone (1) 10/04/13 

P 
ODOT - Planning and Development Manager, Region 2 Headquarters- 10104/13 
prefers notice via email to: ODOTR2PLANMGR@ODOT.STATE.OR.US 

P DLCD, Metro Regional Representative - Anne Debbaut (1) 10104/13 

P City Planning Directors (14) [send memo only that describes ordinances and 10/04/13 
that they are available upon request] 

P Special Service Districts (14) [send memo only that describes ordinances and 10/04/13 
that they are available upon request] 

P Homebuilders Association - Justin Wood [city/service district memo only] 10/04/13 

P 
Beaverton School District - Richard Steinbrugge & Jennifer Garland 10/04/13 
rcity/service district memos only] 

P Hillsboro School District - Mike Scott [city/service district memo only] 10/04/13 
P DLUT Director - Andrew Singelakis (1) 10/04/13 
P DLUT Planning and Development Services Manager - Andy Back (1) 10/04/13 
P DLUT Current Planning Section - Nadine Cook & Sr. Current Ping Staff (6) 10/04/13 
P DLUT Engineering & Construction Services - Gary Stockhoff (1) 10104/13 
P DLUT Operations - Dave Schamp (1) 10/04/13 
P Long Range Planning Staff [Doria. Angela, Linda + others if applicable] 10/04/13 
P Board of Commissioners (6) [to Ordinance Coordinator for meeting packets] 10/08/13 

* Except for Immediate copies, all ordinances should include CPO Notice when printed. 

Total ordinance copies needed = 50 + extras. 

I. _..<..A""n""'g"':el:-"a'-':S"'-r""'ow=n ____ , certify the above information was 
days specified. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me on this 31:sr day of October. 2013. 

Notary Public for Oregon 
OFFICIAL SEAL 

TRACI JEAN SHIRLEY 
NOTARY PUBLIC . OREGON 

COMMISSION NO. 461736 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES SEPTEMBER 30. 2015 
My Commission expires: September 30.2015 

S:IPLNG\WPSHARE\2013ordIOrd772..,AirportOvenaylA·Engrossed Ord 772_NoficeslA-EngOrd772_dislribAfUOO413,doc 

PROPOSED ENGROSSED LAND USE ORDINANCE(S) A-Eng. Ord 772 

DISTRIBUTION AFFIDAVIT 

I = Immediately after filing * P = After completion of CPO Notice & printing 

WHEN WHO DATE 
I Long Range Planning Section - Ordinance Planner (1) 10/04/13 
I DLCD - (1) [only if Revised Form 1 Notice of Proposed Amendment is needed] 10/08/13 

P Post on Land Use Ordinance web page [Broadcast email will be sent to 10/04/13 
e-subscribers, which include Planning Commission & Board of Commissioners] 

P CPOs (11) 10/04/13 
P CCI Steering Committee (1) 10/04113 
P OSU Extension Service - Dan Schauer / Margot Barnett (will share 1 copy) 10/04/13 
P Cedar Mill Community Library (1) and Tigard Public Library (1 ) 10/04/13 
P Metro - Ray Valone (1) 10/04113 

P 
ODOT - Planning and Development Manager, Region 2 Headquarters - 10/04/13 
prefers notice via email to: ODOTR2PLANMGR@ODOT.STATE.OR.US 

P DLCD, Metro Regional Representative - Anne Debbaut (1) 10/04/13 

P City Planning Directors (14) [send memo only that describes ordinances and 10/04/13 
that they are available upon request] 

P Special Service Districts (14) [send memo only that describes ordinances and 10/04/13 
that they are available upon request] 

P Homebuilders Association - Justin Wood [city/service district memo only] 10/04/13 

P 
Beaverton School District - Richard Steinbrugge & Jennifer Garland 10/04f13 
[city/service district memos onlv] 

P Hillsboro School District - Mike Scott [city/service district memo only] 10f04f13 
P DLUT Director - Andrew Singelakis (1) 10f04/13 
P DLUT Planning and Development Services Manager - Andy Back (1) 10/04/13 
P DLUT Current Planning Section - Nadine Cook & Sr. Current Ping Staff (6) 10/04/13 
P DLUT Engineering & Construction Services - Gary Stockhoff (1) 10/04/13 
P DLUT Operations - Dave Schamp (1) 10/04/13 
P Long Range Planning Staff [Doria, Angela, Linda + others if applicable] 10/04f13 
P Board of Commissioners (6) [to Ordinance Coordinator for meeting packets] 10/08/13 

* Except for immediate copies, all ordinances should include CPO Notice when printed. 

Total ordinance copies needed = 50 + extras. 

I, _...:.A.::."""9.."e""la...,B"'r:..::o'-'-w .... ":..-___ " certify the above information was 
days specified. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me on this 31:>r day of October. 2013. 

Notary Public for Oregon 
OFFICIAL SEAL 

TRACI JEAN SHIRLEY 
NOTARY PUBLIC . OREGON 

COMMISSION NO. 461736 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES SEPTEMBER 30. 2015 
My Commission expires: September 30,2015 

S:IPLNG\WPSHAREI2013ordIOrd772_AirportOverlaylA·Engrossed Ord 772_NoUceslA.£ngOrd772_dislribAfUOO413.doe 



PROPOSED ENGROSSED 
ORDINANCE DISTRIBUTION 
LABELS 
Updated 911 0113 (LCS) 

[CPOs updated as of 8/1/13] 

CP04B 
Suite H, Box 242 
16200 SW Pacific Hwy 
Tigard, OR 97224-3494 

CPO 6 
P.O. Box 5607 
Aloha, OR 97006 

Tom Black, CPO 9 
870 NW Garibaldi Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Inactive CPOs: 
CPO 5: Sherwood Tualatin 
CPO 11: Gaston, Cherry Grove 
CPO 12C: Cornelius 

Inactive CPOs, contd.: 
CPO 12F: Forest Grove 
CPO 13: Roy, Verboort, Gales Creek 
CPO 14: Banks, Buxton, Manning, Timber 

Ray Valone (1) 
Metro 
600 NE Grand A venue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736 

Community Dev.lPlanning Director 
City of Banks 
P. O. Box 428 
Banks, OR 97106-0428 

Ben Altman (Cornelius) 
RKA 
29515 SW Serenity Way, Apt. D 
Wilsonville, OR 97070-9538 

Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Gaston 
P.O. Box 129 
Gaston, OR 97119-0129 

Virginia Bruce, CPO 1 
P.O. Box 91061 
Portland, OR 97291 

Kathy Stallkamp, CPO 4K 
17635 13lst Ave. 
Tigard, OR 97224 

Kevin O'Donnell, CPO 7 
Suite 1-2, Box 173 
4804 NW Bethany Blvd. 
Portland, OR 97229 

Lars Wahlstrom, CPO I 0 
9775 SW Clark Hill Road 
Beaverton, OR 97007 

CCI Steering Committee (1) 
c/o OSU Extension Service 
MS 48 

Cedar Mill Community Library (1) 
12505 NW Cornell Road 
Portland, OR 97229-5688 

Anne Debbaut (I) 
Metro Regional Representative 
DLCD 
1600 SW Fourth Ave., Suite 109 
Portland, OR 97201 

Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Cornelius 
1355 N. Barlow Street 
Cornelius, OR 97113-8912 

Community Development Director 
City of Forest Grove 
P.O. Box 326 
Forest Grove, OR 97116 

Community Dev.lPlanning Director 
City of King City 
15300 SW I 16th 
King City, OR 97224-2693 

CPO 3 
Garden Home Recreation Center 
7475 SW Oleson Road 
Portland, OR 97223 

Jim Long, CPO 4M 
10730 SW 72nd Avenue 
Portland, OR 97223 

CPO 8 
P.O. Box 890 
North Plains, OR 97133 

CPO 15 
P.O. Box 330 
Cornelius, OR 97113 

Margot BarnettlDan Schauer (l) 
CPO Coordinators 
OSU Extension Service 
MS48 

Tigard Public Library (l) 
Attn: Technical Services 
13125 SW Hall Blvd. 
Tigard, OR 97223 

Planning and Development Mgr. 
ODOT Region 2 Headquarters 
Prefer notice sent via email to: 
ODOTR2PLANMGR(a)ODOT.sT ATE. 
OR.US 

Community Dev.lPlanning Director 
City of Beaverton 
PO Box 4755 
Beaverton, OR 97076-4755 

Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Durham 
17160 SW Upper Boones Ferry Rd. 
Durham, OR 97281 

Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Hillsboro 
MS60 
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PROPOSED ENGROSSED 
ORDINANCE DISTRIBUTION 
LABELS 
Updated 9110/13 (LCS) 

[CPOs updated as of 8/1/13] 

CP04B 
Suite H, Box 242 
16200 SW Pacific Hwy 
Tigard, OR 97224-3494 

CPO 6 
P.O. Box 5607 
Aloha, OR 97006 

Tom Black, CPO 9 
870 NW Garibaldi Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Inactive CPOs: 
CPO 5: Sherwood Tualatin 
CPO 1 J : Gaston, Cherry Grove 
CPO 12C: Cornelius 

Inactive CPOs, contd.: 
CPO 12F: Forest Grove 
CPO 13: Roy, Verboort, Gales Creek 
CPO 14: Banks, Buxton, Manning, Timber 

Ray Valone (I ) 
Metro 
600 NE Grand A venue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736 

Community Dev.lPlanning Director 
City of Banks 
P. O. Box 428 
Banks, OR 97106-0428 

Ben Altman (Cornelius) 
RKA 
29515 SW Serenity Way, Apt. D 
Wilsonville, OR 97070-9538 

Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Gaston 
P.O. Box 129 
Gaston, OR 97119-0129 

Virginia Bruce, CPO J 
P.O. Box 91061 
Portland, OR 97291 

Kathy Stallkamp, CPO 4K 
17635 131st Ave. 
Tigard, OR 97224 

Kevin O'Donnell, CPO 7 
Suite I-2, Box 173 
4804 NW Bethany Blvd. 
Portland, OR 97229 

Lars Wahlstrom, CPO 10 
9775 SW Clark Hill Road 
Beaverton, OR 97007 

CCI Steering Committee (I) 
clo OSU Extension Service 
MS 48 

Cedar Mill Community Library (1) 
12505 NW Cornell Road 
Portland, OR 97229-5688 

Anne Debbaut (1) 
Metro Regional Representative 
DLCD 
1600 SW Fourth Ave., Suite 109 
Portland, OR 97201 

Commun ity Dev.lPlanning Director 
City of Cornelius 
1355 N. Barlow Street 
Cornelius, OR 97113-8912 

Community Development Director 
City of Forest Grove 
P.O. Box 326 
Forest Grove, OR 97116 

Community Dev.lPlanning Director 
City of King City 
15300 SW 1l6th 
King City, OR 97224-2693 

CP03 
Garden Home Recreation Center 
7475 SW Oleson Road 
Portland, OR 97223 

Jim Long, CPO 4M 
10730 SW 72nd Avenue 
Portland, OR 97223 

CPO 8 
P.O. Box 890 
North Plains, OR 97133 

CPO 15 
P.O. Box 330 
Cornelius, OR 97113 

Margot BarnettlDan Schauer (1) 
CPO Coordinators 
OSU Extension Service 
MS48 

Tigard Public Library (l) 
Attn: Technical Services 
13125 SWHall Blvd. 
Tigard, OR 97223 

Planning and Development Mgr. 
ODOT Region 2 Headquarters 
Prefer notice sent via email to: 
ODOTR2PLANMGR(a)ODOT.sT ATE. 
OR.US 

Community Dev.lPlanning Director 
City of Beaverton 
PO Box 4755 
Beaverton, OR 97076-4755 

Community Dev.iPlanning Director 
City of Durham 
17160 SW Upper Boones Ferry Rd. 
Durham, OR 97281 

Community Dev.iPlanning Director 
City of Hillsboro 
MS60 

PROPOSED ENGROSSED 
ORDINANCE DISTRIBUTION 
LABELS 
Updated 9110/13 (LeS) 

[CPOs updated as of81ll13] 

CP04B 
Suite H, Box 242 
16200 SW Pacific Hwy 
Tigard, OR 97224-3494 

CPO 6 
P.O. Box 5607 
Aloha, OR 97006 

Tom Black, CPO 9 
870 NW Garibaldi Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Inactive CPOs: 
CPO 5: Sherwood Tualatin 
CPO 1 I : Gaston, Cherry Grove 
CPO 12C: Cornelius 

Inactive CPOs, contd.: 
CPO 12F: Forest Grove 
CPO 13: Roy, Verboort, Gales Creek 
CPO 14: Bank" Buxton, Manning, Timber 

Ray Valone (I) 
Metro 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736 

Community DevJPlanning Director 
City of Banks 
P, 0, Box 428 
Banks, OR 97106-0428 

Ben Altman (Cornelius) 
RKA 
29515 SW Serenity Way. Apt. 0 
Wilsonville, OR 97070-9538 

Community DevJPlanning Director 
City of Gaston 
P,O. Box 129 
Gaston, OR 97119-0129 

Virginia Bruce, CPO I 
P.O. Box 91061 
Portland, OR 97291 

Kathy Stallkarnp, CPO 4K 
17635 131st Ave. 
Tigard, OR 97224 

Kevin O'Donnell, CPO 7 
Suite T-2, Box 173 
4804 NW Bethany Blvd. 
Portland, OR 97229 

Lars Wahlstrom, CPO 10 
9775 SW Clark Hill Road 
Beaverton, OR 97007 

CCI Steering Committee (1) 
c/o OSU Extension Service 
MS 48 

Cedar Mill Community Library (I) 
12505 NW Cornell Road 
Portland, OR 97229-5688 

Anne Debbaut (1) 
Metro Regional Representative 
DLCD 
1600 SW Fourth Ave" Suite 1 09 
Portland, OR 97201 

Community DevJPlanning Director 
City of Cornelius 
1355 N. Barlow Street 
Cornelius, OR 97113-8912 

Community Development Director 
City of Forest Grove 
P.O, Box 326 
Forest Grove, OR 97116 

Community DevJPlanning Director 
City of King City 
15300 SW 116th 
King City, OR 97224-2693 

CP03 
Garden Home Recreation Center 
7475 SW Oleson Road 
Portland, 01{ 97223 

Jim Long, CPO 4M 
10730 SW 72nd Avenue 
Portland, OR 97223 

CPO 8 
P.O. Box 890 
North Plains. OR 97]33 

CPO 15 
P.O. Box 330 
Cornelius, OR 97113 

Margot BarnettlDan Schauer (I) 
CPO Coordinators 
OSU Extension Service 
MS 48 

Tigard Public Library (1) 
Attn: Technical Services 
13125 SWHall Blvd. 
Tigard, OR 97223 

Planning and Development Mgr. 
ODOT Region 2 Headquarters 
Prefer notice sent via email to: 
ODOTR2PLANMGR(aJODOT.STATE. 
OR.US 

Community Dev.lPlanning Director 
City of Beaverton 
PO Box 4755 
Beaverton, OR 97076-4755 

Community Dcv./Planning Director 
City of Durham 
17160 SW Upper Boones Fen), Rd. 
Durham, OR 97281 

Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Hilisboro 
MS 60 



Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Lake Oswego 
PO Box 369 
Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Portland 
1120 SW 5th, Rm. 1002 
Portland, OR 97204-1966 

Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Tualatin 
18880 SW Martinazzi Ave. 
Tualatin, OR 97062-7092 

Fire Chief 
Banks Fire Protection District 
300 Main Street 
Banks, OR 97106 

Fire Chief 
Gaston Rural Fire District 
102 E. Main Street 
Gaston, OR 97119 

Diane Taniguchi-Dennis 
Clean Water Services 
MS 10 

General Manager 
Tualatin Valley Water District 
1850 SW 170th Avenue 
Beaverton, OR 97006-4211 

Jillian Detweiler 
TriMet 
710 NE Holladay 
Portland, OR 97232 

Jennifer Garland 
Facilities Planning Coordinator 
Beaverton Schoo I District 
16550 SW Merlo Road 
Beaverton, OR 97006-5152 

ANDREW SINGELAKIS (1) 

Community Dev.lPlanning Director 
City of North Plains 
31360 NW Commercial Street 
North Plains, OR 97133 

Community Dev.lPlanning Director 
City of Sherwood 
22560 SW Pine Street 
Sherwood, OR 97140 

Community Dev.lPlanning Director 
City of Wilsonville 
29799 SW Town Center Loop E 
Wilsonville, OR 97070 

Fire Chief 
Cornelius Rural Fire District 
1355 N. Barlow Street 
Cornelius, OR 97113-8912 

Fire Chief 
Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue 
20665 SW Blanton A venue 
Aloha, OR 97007 

General Manager 
Raleigh Hills Water District 
5010 SW Scholls Ferry Road 
Portland, OR 97225 

Tigard Water District! 
Tigard Water Service Area 
P.O. Box 230281 
Portland, OR 97281-0281 

General Manager 
Tualatin Hills Park & Rec. District 
15707 SW Walker Road 
Beaverton, OR 97006 

Dick Steinbrugge 
Executive Administrator/Facilities 
Beaverton School District 
16550 SW Merlo Road 
Beaverton, OR 97006-5152 

ANDY BACK (1) 

Community Dev.lPlanning Director 
City of Rivergrove 
PO Box 1104 
Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Tigard 
13125 SW Hall Blvd. 
Tigard, OR 97223 

Fire Chief 
Forest Grove Fire & Rescue 
1919 Ash Street 
P.O. Box 326 
Forest Grove, OR 97116 

Fire Chief 
Washington Co. Fire District #2 
31370 NW Commercial Street 
North Plains, OR 97133 

General Manager 
Rivergrove Water District 
17661 Pilkington Road 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

General Manager 
West Slope Water District 
P. O. Box 25140 
Portland, OR 97225 

Justin Wood, Govt. Affairs Director 
Home Builders Association 
15555 SW Bangy Road, Suite 301 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

Mike Scott, Superintendent 
Hillsboro School District 
3083 NE 49th Place, #200 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-6008 

KAREN SAVAGE (1) 
Long Range Planning 
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Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Lake Oswego 
PO Box 369 
Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Portland 
1120 SW 5th, Rm. 1002 
Portland, OR 97204-1966 

Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Tualatin 
18880 SW Martinazzi Ave. 
Tualatin, OR 97062-7092 

Fire Chief 
Banks Fire Protection District 
300 Main Street 
Banks, OR 97106 

Fire Chief 
Gaston Rural Fire District 
102 E. Main Street 
Gaston, OR 97119 

Diane Taniguchi-Dennis 
Clcan Water Services 
MS 10 

General Manager 
Tualatin Valley Water District 
1850 SW 170th Avenue 
Beaverton, OR 97006-4211 

Jillian Detweiler 
TriMct 
710 NE Holladay 
Portland, OR 97232 

Jennifer Garland 
Facilities Planning Coordinator 
Bcaverton School District 
16550 SW Merlo Road 
Beavcrton, OR 97006-5152 

ANDREW SINGELAKIS (1) 

Community Dev.lPlanning Director 
City of North Plains 
31360 NW Commercial Street 
North Plains, OR 97133 

Community Dev.JPlanning Director 
City of Sherwood 
22560 SW Pine Street 
Sherwood, OR 97140 

Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Wilsonville 
29799 SW Town Center Loop E 
Wilsonville, OR 97070 

Fire Chief 
Cornelius Rural Fire District 
1355 N. Barlow Street 
Cornelius, OR 97113-8912 

Fire Chief 
Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue 
20665 SW Blanton Avenue 
Aloha, OR 97007 

General Manager 
Ralcigh Hills Water District 
SOlO SW Scholls Ferry Road 
Portland, OR 97225 

Tigard Water District/ 
Tigard Watcr Scrvice Area 
P.O. Box 230281 
Portland, OR 97281-0281 

General Manager 
Tualatin Hills Park & Rcc. District 
]5707 SW Walker Road 
Beaverton, OR 97006 

Dick Steinbrugge 
Executive Administrator/Facilities 
Beavcrton School District 
16550 S W Merlo Road 
Beaverton, OR 97006-5152 

ANDY BACK (J) 

Community Dev.lPlanning Director 
City of Rivergrove 
PO Box 1104 
Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Tigard 
13125 SW Hall Blvd. 
Tigard, OR 97223 

Fire Chief 
Forest Grove Fire & Rescue 
1919 Ash Street 
P.O. Box 326 
Forest Grove, OR 97116 

Fire Chief 
Washington Co. Fire District #2 
31370 NW Commercial Street 
North Plains, OR 97133 

General Manager 
Rivergrove Water District 
17661 Pilkington Road 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

General Manager 
West Slope Water District 
P. O. Box 25140 
Portland, OR 97225 

Justin Wood, Govt. Affairs Director 
Home Builders Association 
15555 SW Bangy Road, Suite 301 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

Mike Scott, Superintendent 
Hillsboro School District 
3083 NE 49th Place, #200 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-6008 

KAREN SAVAGE (1) 
Long Range Planning 

Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Lake Oswego 
PO Box 369 
Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Portland 
1120 SW 5th, Rm. 1002 
Portland, OR 97204-1966 

Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Tualatin 
18880 SW Martinazzi Ave. 
Tualatin, OR 97062-7092 

Fire Chief 
Banks Fire Protection District 
300 Main Street 
Banks, OR 97106 

Fire Chief 
Gaston Rural Fire District 
102 E. Main Street 
Gaston, OR 97119 

Diane Taniguchi-Dennis 
Clean Water Services 
MS 10 

General Manager 
Tualatin Valley Water District 
1850 SW 170'h Avenue 
Beaverton, OR 97006-4211 

Jillian Detweiler 
TriMer 
710 l\£ Holladay 
Portland, OR 97232 

J cnnifer Garland 
Facilities Planning Coordinator 
Beaverton School District 
16550 SW Merlo Road 
Beaverton, OR 97006~5152 

ANDREW SINGELAKIS (l) 

Community Dev.fPlanning Director 
City of North Plains 
31360 NW Commercial Street 
North Plains, OR 97133 

Community Dev.JPlanning Director 
City of Sherwood 
22560 SW Pine Street 
Sherwood, OR 97140 

Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Wilsonville 
29799 SW Town Center Loop E 
Wilsonville, OR 97070 

Fire Chief 
Cornelius Rural Fire District 
1355 N. Barlow Street 
Cornelius,OR 97113-8912 

Fire Chief 
Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue 
20665 SW Blanton Avenue 
Aloha, OR 97007 

General Manager 
Ralcigh Hills Water District 
SOlO SW Scholls Ferry Road 
Portland, OR 97225 

Tigard Water District! 
Tigard Watcr Service Area 
P.O. Box 230281 
Portland, OR 97281-0281 

General Manager 
Tualatin Hills Park & Rcc. District 
15707 SW Walker Road 
Beavertoll, OR 97006 

Dick Steinbrugge 
Executive Admin istrator/Facilities 
Beaverton School District 
16550 S W Merlo Road 
Beaverton, OR 97006-5152 

ANDY BACK (I) 

Community Dev.fPlanning Director 
City of Rivergrove 
.PO Box 1104 
Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

Community Dev./Planning Director 
City of Tigard 
13125 SW Hall Blvd. 
Tigard, OR 97223 

Fire Chief 
Forest Grove Fire & Rescue 
1919 Ash Street 
P.O. Box 326 
ForestGrove, OR 97116 

Fire Chief 
Washington Co. Fire District #2 
31370 NW Commercial Street 
North Plains, OR 97133 

General Manager 
Rivergrove Water District 
17661 Pilkington Road 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

General Manager 
West Slope Water District 
P. O. Box 25140 
Portland, OR 97225 

Justin Wood, Govt. Affairs Director 
Home Builders Association 
15555 SW Rangy Road, Suite 30] 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

Mike Scott, Superintendent 
Hillsboro School District 
3083 NE 49[h Place, #200 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-6008 

KAREN SA V AGE (1) 
Long Range Planning 



GARY STOCKHOFF (1) 
MS 18 

DORIA MATEJA (1) 
Long Range Planning 

ALAN RAPPLEYEA (1) 
[distribute in BCC meeting notebook] 

DAVE SCHAMP (1) 
MS 51 

ANGELA BROWN (1) 
Long Range Planning 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
(6) 
[to Ordinance Coordinator for meeting 
packets] 

NADINE COOK and 
Sr. Current Planning Staff (6) 

LINDA SCHROEDER (1) 
Long Range Planning 
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GARY STOCKHOFF (1) 
MS 18 

DORIA MATEJA (1 ) 
Long Range Planning 

ALAN RAPPLEYEA (1) 
[distribute in BCC meeting notebook] 

DAVE SCHAMP (1) 
MS 51 

ANGELA BROWN (1) 
Long Range Planning 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
(6) 
[to Ordinance Coordinator for meeting 
packets] 

NADINE COOK and 
Sr. Current Planning Staff (6) 

LINDA SCHROEDER (1) 
Long Range Planning 

GARY STOCKHOFP (1) 
MS 18 

DORIA MA TElA (l ) 
Long Range Planning 

ALAN RAPPLEYEA (I) 
[distribute in BCC meeting notebook] 

DAVE SCHAMP (I) 
MS 51 

ANGELA BROWN (1) 
Long Range Planning 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
(6) 
[to Ordinance Coordinator for meeting 
packets] 

NADINE COOK and 
Sr. Current Planning Staff (6) 

LINDA SCHROEDER (\) 
Long Range Planning 



Page 1 of 1 

Linda Schroeder 

From: Linda Schroeder 

Sent: Friday, October 04,20135:08 PM 

To: 'ODOTR2PLANMGR@ODOT.STATE.OR.US' 

Subject: Washington Co. Engrossed Land Use Ordinances for review 

Attachments: B-EngOrd769 _wCPOnotice_ Web. pdf; A-EngOrd771_wCPO _notice_ web.pdf; A
EngOrd772_wCPOnotice_web. pdf; A-EngOrd773 _ wCPOnotice _web. pdf; A
Eng_Ord774_wCPOnotice.pdf; A-EngOrd775_wCPOnotice.pdf; A-EngOrd776_wCPOnotice.pdf 

TO: Planning and Development Manager - ODOT, Region 2 Headquarters 

The following proposed engrossed ordinances are attached for your review. Public hearings for the engrossed 
ordinances are scheduled for October 15 and October 22/ 2015. 

B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 771 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 774 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 775 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 776 

Regards/ 
Linda Schroeder 

Linda Schroeder/ Assistant Planner 
Washington County 
Dept. of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 
(503) 846-3962 

.." Save paper, toner, and energy. Avoid printing emails whenever possible! 

10/22/2013 
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Linda Schroeder 
-... -....•... -----.~-- ----..... _. -~~~-- ----.--~-- ...... ----.... _-
From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Linda Schroeder 

Friday, October 04,20135:08 PM 

'ODOTR2PLANMGR@ODOT.STATE.OR.US' 

Subject: Washington Co. Engrossed Land Use Ordinances for review 

Attachments: B-EngOrd769_wCPOnotice_Web.pdf; A-EngOrd771_wCPO_notice_web.pdf; A
EngOrd772_wCPOnotice_web.pdf; A-EngOrd773_wCPOnotice_web.pdf; A-
Eng_ Ord77 4_wCPOnotice.pdf; A-EngOrd775 _ wCPOnotice. pdf; A-EngOrd776 _wCPOnotice. pdf 

TO: Planning and Development Manager - ODOT, Region 2 Headquarters 

The following proposed engrossed ordinances are attached for your review. Public hearings for the engrossed 
ordinances are scheduled for October 15 and October 22, 2015. 

B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 771 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 774 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 775 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 776 

Regards, 
Linda Schroeder 

Linda Schroeder, Assistant Planner 
Washington County 
Dept. of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 
(503) 846-3962 

.;, Save paper, toner, and energy. Avoid printing ernails whenever possible l 

10/22/2013 

Linda Schroeder 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

~- ------- _ .. _-----,-.---_._--.. ---_._.- ----------.- .. -----.------- ---
Linda Schroeder 

Friday, October 04,20135:08 PM 

'ODOTR2PLANMGR@ODOT.STATE.ORUS· 

Subject: Washington Co. Engrossed Land Use Ordinances for review 

Attachments: B-EngOrd769 _ wC POnotice _Web. pdf; A-EngOrd771_ wCPO _ notice_web. pdf; A-
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EngOrd772 _wCPOnotice _web. pdf; A-EngOrd773 _ wCPOnotice_web.pdf; A
Eng_Ord774_wCPOnotice.pdf; A-EngOrd775_wCPOnotice.pdf; A-EngOrd776_wCPOnotice.pdf 

TO: Planning and Development Manager - OooT, Region 2 Headquarters 

The following proposed engrossed ordinances are attached for your review. Public hearings for the engrossed 
ordinances are scheduled for October 15 and October 22, 2015. 

B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 771 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 774 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 775 
A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 776 

Regards, 
Linda Schroeder 

Linda Schroeder, Assistant Planner 
Washington County 
Dept. of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 
(503) 846-3962 

.,J] Save paper, toner, and energy. Avoid printing ernails whenever possible l 

10/22/2013 



WASHINGTON COUNTY 
OREGON 

October 4,2013 

To: Washington County Cities and Special Service Districts 

From: Andy Back, Manager .il1rr/ ~ 
. Planning and Development Services 'V' 

Subject: A-Engrossed Land Use Ordinance Nos. 771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776 
and B-Engrossed Land Use Ordinance No. 769 

After initial public hearings for Ordinance Nos. 771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776 and A-Engrossed Ordinance 
No. 769, the Washington County Board of Commissioners (Board) ordered substantive amendments to 
these ordinances. These changes have been incorporated into proposed A-Engrossed Ordinance 
Nos. 771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776 and B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 and are summarized 
below. The engrossed ordinances are available on the Washington County web site at: 

www.co.washington.or.uslLUTIDiyisionsILongRangePlanningI2013-land-use-ordinances.cfm 

If you would like copies of these ordinances or additional information, please contact Long Range 
Planning at (503) 846-3519. 

The public hearings before the Board are listed below. The hearings will be held in the Shirley Huffman 
Auditorium in the Charles D. Cameron Public Services Building, 155 North First Avenue, Hillsboro, Oregon. 

October 15, 2013 
10:00 am 

Public Hearings 

Board of Commissioners 

October 22, 2013 
6:30 pm 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 771 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 771 proposes to amend Washington County Community Development 
Code (CDC) Section 390 to allow for the location of public utilities (with the exception of electrical 
substations) within the North Bethany Subarea. The ordinance also proposes a variety of clarification 
amendments to CDC Sections 390 and 405, Policy 18 of the Comprehensive Framework Plan for the 
Urban Area (CFP), and Chapter 2: North Bethany Subarea Plan of the Bethany Community Plan. 

The engrossed ordinance incorporates most of the above-described amendments, but removes proposed 
amendments to clarify types of development proposals for which construction of adjacent street and 
sidewalk improvements is required. 

Department of Land Use & Transportation· Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 

155 N First Avenue, Ste. 350 MS 14· Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
phone: (503) 846-3519 . fax: (503) 846-4412 . TTY: (503) 846-4598 . www.co.washington.or.us 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 
OREGON 

October 4, 2013 

To: Washington County Cities and Special Service Districts 

From: Andy Back, Manager .ixf j It/" /!sf3 
Planning and Development Services 'V . 

Subject: A-Engrossed Land Use Ordinance Nos. 771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776 
and B-Engrossed Land Use Ordinance No. 769 

After initial public hearings for Ordinance Nos. 771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776 and A-Engrossed Ordinance 
No. 769, the Washington County Board of Commissioners (Board) ordered substantive amendments to 
these ordinances. These changes have been incorporated into proposed A-Engrossed Ordinance 
Nos. 771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776 and B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 and are summarized 
below. The engrossed ordinances are available on the Washington County web site at: 

www.co.washinqton.or.us/LUTIDivjsionsILonqRangePlanninq/2013-Iand-use-ordinances.cfm 

If you would like copies of these ordinances or additional information, please contact Long Range 
Planning at (503) 846-3519. 

The public hearings before the Board are listed below. The hearings will be held in the Shirley Huffman 
Auditorium in the Charles D. cameron Public Services Building, 155 North First Avenue, Hillsboro, Oregon. 

October 15, 2013 
10:00 am 

Public Hearings 

Board of Commissioners 

October 22, 2013 
6:30 pm 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 771 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 771 proposes to amend Washington County Community Development 
Code (CDC) Section 390 to allow for the location of public utilities (with the exception of electrical 
substations) within the North Bethany Subarea. The ordinance also proposes a variety of clarification 
amendments to CDC Sections 390 and 405, Policy 18 of the Comprehensive Framework Plan for the 
Urban Area (CFP), and Chapter 2: North Bethany Subarea Plan of the Bethany Community Plan. 

The engrossed ordinance incorporates most of the above-described amendments, but removes proposed 
amendments to clarify types of development proposals for which construction of adjacent street and 
sidewalk improvements is required. 

Department of Land Use & Transportation· Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 

155 N First Avenue, Ste. 350 MS 14' Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
phone: (503) 846-3519 . fax: (503) 846-4412 . TrY: (503) 846-4598 . www.co.washington.or.us 

e WASHINGTON COUNTY 
OREGON 

October 4, 2013 

To: Washington County Cities and Special Service Districts 

From: Andy Back, Manager 4A lit/" $ 
Planning and Development Services 'lr . 

Subject: A-Engrossed Land Use Ordinance Nos. 771,772,773, 774, 775, 776 
and B-Engrossed Land Use Ordinance No. 769 

After initial public hearings for Ordinance Nos. 771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776 and A-Engrossed Ordinance 
No. 769, the Washington County Board of Commissioners (Board) ordered substantive amendments to 
these ordinances. These changes have been incorporated into proposed A-Engrossed Ordinance 
Nos. 771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776 and B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 and are summarized 
below. The engrossed ordinances are available on the Washington County web site at: 

www.co.washinqton.Qr.us/LUT/DlvjsionslLonqRangePlannlnq/2013-land-use-ordinances.dm 

If you would like copies of these ordinances or additional information, please contact Long Range 
Planning at (503) 846-3519. 

The public hearings before the Board are listed below. The hearings will be held in the Shirley Huffman 
Auditorium in the Charles D. cameron Public Services Building, 155 North First Avenue, Hillsboro, Oregon. 

October 15, 2013 
10:00 am 

Public Hearings 

Board of Commissioners 

October 22, 2013 
6:30pm 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 771 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 771 proposes to amend Washington County Community Development 
Code (CDC) Section 390 to allow for the location of public utilities (with the exception of electrical 
substations) within the North Bethany Subarea. The ordinance also proposes a variety of clarification 
amendments to CDC Sections 390 and 405, Policy 18 of the Comprehensive Framework Plan for the 
Urban Area (CFP), and Chapter 2: North Bethany Subarea Plan of the Bethany Community Plan. 

The engrossed ordinance incorporates most of the above-described amendments, but removes proposed 
amendments to clarify types of development proposals for which construction of adjacent street and 
sidewalk improvements is required. 

Department of Land Use & Transportation· Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 

155 N First Avenue, Ste. 350 MS 14 . Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
phone: (503) 846-3519' fax: (503) 846-4412 . 'MY: (503) 846-4598' www.co.washington.or.us 



Cities and Special Service Districts 
A-Engrossed Ordinances No. 771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776 

and B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 
Page 2 of 5 

The engrossed ordinance adds the following proposed amendments: 

~ Adds language authorizing development on lands with slopes greater than 25 percent that are 
located outside of the Natural Features Buffer, subject to specific requirements. 

~ Amends the Urban/Rural Edge Standards in CDC Section 390-19.2 to allow private street stubs or 
driveways to North Bethany boundaries that abut rural lands with Rural Reserves designations under 
specific circumstances. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the Washington 
County CDC to create a new Residential Airpark Overlay District. The new district would authorize hangars, 
tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an existing dwelling. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 also proposes to amend Policy 28 (Airports) of the Washington County 
Rural/Natural Resource Plan to add text relating to the Residential Airpark Overlay District and to replace 
the existing Sunset Airstrip map with a new map that shows the Residential Airpark Overlay District 
boundaries. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 would affect certain properties located on either side of Sunset Airstrip 
proposed for designation as Residential Airpark Overlay District lands. Sunset Airstrip is located south of 
North Plains (south side of Highway 26) and west of Glencoe Road. 

The engrossed ordinance incorporates all amendments originally proposed in Ordinance No. 772 and 
includes the following additional changes: 

~ Rel'"(love the three EFU parcels and one AF-20 parcel from the proposed overlay district (map change) 

~ Clarify that only 1 hangar is allowed per lot, but no longer limits the number of tie-downs (per lot) 

~ Prohibit commercial aviation activities, except as may be allowed in the AF-5 and RR-5 Districts 

~ Prohibit renting of personal hangars 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 proposes to amend CDC Section 430-63, primarily to remove Home 
Occupation standards that currently prevent retail sale of pre-manufactured products, storage, and 
distribution. To avoid added impacts to surrounding residential uses in connection with new home 
occupation allowances, no increases are proposed to existing limits on employee numbers, customer visits 
to the site, vehicles, parking, or signage. As further protection, caps on business-related deliveries are 
proposed. 

The engrossed ordinance incorporates amendments originally proposed in Ordinance No. 773 and includes 
the following changes: 

~ Deletes text of originally-filed language prohibiting onsite consumption of intoxicants. 
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Cities and Special Service Districts 
A-Engrossed Ordinances No. 771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776 

and 8-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 
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The engrossed ordinance adds the following proposed amendments: 

}> Adds language authorizing development on lands with slopes greater than 25 percent that are 
located outside of the Natural Features Buffer, subject to specific requirements. 

}> Amends the Urban/Rural Edge Standards in CDC Section 390-19.2 to allow private street stubs or 
driveways to North Bethany boundaries that abut rural lands with Rural Reserves designations under 
specific circumstances. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the Washington 
County CDC to create a new Residential Airpark Overlay District. The new district would authorize hangars, 
tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an existing dwelling. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 also proposes to amend Policy 28 (Airports) of the Washington County 
Rural/Natural Resource Plan to add text relating to the Residential Airpark Overlay District and to replace 
the existing Sunset Airstrip map with a new map that shows the Residential Airpark Overlay District 
boundaries. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 would affect certain properties located on either side of Sunset Airstrip 
proposed for designation as Residential Airpark Overlay District lands. Sunset Airstrip is located south of 
North Plains (south side of Highway 26) and west of Glencoe Road. 

The engrossed ordinance incorporates all amendments originally proposed in Ordinance No. 772 and 
includes the following additional changes: 

}> RelTlove the three EFU parcels and one AF-20 parcel from the proposed overlay district (map change) 

}> Clarify that only 1 hangar is allowed per lot, but no longer limits the number of tie-downs (per lot) 

}> Prohibit commercial aviation activities, except as may be allowed in the AF-5 and RR-5 Districts 

}> Prohibit renting of personal hangars 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 proposes to amend CDC Section 430-63, primarily to remove Home 
Occupation standards that currently prevent retail sale of pre-manufactured products, storage, and 
distribution. To avoid added impacts to surrounding residential uses in connection with new home 
occupation allowances, no increases are proposed to existing limits on employee numbers, customer visits 
to the site, vehicles, parking, or signage. As further protection, caps on business-related deliveries are 
proposed. 

The engrossed ordinance incorporates amendments originally proposed in Ordinance No. 773 and includes 
the following changes: 

}> Deletes text of originally-filed language prohibiting onsite consumption of intoxicants. 

Cities and Special Service Districts 
A-Engrossed Ordinances No. 771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776 

and 8-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 
Page 2 of 5 

The engrossed ordinance adds the following proposed amendments: 

}o Adds language authorizing development on lands with slopes greater than 25 percent that are 
located outside of the Natural Features Buffer, subject to specific requirements. 

}o Amends the Urban/Rural Edge Standards in CDC Section 390-19.2 to allow private street stubs or 
driveways to North Bethany boundaries that abut rural lands with Rural Reserves designations under 
specific circumstances. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the Washington 
County CDC to create a new Residential Airpark Overlay District. The new district would authorize hangars, 
tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an existing dwelling. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 also proposes to amend Policy 28 (Airports) of the Washington County 
Rural/Natural Resource Plan to add text relating to the Residential Airpark Overlay District and to replace 
the existing Sunset Airstrip map with a new map that shows the Residential Airpark Overlay District 
boundaries. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 would affect certain properties located on either side of Sunset Airstrip 
proposed for designation as Residential Airpark Overlay District lands. Sunset Airstrip is located south of 
North Plains (south side of Highway 26) and west of Glencoe Road. 

The engrossed ordinance incorporates all amendments originally proposed in Ordinance No. 772 and 
includes the following additional changes: 

}o Remove the three EFU parcels and one AF-20 parcel from the proposed overlay district (map change) 

}o Clarify that only 1 hangar is allowed per lot, but no longer limits the number of tie-downs (per lot) 

}o Prohibit commercial aviation activities, except as may be allowed in the AF-5 and RR-5 Districts 

}o Prohibit renting of personal hangars 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 proposes to amend CDC Section 430-63, primarily to remove Home 
Occupation standards that currently prevent retail sale of pre-manufactured products, storage, and 
distribution. To avoid added impacts to surrounding residential uses in connection with new home 
occupation allowances, no increases are proposed to existing limits on employee numbers, customer visits 
to the site, vehicles, parking, or signage. As further protection, caps on business-related deliveries are 
proposed. 

The engrossed ordinance incorporates amendments originally proposed in Ordinance No. 773 and includes 
the following changes: 

}o Deletes text of originally-filed language prohibiting onsite consumption of intoxicants. 



Cities and Special Service Districts 
A-Engrossed Ordinances No. 771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776 

and B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 
Page 3 of 5 

). Amends filed language to increase maximum business-related deliveries allowed for Type II and III 
home occupations (to a weekly average of two per day). 

). Simplifies existing language regarding home occupation space restrictions. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 would affect home occupation standards that apply throughout 
'unincorporated areas of Washington County. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 774 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 774 amends the CDC by changing the land use review process for 
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) to a Type I process in the R-5 and R-6 Districts. 

The engrossed ordinance incorporates amendments originally proposed in Ordinance No. 774 and 
includes the following changes: 

). Increases the maximum allowed floor area for ADUs from a maximum of 600 square feet to a 
maximum of 800 square feet. 

). Amends the ADU requirements to allow up to a 15% additional increase in floor area (up to an 
additional 120 square feet) for ADA-compliant units. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 775 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 775 proposes to amend the Washington County CFP to identify service 
providers for Area 93 when transfer of jurisdiction to Washington County is effective, and to identify 
Area 93 as a new Area of Special Concern that shall be deSignated Future Development 20-Acre (FD-20). 
The ordinance also updates applicable maps in the Washington County Transportation Plan to include 
Area 93, and to apply appropriate Washington County road designations. 

The engrossed ordinance incorporates amendments originally proposed in Ordinance No. 775 and 
incluaes the following changes: 

). Adds the Urban Road Maintenance District (URMD) as an Area 93 service provider when the Area 93 
transfer to Washington County is effective. 

). Adds amendments to CDC Sections 201, 308, and 422 to address tree removal reqUirements in Area 
93 when its transfer to Washington County is effective. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 776 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 776 amends the Rural/Natural Resource Plan Element of the 
Comprehensive plan, the Aloha-Reedville Cooper Mountain Community Plan, and the CDC relating to 
Housekeeping and General Update changes. 
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Cities and Special Service Districts 
A-Engrossed Ordinances No. 771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776 

and B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 
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» Amends filed language to increase maximum business-related deliveries allowed for Type II and III 
home occupations (to a weekly average of two per day). 

» Simplifies existing language regarding home occupation space restrictions. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 would affect home occupation standards that apply throughout 
. unincorporated areas of Washington County. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 774 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 774 amends the CDC by changing the land use review process for 
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) to a Type I process in the R-5 and R-6 Districts. 

The engrossed ordinance incorporates amendments originally proposed in Ordinance No. 774 and 
includes the following changes: 

» Increases the maximum allowed floor area for ADUs from a maximum of 600 square feet to a 
maximum of 800 square feet. 

» Amends the ADU requirements to allow up to a 15% additional increase in floor area (up to an 
additional 120 square feet) for ADA-compliant units. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 775 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 775 proposes to amend the Washington County CFP to identify service 
providers for Area 93 when transfer of jurisdiction to Washington County is effective, and to identify 
Area 93 as a new Area of Special Concern that shall be designated Future Development 20-Acre (FD-20). 
The ordinance also updates applicable maps in the Washington County Transportation Plan to include 
Area 93, and to apply appropriate Washington County road designations. 

The engrossed ordinance incorporates amendments originally proposed in Ordinance No. 775 and 
includes the following changes: 

» Adds the Urban Road Maintenance District (URMD) as an Area 93 service provider when the Area 93 
transfer to Washington County is effective. 

» Adds amendments to CDC Sections 201,308, and 422 to address tree removal reqUirements in Area 
93 when its transfer to Washington County is effective. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 776 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 776 amends the Rural/Natural Resource Plan Element of the 
Comprehensive plan, the Aloha-Reedville Cooper Mountain Community Plan, and the CDC relating to 
Housekeeping and General Update changes. 
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» Amends filed language to increase maximum business-related deliveries allowed for Type II and III 
home occupations (to a weekly average of two per day). 

» Simplifies existing language regarding home occupation space restrictions. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 773 would affect home occupation standards that apply throughout 
. unincorporated areas of Washington County. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 774 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 774 amends the CDC by changing the land use review process for 
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) to a Type r process in the R-5 and R-6 Districts. 

The engrossed ordinance incorporates amendments originally proposed in Ordinance No. 774 and 
includes the following changes: 

» Increases the maximum allowed floor area for ADUs from a maximum of 600 square feet to a 
maximum of 800 square feet. 

» Amends the ADU requirements to allow up to a 15% additional increase in floor area (up to an 
additional 120 square feet) for ADA-compliant units. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 775 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 775 proposes to amend the Washington County CFP to identify service 
providers for Area 93 when transfer of jurisdiction to Washington County is effective, and to identify 
Area 93 as a new Area of Special Concern that shall be designated Future Development 2D-Acre (FD-20). 
The ordinance also updates applicable maps in the Washington County Transportation Plan to include 
Area 93, and to apply appropriate Washington County road designations. 

The engrossed ordinance incorporates amendments originally proposed in Ordinance No. 775 and 
includes the following changes: 

» Adds the Urban Road Maintenance District (URMD) as an Area 93 service provider when the Area 93 
transfer to Washington County is effective. 

» Adds amendments to CDC Sections 201,308, and 422 to address tree removal requirements in Area 
93 when its transfer to Washington County is effective. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 776 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 776 amends the Rural/Natural Resource Plan Element of the 
Comprehensive plan, the Aloha-Reedville Cooper Mountain Community Plan, and the CDC relating to 
Housekeeping and General Update changes. 



Cities and Special Service Districts 
A-Engrossed Ordinances No. 771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776 

and B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 
Page 4 of 5 

The engrossed ordinance incorporates amendments originally proposed in Ordinance No. 776 and 
includes the following changes: 

};> Removes the proposed amendment to CDC Section 203-3.2, Neighborhood Meeting, as 
recommended by the Planning Commission. 

};> Removes the proposed amendment to CDC Section 209-3.1 D, regarding appeals, and re-instates the 
existing language of that section. The existing text is correct and therefore no amendment is 
needed. 

};> Rewords the proposed amendments to CDC Sections 320-3.17 and 330-4.4 for conSistency with the 
wording of CDC 320-3.19. 

};> The cross reference to CDC Section 430-73 (Kennel) in CDC Sections 340 and 344 is amended to 
reflect the correct CDC section. Other amendments to these sections are made for clarity. 

};> Clarifies the language in CDC Section 418, Setbacks, to address the unaffected setbacks of the 
existing structure as recommended by the Planning Commission. 

};> Amends CDCSections 605 and 610, Land Division and Property Line Adjustments (PLA) Inside and 
Outside a UGB, to clarify that PLAs are allowed through a Type I or Type II procedure if they meet 
the minimum lot size standard. 

};> For consistency, amendments are also proposed throughout Exhibit 3, to reflect the ampersand 
instead of the word "and" in the title for Land Use & Transportation. 

B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 

B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 proposes to amend the CFP and the CDC to comply with the 
Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act (RLUIPA). The state's final amendments to OARs 
660-033-0120 and 0130 (RLUIPA rulemaking) occurred in February 2012, so the county is now updating 
its Comprehensive Plan to implement the new OARs. 

As originally filed, Ordinance No. 769 proposed the following amendments: 

};> Limits certain public or quasi-public uses within three miles of the urban growth boundary (UGB) to all 
uses to which the state now applies the rule. The prior state law and the county's CDC applied the 
"three mile" rule only to churches. 

};> Removes the term "churches" and replaces it with "religious institutions" in the CFP and the CDC. 

};> Changes the procedure type for development review of churches to match the review type of similar 
uses, such as membership organizations and other places of assembly. 

};> Expands the number of uses subject to additional restrictions outlined in OAR 660-033-0120. These 
uses include parks, community centers, cemeteries, schools, campgrounds, golf courses, living history 
museums, and public buildings. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 incorporated all of the above-described amendments plus the 
following changes to Exhibit 2: 

};> Amends the proposed definition of "Religious Institution" in CDC Section 106, Definitions. 

};> Retains cemeteries as a use which may be permitted through a Type III development procedure. 
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The engrossed ordinance incorporates amendments originally proposed in Ordinance No. 776 and 
includes the following changes: 

};> Removes the proposed amendment to CDC Section 203-3.2, Neighborhood Meeting, as 
recommended by the Planning Commission. 

};> Removes the proposed amendment to CDC Section 209-3.1 D, regarding appeals, and re-instates the 
existing language of that section. The existing text is correct and therefore no amendment is 
needed. 

};> Rewords the proposed amendments to CDC Sections 320-3.17 and 330-4.4 for consistency with the 
wording of CDC 320-3.19. 

};> The cross reference to CDC Section 430-73 (Kennel) in CDC Sections 340 and 344 is amended to 
reflect the correct CDC section. Other amendments to these sections are made for clarity. 

};> Clarifies the language in CDC Section 418, Setbacks, to address the unaffected setbacks of the 
existing structure as recommended by the Planning Commission. 

};> Amends CDC Sections 60S and 610, land Division and Property Line Adjustments (PLA) Inside and 
Outside a UGB, to clarify that PLAs are allowed through a Type I or Type II procedure if they meet 
the minimum lot size standard. 

};> For consistency, amendments are also proposed throughout Exhibit 3, to reflect the ampersand 
instead of the word "and" in the title for Land Use & Transportation. 

B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 

B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 proposes to amend the CFP and the CDC to comply with the 
Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act (RLUIPA). The state's final amendments to OARs 
660-033-0120 and 0130 (RLUIPA rulemaking) occurred in February 2012, so the county is now updating 
its Comprehensive Plan to implement the new OARs. 

As originally filed, Ordinance No. 769 proposed the following amendments: 

};> Limits certain public or quasi-public uses within three miles of the urban growth boundary (UGB) to all 
uses to which the state now applies the rule. The prior state law and the county's CDC applied the 
"three mile" rule only to churches. 

};> Removes the term "churches" and replaces it with "religious institutions" in the CFP and the CDC. 

};> Changes the procedure type for development review of churches to match the review type of similar 
uses, such as membership organizations and other places of assembly. 

};> Expands the number of uses subject to additional restrictions outlined in OAR 660-033-0120. These 
uses include parks, community centers, cemeteries, schools, campgrounds, golf courses, living history 
museums, and public buildings. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 incorporated all of the above-described amendments plus the 
following changes to Exhibit 2: 

};> Amends the proposed definition of "Religious Institution" in CDC Section 106, Definitions. 

};> Retains cemeteries as a use which may be permitted through a Type III development procedure. 

Cities and Special Service Districts 
A-Engrossed Ordinances No. 771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776 

and B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 
Page 4 of 5 

The engrossed ordinance incorporates amendments originally proposed in Ordinance No. 776 and 
includes the following changes: 
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'};- Changes the procedure type for development review of churches to match the review type of similar 
uses, such as membership organizations and other places of assembly. 

}- Expands the number of uses subject to additional restrictions outlined in OAR 660-033-0120. These 
uses include parks, community centers, cemeteries, schools, campgrounds, golf courses, living history 
museums, and public buildings. 

A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 incorporated all of the above-described amendments plus the 
following changes to Exhibit 2: 

}- Amends the proposed definition of "Religious Institution" in CDC Section 106, Definitions. 

~ Retains cemeteries as a use which may be permitted through a Type III development procedure. 
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B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 incorporates all of the above-described amendments plus the 
following new change to Exhibit 2: 

)- Amends the proposed definition of "Religious Institution" in CDC Section 106, Definitions, to note that 
schools are not included as accessory uses in the Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) and Agriculture and 
Forest (AF-20) Districts. 
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B-Engrossed Ordinance No. 169 incorporates all of the above-described amendments plus the 
following new change to Exhibit 2: 

»- Amends the proposed definition of "Religious Institution" in CDC Section 106, Definitions, to note that 
schools are not included as accessory uses in the Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) and Agriculture and 
Forest (AF-20) Districts. 
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FILED 

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

OCT 0 2 2013 
Washington County 

County Clerk 

2 FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

3 

4 A-ENGROSSED ORDINANCE 772 

An Ordinance Amending the Rural/Natural 
Resource Plan Element of the Comprehensive 
Plan and the Community Development Code to 
Develop a Residential Airpark Overlay 

5 

6 The Board of County Commissioners of Washington County, Oregon ("Board") 

7 ordains as follows: 

8 SECTION 1 

9 A. The Board recognizes that the RurallNatural Resource Plan Element of the 

10 Comprehensive Plan (Volume III) was readopted with amendments, by way of Ordinance 

11 No. 307, with portions subsequently amended by Ordinance Nos. 342, 383,411,412,458, 

12 459,462,480,482,499,539,547,572,574,578,588.598,606,609,615,628,630,631, 

13 637,643,648,649.653,662,671.686,733,740, 753, and 764. 

14 B. The Board recognizes that the Community Development Code Element of the 

15 Comprehensive Plan (Volume IV) was readopted with amendments on September 9. 1986, 

16 by way of Ordinance No. 308, and subsequently amended by Ordinance Nos. 321, 326, 336-

17 341,356-363,372-378,380,381,384-386,392.393.397,399-403,407,412,413,415,417, 

18 421-423,428-434,436,437,439,441-443,449.451-454,456.457,462-464,467-469,471, 

19 478-481,486-489,504,506-512,517-523,525,526,528,529,538,540,545,551-555,558-

20 561,573,575-577,581,583,588,589,591-595.603-605,607-610,612.615,617,618,623, 

21 624,628,631,634,635,638,642,644,645,648,649,654,659-662,667,669.670,674, 
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676,677,682~686,692,694-698, 703, 704, 708, 709, 711, 712. 718-720, 722,725, 730, 732. 

2 735,739.742-745.754-758.760, 762,763. and 765-766. 

3 C. Notwithstanding the rejection of Washington County's efforts to expand the 

4 Private Airport Use Overlay to properties adjacent to the Sunset Airstrip located south of the 

5 city of North Plains in 2009, subsequent planning efforts of the County. in part in response to 

6 a request to develop a residential airpark overlay near the Sunset Airstrip. indicate this 

7 concept of a residential airpark overlay is warranted for further review and development. 

8 Such changes to the planning documents. the Board recognizes, are necessary from time to 

9 time for the benefit of the residents of Washington County. Oregon. 

10 D. Under the provisions of Washington County Charter Chapter X. the 

11 Department of Land Use and Transportation has carried out its responsibilities, including 

12 preparation of notices, and the County Planning Commission has conducted one or more 

13 public hearings on the proposed amendments and has submitted its recommendations to the 

14 Board. The Board finds that this Ordinance is based on those recommendations and any 

15 modifications made by the Board are a result of the public hearings process; 

16 E. The Board finds and takes public notice that it is in receipt of all matters and 

17 information necessary to consider this Ordinance in an adequate manner, and finds that this 

18 Ordinance complies with the Statewide Planning Goals. the standards for legislative plan 

19 adoption as set forth in Chapters 197 and 215 of the Oregon Revised Statutes. the Washington 

20 County Charter, the Washington County Community Development Code, and the Washington 

21 County Comprehensive Plan. 
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SECTION 2 

2 The following exhibits, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, are 

3 adopted as amendments to the designated documents as follows: 

4 A. Exhibit 1 (2 pages), amending the Community Development Code by adding 

5 a new section (Section 389, Residential Airpark Overlay District); and 

6 B. Exhibit 2 (6 pages), amending Policy 28, AIRPORTS, of the RurallNatural 

7 Resource Plan to add certain text relating to the new Residential Airpark 

8 Overlay District. 

9 SECTION 3 

10 All other Comprehensive Plan provisions that have been adopted by prior ordinance, 

11 which are not expressly amended or repealed herein, shall remain in full force and effect. 

12 SECTION 4 

13 All applications received prior to the effective date shall be processed in accordance 

14 with ORS 215.427. 

15 SECTION 5 

16 If any portion of this Ordinance, including the exhibits, shall for any reason be held 

17 invalid or unconstitutional by a body of competent jurisdiction, the remainder shall not be 

18 affected thereby and shall remain in full force and effect. 

19 SECTION 6 

20 The Office of County Counsel and Department of Land Use and Transportation are 

21 authorized to prepare planning documents to reflect the changes adopted under Section 2 of 

22 this Ordinance, including deleting and adding textual material and maps, renumbering pages 
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or sections, and making any technical changes not affecting the substance of these 

2 amendments as necessary to conform to the Washington County Comprehensive Plan format. 

3 SECTION 7 

4 This Ordinance shall take effect on November 21,2013. 

5 ENACTED this ___ day of ______ " 2013, being the ___ reading 

6 and ____ public hearing before the Board of County Commissioners of Washington 

7 County, Oregon. 

8 BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

9 

10 
CHAIRMAN 

11 

12 RECORDING SECRETARY 

13 READING PUBLIC HEARING 

14 First First 
Second _________ ~ Second ____________ _ 

15 Third __________ _ Third ____________ _ 
Fomth _________ _ Fourth ____________ __ 

16 Fifth --------------Fifth -----------

17 VOle: Aye: ________ _ Nay: __________ _ 

18 Recording Secretary: _____________ Date: _______ _ 

19 

20 

21 

22 
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A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 
Exhibit 1 

October 2,2013 
Page 1 of 2 

Amend the Community Development Code to include a new section (Section 389, Residential 
Airpark Overlay District): 

389 RESIDENTIAL AIRPARK OVERLAY DISTRICT 

389-1 Intent and Purpose 

389-2 

389-3 

The intent of the Residential Airpark Overlay District is to support the continued 
operation and vitality of the Sunset Airstrip and the uniqueness of residential airpark
type development. The Residential Airpark Overlay District authorizes uses 
commonly associated with airstrip use and accessory to residential uses and 
ensures compatibility with the continued operation of Sunset Airstrip. 

Applicabilitv 

This Overlay District applies to the rural residential areas adjacent to the Sunset 
Airstrip identified in Policy 28 of the Rural/Natural Resource Plan. This overlay 
district allows limited accessory uses commonly associated with adjacent airstrip 
use. Residential uses are not authorized by the Residential Airpark Overlay District 
and are subject to the standards of the underlying land use districts. 

The provisions of Section 386, Private Use Airport Safety Overlay District. continue 
to apply to lots and parcels within the Residential Airpark Overlay District that are 
also designated with the Private Use Airport Safety Overlay District. 

Designation of the Residential Airpark Overlay District authorizes Residential Airpark 
Development (RAD) but does not allow access to the existing private airstrip. Access 
to the airstrip must be obtained from airstrip owner prior to accessing the airstrip from 
aRAD. 

Uses Permitted Through a Type I Procedure 

The use of land and buildings must be in compliance with the underlying land use 
district as established by the Rural/Natural Resource Plan, and is further limited to 
the following permitted uses on lands designated as Residential Airpark Overlay 
District: 

A. Residential Airpark Development (RAD) may be authorized to allow for the 
addition of an individual aircraft hangar and paved tie-down area(s) on the same 
lot or parcel as an existing detached single family dwelling unit as the primary 
use. Each lot or parcel may be provided with a hangar and paved tie down 
area(s). The hangar can be attached or detached to the dwelling unit. No more 
than one hangar may be allowed on a lot or parcel with an existing dwelling unit. 
Hangars shall not be rented out. 

B. Accessory uses and structures on a lot or parcel with an existing dwelling unit: 

abcdef Proposed additions 
aOO€Ief Proposed deletions 
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also designated with the Private Use Airport Safety Overlay District. 

DeSignation of the Residential Airpark Overlay District authorizes Residential Airpark 
Development (RAm but does not allow access to the existing private airstrip. Access 
to the airstrip must be obtained from airstrip owner prior to accessing the airstrip from 
aRAD. 

Uses Permitted Through a Type I Procedure 

The use of land and buildings must be in compliance with the underlying land use 
district as established by the Rural/Natural Resource Plan, and is further limited to 
the following permitted uses on lands designated as Residential Airpark Overlay 
District: 

A. Residential Airpark Development (RAD) may be authorized to allow for the 
addition of an individual aircraft hangar and paved tie-down area(s) on the same 
lot or parcel as an existing detached single family dwelling unit as the primary 
use. Each lot or parcel may be provided with a hangar and paved tie down 
area(s). The hangar can be attached or detached to the dwelling unit. No more 
than one hangar may be allowed on a lot or parcel with an existing dwelling unit. 
Hangars shall not be rented out. 

B. Accessory uses and structures on a lot or parcel with an existing dwelling unit: 
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Amend the Community Development Code to include a new section (Section 389, Residential 
Airpark Overlay District): 

389 RESIDENTIAL AIRPARK OVERLAY DISTRICT 

389-1 Intent and Purpose 

389-2 

389-3 

The intent of the Residential Airpark Overlay District is to support the continued 
operation and vitality of the Sunset Airstrip and the unigueness of residential airpark
type development. The Residential Airpark Overlay District authorizes uses 
commonly associated with airstrip use and accessory to residential uses and 
ensures compatibility with the continued operation of Sunset Airstrip. 

Applicabilitv 

This Overlay District applies to the rural residential areas adjacent to the Sunset 
Airstrip identified in Policy 28 of the Rural/Natural Resource Plan. This overlay 
district allows limited accessory uses commonly associated with adjacent airstrip 
use. Residential uses are not authorized by the Residential Airpark Overlay District 
and are subject to the standards of the underlying land use districts. 

The provisions of Section 386, Private Use Airport Safety Overlay District. continue 
to apply to lots and parcels within the Residential Airpark Overlay District that are 
also deSignated with the Private Use Airport Safety Overlay District. 

Designation of the Residential Airpark Overlay District authorizes Residential Airpark 
Development (RAD) but does not allow access to the existing private airstrip. Access 
to the airstrip must be obtained from airstrip owner prior to accessing the airstrip from 
a RAD. 

Uses Permitted Through a Type I Procedure 

The use of land and buildings must be in compliance with the underlying land use 
district as established by the Rural/Natural Resource Plan, and is further limited to 
the following permitted uses on lands designated as Residential Airpark Overlay 
District: 

A. Residential Airpark Development (RAD) may be authorized to allow for the 
addition of an individual aircraft hangar and paved tie-down area(s) on the same 
lot or parcel as an existing detached single family dwelling unit as the primary 
use Each lot or parcel may be provided with a hangar and paved tie down 
area(s) The hangar can be attached or detached to the dwelling unit No more 
than one hangar may be allowed on a lot or parcel with an existing dwelling unit. 
Hangars shall not be rented out. 

B. Accessory uses and structures on a lot or parcel with an existing dwelling unit: 
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(1) Aircraft Hangar. An aircraft hangar cannot be used as a residence. 

(2) Aviation fuel storage consistent with all applicable federal. state and local 
requirements. including the 2010 or most current Oregon Structural 
Specialty Code and 2010 or most current Oregon Fire Code. 

C. Aircraft taxi ways. 

Prohibited Uses 

Unless authorized by the process outlined for the AF-5 and RR-5 Districts. all 
commercial aviation activities. including but not limited to flight training, commercial 
aircraft sales and repairs. commercial fueling operations. are prohibited. 

Property Owner Notification 

Prior to the issuance of a building permit for a single family dwelling unit the property 
owner shall submit to the Review Authority a copy of a signed and recorded waiver 
of the right to remonstrate against customarily accepted airstrip and airpark uses. 
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(1) Aircraft Hangar. An aircraft hangar cannot be used as a residence. 

(2) Aviation fuel storage consistent with all applicable federal state and local 
requirements. including the 2010 or most current Oregon Structural 
Specialty Code and 2010 or most current Oregon Fire Code. 

C. Aircraft taxi ways. 

Prohibited Uses 

Unless authorized by the process outlined for the AF-5 and RR-5 Districts. all 
commercial aviation activities. including but not limited to flight training. commercial 
aircraft sales and repairs. commercial fueling operations. are prohibited. 

Property Owner Notification 

Prior to the issuance of a building permit for a single family dwelling unit the property 
owner shall submit to the Review Authority a copy of a signed and recorded waiver 
of the right to remonstrate against customarily accepted airstrip and airpark uses. 
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(1) Aircraft Hangar. An aircraft hangar cannot be used as a residence. 

(2) Aviation fuel storaqe consistent with all applicable federal. state and local 
requirements, including the 2010 or most current Oregon Structural 
Specialty Code and 2010 or most current Oregon Fire Code. 

C. Aircraft taxi ways. 

Prohibited Uses 

Unless authorized by the process outlined for the AF-5 and RR-5 Districts, all 
commercial aviation activities, including but not limited to flight training, commercial 
aircraft sales and repairs, commercial fueling operations, are prohibited. 

Property Owner Notification 

Prior to the issuance of a building permit for a single family dwelling unit the property 
owner shall submit to the Review Authority a copy of a Signed and recorded waiver 
of the right to remonstrate against customarily accepted airstrip and airpark uses. 
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1. Amend Policy 28, AIRPORTS, of the Rural I Natural Resource Plan to add the following text 
relating to the new Residential Airpark Overlay District set forth in Exhibit 1 of this ordinance: 

POLICY 28, AIRPORTS: 

It is the policy of Washington County to protect the function and economic 
viability of existing public use airports, while ensuring public safety and 
compatibility between airport uses and surrounding land uses for public use 
airports identified by the Oregon Department of Aviation (DOA). 

Introduction 

Changes in state law passed in 1995 and 1997 req uire local jurisdictions to adopt an airport plan ning 
program for certain airports described in ORS 836.600 et. Seq. The Aeronautics Division of the Oregon 
Department of Transportation (now the Department of Aviation/DOA) and the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development together developed Airport Planning Rules (OAR 660-013) and identified 
certain public and private use airports that would be subject to these rules, based on the parameters set 
forth in the statute. The DOA manages the list of identified airports, which is subject to amendment 
through a review and decision process by the state Aviation Board, pursuant to OAR 738-090. 
Procedures for amendment of the state airport list include public notice procedures. As necessary, the 
County will initiate Comprehensive Plan amendment proceedings to remain current with DOA list of all 
airports. 

Policy 17 of the Washington County 2020 Transportation Plan identifies and outlines transportation
related policies for the County's three public use airports. The Rural/Natural Resource Plan and the 
Comprehensive Framework Plan for the Urban Area each outline land use related policies that address 
only those airports within the Washington County jurisdiction that are identified by the DOA list, with the 
addition of Skyport, a small public use facility located north of Cornelius. 

Policy 28 outlines implementing strategies which, in part, set forth Airport Overlay Districts to regulate 
safety concerns, land uses and land use compatibility issues on airport properties and within surrounding 
area. These are structured to address state-recognized airports in two categories, generally referred to 
herein as Public Use Airports and Private Use Airports. Where the Airport Overlay Districts are 
concerned, references to airports and airport facilities generally includes heliports as well. 

Several other airport facilities exist throughout the County that are not a part of this airport planning 
program and thus not recognized by the established Airport Overlay Districts. In general, these include 
personal use airports, heliports and agriculturally related landing strips. With the exception of 
agriculturally related landing strips, these facilities are regulated as special uses in specified land use 
districts pursuant to standards outlined in the Community Development Code. Where personal use 
facilities are concerned, the Community Development Code make a distinction between the terms and 
heliport, as they are permitted equally in all land use districts. 

Outside the UGB, land use districts which allow personal use airports as a special use generally include 
all rural districts except rural commercial (RCOM) and rural Industrial (RIND); inside the land use district 
which allow personal use heliports as a special use include the rural residential districts (AF-5, AF-10 and 
RR-5), and the special industrial overlay district (SID). Urban land use districts that permit personal use 
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1. Amend Policy 28, AIRPORTS, of the Rural I Natural Resource Plan to add the following text 
relating to the new Residential Airpark Overlay District set forth in Exhibit 1 of this ordinance: 

POLICY 28, AIRPORTS: 

It is the policy of Washington County to protect the function and economic 
viability of existing public use airports, while ensuring public safety and 
compatibility between airport uses and surrounding land uses for public use 
airports identified by the Oregon Department of Aviation (DOA). 

Introduction 

Changes in state law passed in 1995 and 1997 require local jurisdictions to adopt an airport planning 
program for certain airports described in ORS 836.600 et. Seq. The Aeronautics Division of the Oregon 
Department of Transportation (now the Department of AviationlDOA) and the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development together developed Airport Planning Rules (OAR 660-013) and identified 
certain public and private use airports that would be subject to these rules, based on the parameters set 
forth in the statute. The DOA manages the list of identified airports, which is subject to amendment 
through a review and decision process by the state Aviation Board, pursuant to OAR 738-090. 
Procedures for amendment of the state airport list include public notice procedures. As necessary, the 
County will initiate Comprehensive Plan amendment proceedings to remain current with DOA list of all 
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Policy 17 of the Washington County 2020 Transportation Plan identifies and outlines transportation
related policies for the County's three public use airports. The Rural/Natural Resource Plan and the 
Comprehensive Framework Plan for the Urban Area each outline land use related policies that address 
only those airports within the Washington County jurisdiction that are identified by the DOA list, with the 
addition of Skyport, a small public use facility located north of Cornelius. 

Policy 28 outlines implementing strategies which, in part, set forth Airport Overlay Districts to regulate 
safety concerns, land uses and land use compatibility issues on airport properties and within surrounding 
area. These are structured to address state-recognized airports in two categories, generally referred to 
herein as PubliC Use Airports and Private Use Airports. Where the Airport Overlay Districts are 
concerned, references to airports and airport facilities generally includes heliports as well. 

Several other airport facilities exist throughout the County that are not a part of this airport planning 
program and thus not recognized by the established Airport Overlay Districts. In general, these include 
personal use airports, heliports and agriculturally related landing strips. With the exception of 
agriculturally related landing strips, these facilities are regulated as special uses in specified land use 
districts pursuant to standards outlined in the Community Development Code. Where personal use 
facilities are concerned, the Community Development Code make a distinction between the terms and 
heliport, as they are permitted equally in all land use districts. 

Outside the UGB, land use districts which allow personal use airports as a special use generally include 
all rural districts except rural commercial (RCOM) and rural Industrial (RIND); inside the land use district 
which allow personal use heliports as a special use include the rural reSidential districts (AF-5, AF-10 and 
RR-5), and the special industrial overlay district (SID) Urban land use districts that permit personal use 
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1. Amend Policy 28, AIRPORTS, of the Rural I Natural Resource Plan to add the following text 
relating to the new Residential Airpark Overlay District set forth in Exhibit 1 of this ordinance: 

POLICY 28, AIRPORTS: 

It is the policy of Washington County to protect the function and economic 
viability of existing public use airports, while ensuring public safety and 
compatibility between airport uses and surrounding land uses for public use 
airports identified by the Oregon Department of Aviation (DOA). 
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Department of Transportation (now the Department of AviationlDOA) and the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development together developed Airport Planning Rules (OAR 660-013) and identified 
certain public and private use airports that would be subject to these rules, based on the parameters set 
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related policies for the County's three public use airports. The Rural/Natural Resource Plan and the 
Comprehensive Framework Plan for the Urban Area each outline land use related policies that address 
only those airports within the Washington County jurisdiction that are identified by the DOA list, with the 
addition of Sky port, a small public use facility located north of Cornelius. 

Policy 28 outlines implementing strategies which, in part, set forth Airport Overlay Districts to regulate 
safety concerns, land uses and land use compatibility issues on airport properties and within surrounding 
area. These are structured to address state-recognized airports in two categories, generally referred to 
herein as Public Use Airports and Private Use Airports. Where the Airport Overlay Districts are 
concerned, references to airports and airport faCilities generally includes heliports as well. 

Several other airport facilities exist throughout the County that are not a part of this airport planning 
program and thus not recognized by the established Airport Overlay Districts. In general, these include 
personal use airports, heliports and agriculturally related landing strips With the exception of 
agriculturally related landing strips, these facilities are regulated as special uses in specified land use 
districts pursuant to standards outlined in the Community Development Code. Where personal use 
facilities are concerned, the Community Development Code make a distinction between the terms and 
heliport, as they are permitted equally in all land use districts. 

Outside the UGB, land use districts which allow personal use airports as a special use generally include 
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which allow personal use heliports as a special use include the rural reSidential districts (AF-5, AF-10 and 
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heliports include all residential districts (R-S, R-6, R-9, R-1S, R-24, and R-2S+), the commercial and 
business districts with the exception of the neighborhood commercial district (allowed in OC, CBD, and 
GC districts), and the industrial district (IND). 

Policy 28 allows Residential Airpark Development (RAD) within a Residential Airpark Overlay District. The 
Residential Airpark Overlay District authorizes aircraft hangars, paved tie down areas and taxiways as 
accessory uses. 

Implementing Strategies 

The County will: 

a. Adopt and implement Airport Overlay Districts consistent with LCDC Airport Planning Rules and 
ORS Chapter 836 in order to: 

1. Protect public use airports by regulating land uses in designated areas surrounding 
the Portland-Hillsboro. and the Stark's Twin Oaks airports based on adopted airport 
master plans or evidence of each airport's specific level of risk and usage. Prevent 
the installation of airspace obstructions, additional airport hazards, and ensure the 
safety of the public and guide compatible land use. Limit uses in specific noise impact 
and crash hazard areas that have been identified for each specific airport. To a 
lesser degree, protect the function and economic viability of the Skyport airport, 
which was not identified pursuant to ORS 836.600 but which the County recognizes 
as an established privately owned public use airport and thus requiring regulatory 
measures to promote safety. 

2. Protect privately owned, private use airports identified by the DOA. Each airport's 
specific level of risk and usage shall be used to guide the continued safe aeronautical 
access to and from these airports, considering the type of aircraft approved to use 
the field. 

b. Recognize the Portland-Hillsboro airport as the major aviation facility in Washington County and 
an airport of regional significance. To promote its operation, the County shall coordinate with the 
City of Hillsboro to help ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses. The Comprehensive 
Plan will be updated to reflect any necessary changes resulting from this process. 

c. Work with airport sponsors to coordinate with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) in 
promoting FAA-registered flight patterns and FAA flight behavior regulations in order to protect 
the interests of County residents living near airports~~ 

d, Maintain geographic information system (GIS) mapping of the Airport Overlay Districts and 
provide timely updates;." 

e. Participate in and encourage the adoption of master plans for all public use airports and, at a 
minimum, an airport layout plan for the remaining DOA recognized airfields in Washington 
CountY7~ 

f. Discourage future development of private landing fields when they are in proximity to one 
another, or where they are near other public airports and potential airspace conflicts are 
determined to exist by the FAA or the DOA. 
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heliports include all residential districts (R-5. R-6, R-9, R-15, R-24, and R-25+), the commercial and 
business districts with the exception of the neighborhood commercial district (allowed in OC, CBD, and 
GC districts), and the industrial district (IND), 

Policy 28 allows Residential Airpark Development (RAm within a Residential Airpark Overlay District. The 
Residential Airpark Overlay District authorizes aircraft hangars, paved tie down areas and taxiways as 
accessory uses. 

Implementing Strategies 

The County will: 

a, Adopt and implement Airport Overlay Districts consistent with LCDC Airport Planning Rules and 
ORS Chapter 836 in order to: 

1, Protect public use airports by regulating land uses in designated areas surrounding 
the Portland-Hillsboro and the Stark's Twin Oaks airports based on adopted airport 
master plans or evidence of each airport's specific level of risk and usage. Prevent 
the installation of airspace obstructions, additional airport hazards, and ensure the 
safety of the public and guide compatible land use. Limit uses in specific noise impact 
and crash hazard areas that have been identified for each specific airport. To a 
lesser degree, protect the function and economic viability of the Skyport airport, 
which was not identified pursuant to ORS 836.600 but which the County recognizes 
as an established privately owned public use airport and thus requiring regulatory 
measures to promote safety. 

2. Protect privately owned. private use airports identified by the DOA. Each airport's 
specific level of risk and usage shall be used to guide the continued safe aeronautical 
access to and from these airports, considering the type of aircraft approved to use 
the field. 

b. Recognize the Portland-Hillsboro airport as the major aviation facility in Washington County and 
an airport of regional significance. To promote its operation, the County shall coordinate with the 
City of Hillsboro to help ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses. The Comprehensive 
Plan will be updated to reflect any necessary changes resulting from this process. 

c. Work with airport sponsors to coordinate with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) in 
promoting FAA-registered flight patterns and FAA flight behavior regulations in order to protect 
the interests of County residents living near airports~~ 

d. Maintain geographic information system (GIS) mapping of the Airport Overlay Districts and 
provide timely updates,~ 

e. Participate in and encourage the adoption of master plans for all public use airports and, at a 
minimum, an airport layout plan for the remaining DOA recognized airfields in Washington 
County," 

f. Discourage future development of private landing fields when they are in proximity to one 
another, or where they are near other public airports and potential airspace conflicts are 
determined to exist by the FAA or the DOA. 
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2. Protect privately owned, private use airports identified by the DOA. Each airport's 
specific level of risk and usage shall be used to guide the continued safe aeronautical 
access to and from these airports, considering the type of aircraft approved to use 
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b. Recognize the Portland-Hillsboro airport as the major aviation facility in Washington County and 
an airport of regional significance. To promote its operation, the County shall coordinate with the 
City of Hillsboro to help ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses. The Comprehensive 
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g. Allow Residential Airpark Development in a Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

h. Ensure that future Residential Airpark Development is compatible with the continued operation of 
adjacent private airstrips. 

Summary Findings and Conclusions 

In Washington County, the LCDC Airport Planning Rules apply to the following facilities, which are 
included in the County's airport planning program. 

1. Public Use Airports Publicly Owned: 
a. Portland-Hillsboro (KHIO) 

2. Public Use Airports - Privately Owned: 
a. Stark's Twin Oaks Airpark (7S3) 

3. Private Use Airports - Privately Owned (recognized by DOA as having 3 or more based aircraft in 
1994): 
a. Apple Valley (1/2 mile S of Buxton) (OR61) 
b. Meyer's Riverside (2 miles SW of Tigard) (OG34) 
c. North Plains Gliderport (2 miles W of North Plains) (10R4) 
d. Olinger Strip (3 miles NW of Hillsboro) (OR81) 
e. Providence st. Vincent Medical Center Heliport (2.5 miles NE of Beaverton) (530R) 
f. Sunset Airstrip (1[2 mile SW of North Plains) (10R3) 

In addition to the above, the Skyport Airport (4S4) (located 3 miles N of Cornelius) is a privately owned 
public use facility that was not identified by the DOA because of its relatively small size and low level of 
activity. However this facility has been included in the G£ounty's airport planning program because of its 
status as a public use airport. The level of protection provided for this facility is similar to that required 
provided fef-tRe-privately owned private use airports identified in List 3, above. 

The Portland-Hillsboro Airport, owned by the Port of Portland, is located within the city limits of Hillsboro. 
However land use and noise impact areas associated with this airport affect G£ounty lands. The 
G£ounty's planning efforts for rural lands around the Portland-Hillsboro airport therefore will be 
coordinated with the City of Hillsboro after the current (2003) master plan I:lpdate process is complete. 

LCDC's Airport Planning Rules prescribe different levels of protection for the listed airports, depending on 
the nature of use and the size of the facility. In general, state requirements are applied to facilities within 
the G£ounty's jurisdiction through the application of Airport Overlay Districts to regulate land uses. The~ 
county utilizes-afe two sets of overlays: one set applies to Public Use Airports (Portland-Hillsboro and 
Stark's Twin Oaks), and one set applies to Private H!,!se Airports, including a" of those identified in List 3, 
above. For each airport category (public and private), the overlay district set consists of 1) a land use 
overlay district to regulate airport related land uses at the airport site, and 2) a safety and/or land use 
compatibility overlay district to mitigate land uses and height of structures and objects on properties 
immediately surrounding airports. For the Private Use Airports, the protection of the safety overlay district is 
limited to graduated height restrictions along approach corridors. For the Public Use Airport (Le., Stark's 
Twin Oaks), the second overlay district is more elaborate and mitigates land uses and safety hazards in a 
broader area surrounding the airport. This overlay includes boundaries to identify areas subject to noise 
impacts, bird strike hazards, and protection measures for imaginary surfaces for airborne aircraft. I 
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h. Ensure that future Residential Airpark Development is compatible with the continued operation of 
adjacent private airstrips. 

Summary Findings and Conclusions 

In Washington County, the LCDC Airport Planning Rules apply to the following faCilities, which are 
included in the County's airport planning program. 

1. Public Use Airports - Publicly Owned: 
a. Portland-Hillsboro (KHIO) 

2. Public Use Airports - Privately Owned: 
a. Stark's Twin Oaks Airpark (7S3) 

3. Private Use Airports - Privately Owned (recognized by DOA as having 3 or more based aircraft in 
1994): 
a. Apple Valley (1/2 mile S of Buxton) (OR61) 
b. Meyer's Riverside (2 miles SW of Tigard) (OG341 
c. North Plains Gliderport (2 miles W of North Plains) (10R4) 
d. Olinger Strip (3 miles NW of Hillsboro) (OR81) 
e. Providence St. Vincent Medical Center Heliport (25 miles NE of Beaverton) (530R) 
f. Sunset Airstrip (1{£ mile SW of North Plains) (10R3) 

In addition to the above, the Skyport Airport (4S4) (located 3 miles N of Cornelius) is a privately owned 
public use facility that was not identified by the DOA because of its relatively small size and low level of 
activity. However this facility has been included in the GQounty's airport planning program because of its 
status as a public use airport. The level of protection provided for this facility is similar to that ~ 
provided ~privately owned private use airports identified in List 3, above. 

The Portland-Hillsboro Airport, owned by the Port of Portland, is located within the city limits of Hillsboro. 
However land use and noise impact areas associated with this airport affect GQounty lands. The 
Gf<ounty's planning efforts for rural lands around the Portland-Hillsboro airport therefore will be 
coordinated With the City of Hillsboro after the cblrrent (2003) master plan blpdate process is complete. 

LCDC's Airport Planning Rules prescribe different levels of protection for the listed airports, depending on 
the nature of use and the size of the facility. In general, state reqUirements are applied to facilities within 
the GQounty's jurisdiction through the application of Airport Overlay Districts to regUlate land uses The~ 
county utilizes--al'e two sets of overlays: one set applies to Public Use Airports (Portland-Hillsboro and 
Stark's Twin Oaks), and one set applies to Private lot.!.lse Airports, including all of those identified in List 3, 
above. For each airport category (public and private). the overlay district set consists of 1) a land use 
overlay district to regulate airport related land uses at the airport site, and 2) a safety and/or land use 
compatibility overlay district to mitigate land uses and height of structures and objects on properties 
immediately surrounding airports. For the Private Use Airports, the protection of the safety overlay district is 
limited to graduated height restrictions along approach corridors. For the PubliC Use Airport (I.e., Stark's 
Twin Oaks), the second overlay district is more elaborate and mitigates land uses and safety hazards in a 
broader area surrounding the airport. This overlay includes boundaries to identify areas subject to noise 
impacts, bird strike hazards, and protection measures for imaginary surfaces for airborne aircraft. I 

abcdef Proposed additions 
abG€Ief Proposed deletions 



A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 772 
Exhibit 2 

October 2, 2013 
Page 4 of6 

Policy 28 identifies an additional overlay, the Residential Airpark Overlay District. The Residential Airpark 
Overlay District applies to certain rural lands adjacent to Sunset Airstrip. This district supports the 
continued operation of the Sunset Airstrip and the uniqueness of Residential Airpark Development by 
authorizing limited accessory uses commonly associated with airstrip use. This district also promotes 
public health and safety in the vicinity of Sunset Airstrip by ensuring that Residential Airpark Development 
complies with the provisions of the Private Airport Safety Overlay District and the standards of the 
Residential Airpark Overlay District. 
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2. Amend Policy 28, AIRPORTS, of the Rural I Natural Resource Plan to remove the Sunset 
Airstrip map shown below: 
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2, Amend Policy 28, AIRPORTS, of the Rural! Natural Resource Plan to remove the Sunset 
Airstrip map shown below: 
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2. Amend Policy 28, AIRPORTS, of the Rural! Natural Resource Plan to remove the Sunset 
Airstrip map shown below: 
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3. Amend Policy 28, AIRPORTS, of the Rural I Natural Resource Plan to add the Sunset 
Airstrip map shown below: 
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3. Amend Policy 28, AIRPORTS, of the Rural! Natural Resource Plan to add the Sunset 
Airstrip map shown below: 
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3, Amend Policy 28, AI RPORTS, of the Rural! Natural Resource Plan to add the Sunset 
Airstrip map shown below: 
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OFF DOCKET 
AGENDA Continued li'om September 24, 2013 

WASHINGTON COlJNTY BOAR}) OF COMMISSIONERS 

Agendn Category: 
Public Hearing - Second Reading and Second Public Hcaring 
Land Use & Transportation; County Counsel (CPO 8) 

Agenda Title: PROPOSE}) ORDINANCE NO. 772 AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING THE RURALINATURAL RESOURCE PLAN AND 
THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT COnE TO DEVELOP A 

Presented by: 

SUMMARY: 

RESIDENTIAL AIRPARK OVERLAY I>ISTRICT 
, ",-~~.-~~.-.--- • "'~ ¥~" ---~" 

Andrew Singelakis. Director of Land Use & Transportation 
AlaI!~~(lppl_ey(;!a,c;otlnty Counsel 

Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the Washington County 
Community Development Code relating to a new Residential Airpark Overlay District The new 
district would authorize hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an 
existing dwelling. Ordinance No. 772 is posted on the county's land use ordinance web page at 
the following link: 

htlp:l/w~ww.co.washll1gton.or.us/LUT/Divisjons/Longf\angcPlanning/20 13-lan9-lIse-ordinanccs.cfm 

The Board conducted its initial hearing for Ordinance No. 772 on September 24, 2013 and 
continued the hearing to October 1 to allow additional time to consider submitted testimony and 
recommendations provided by the Planning Commission and staff. 

A staff rcport for the October 1 hearing will be provided to the Board prior to the hearing and 
posted on the above land use ordinance web page. Copies of the report will also be available 
electronically and at the Clerk's desk prior to the meeting. 

Consistent with Board policy, testimony about the ordinance is limited to two minutes for 
individuals and five minutes for a representative of a group. 

DEPARTMENT'S REOUESTEI> ACTION: 

Read Ordinance No. 772 by title only and conduct the second public hearing. At the conclusion 
of the hearing, direct engrossment of the ordinance to include the changes as shown in 
Attachment A. Continue the hearing to October 15 and 22, 2013 and direct staff to prepare and 
mail notice of the amendments consistent with the requirements of Chapter X of the County 
Charter. Staff is also directed to prepare and mail an additional Type III Public Hearing Notice to 
owners of property within 1000 feet of the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

I concur with the requested action. 

APPHOVED WASHINGTON COUNTY 

BOAHD OF COMMISSIONERS Agenda Item No. 

MINUTE ORDER It .... .L~.:: .... ~.:t.~ ..... _._ 
DATE ......... )!TL9..tb.3. ................... _.-
l1Y • ___ ~ .... D .... :::?:2 .~-

CLERK 01' TEE R(;~;;D'r"~ 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY nOARl) OF COMMISSIONERS 

Agenrlll Category: 
Public Hearing - Second Reading and Second Public Hearing 
Land tJ.s(!~J~ransportation; County Counsel (CPO 8) 

Agenda Title: 

Presented by: 

SUMMARY: 

PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO. 772 - AN ORDINANCE 
AMENJ)fNG THE RURALINATURAL RESOURCE PLAN AND 
THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE TO DEVELOP A 
RESIDENTIAL AIRPARK OVERLAY DISTRICT 

-- - -

Andrew Singelakis, Director of Land Use & Transportation 
Alar1!{app!~yca, County Counsel 

Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the Washington County 
Community Development Code relating to a new Residential Airpark Overlay District. The new 
district would authorize hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an 
existing dwelling. Ordinance No. 772 is po::;ted on the county's land use ordinance web page at 
the following link: 

http://w.~.Y-.f.o.washington.or.us/LUT/Divisi@!iI.l.ongRang£I>iJ.;nnjng/~OI3-1aIlQ.:l!...-t::ordilJ1!.Il.s:es .C 1m 
The Board conducted its initial hearing for Ordinance No. 772 on September 24, 2013 and 
continued the hearing to October I to allow additional time to consider submitted testimony ami 
recommendations provided by the Planning Commission and starr. 

A staff report for the October 1 hearing will be provided to the Board prior to the hearing and 
posted on the above land use ordinance web page. Copies of the report will also be avai lable 
electronically and at the Clerk's desk prior to the meeting. 

Consistent with Board policy, testimony about the ordinance is limited to two minutes for 
individuals and five minutes for a representative of a group. 

DEPARTMENT'S REOUESTED ACTlOl"l: 

Read Ordinance No. 772 by title only and conduct the second public hearing. At the conclusion 
of the hearing, direct engrossment of the ordinance to include the changes as shown in 
Attachment A. Continue the hearing to October 15 and 22, 2013 and direct staff to prepare and 
mail notice of the amendments consistent with the requirements of Chapter X of the County 
Charter. Staff is also directed to prepare and mail an additional Type III Public Hearing Notice to 
owners of property within 1000 feet of the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

I eoneur with the reque::;ted action. 

APPHOVED WASHINGTON COUNTY 

BOAH;) OF COMMISSIONERS 

MINUTE ORDER n .... .L:?.:: .... ~.j.~ ..... "._ 
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Agenda Category; 
Public Hearing - Second Reading and Second Public Hearing 
Land Use &Jransportation; County Counsel (CPO 8) 

Agenda Title: 

Presented by: 

SUMMARY: 

PROPOSE)} ORDINANCE NO. 772 - AN ORDINANCE 
AMENnING THE RURALfNATURAL RESOURCE PLAN AND 
THE COMMUNITY )}EVELOPMENT CODE TO )}EVELOP A 
RESIDENTIAL AIRPARK OVERLAY DISTRICT 

Andrew Singelakis. Director of Land Use & Transportation 
Alan Rappl~yea, County Counsel 

Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the Washington County 
Community Development Code relating to a new Residential Airpark Overlay Digtriet. The new 
district would authorize hangars, tic-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an 
existing dwelling. Ordinance No. 772 is posted on the county's land use ordinance web page at 
the following link: 

http://w~IY~~j.l.washillgton.or.us/LUT/Divisjtm~LongRan££[.11111\[1.g/20J3-laIlQ.::.!!~(.!::ordil11!J1.£es .r.: tin 

The Board conducted its initial hearing for Ordinance No. 772 on September 24, 2013 and 
continued the hearing to October I to allow additional time to consider submitted testimony and 
n;commendations provided by the Planning Commission and starr. 

A staff report for the Octobt:r 1 hearing will be provided to the Board prior to the hearing and 
posted on the above land usc ordinance web page. Copies of the report will also be available 
electronically and at the Clerk's desk prior Lo the meeting. 

Consistent with Goard policy, testimony about the ordinance is limited to two minutes for 
individuals and live minutes for a representative of a group. 

DEPARTMENT'S REQUESTED ACTION: 

Read Ordinance No. 772 by title only and conduct the second public hearing. At the conclusion 
of the hearing, direct engrossment of the ordinance to include the changes as shown in 
Attachment A. Continue the hearing to October 15 and 22, 2013 and direct staff to prepare and 
mail notice orthe amendments consistent with the requirements of Chapter X ofthe County 
Charter. Staff is also directed to prepare and mail an additional Type III Public Hearing Notice to 
owners of property within 1000 feet of the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

1 concur with the requested action. 
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MINUTES 

WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

CONVENED: 10:08 a.m. 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS: 
Chainnan Andy Duyck 
Vice Chair Greg Malinowski 
Commissioner Bob Terry 
Commissioner Dick Schouten 
Commissioner Roy Rogers 

STAFF: 
Robert Davis, County Administrator 
Andrew Singelakis, Director, LUT 

October 01, 2013 

Sia Lindstrom, Sr. Deputy County Administrator 
Rod Rice, Deputy County Administrator 
Alan Rappleyea, County Counsel 
Bill Gaffi, General Manager, CWS 
Diane Taniguchi-Dennis, Deputy General Manager, CWS 
Margaret Garza, A&T Administration 
Andy Back, Planning and Development Services Manager 
Mark Jockers, Government and Public Affairs Manager, CWS 
Stephen Roberts, Communications Coordinator, LUT 
Suzanne Savin, Senior Planner, LUT 
Joy Chang, Associate Planner, LUT 
Carine Arendes, Associate Planner, LUT 
Rod Branyan, HHS, Administration 
Dan Schauer, Extension Service 
Dyami Valentine, LUT, Long Range Planning 
Paul Schaeffer, LUT, Long Range Planning 
Ana Noyola, Alternate Clerk of the Board 
Jim Thiessen, Audio Visual Technician 
Minutes by Michelle Rubio 

PRESS: 
Simina Mistreanu, The Oregonian 

1. ORAL COMMUNICATION (2 MINUTE OPPORTUNITy) 

None. 
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Commissioner Schouten said the thrust of the ordinance exempts all rooftop mounted energy 
systems for land use restriction height limits. He said there is additional language regarding 
tower height and measurements and asked if that was state law. 

Ms. Arendes said it would make it consistent with state law. 

Commissioner Schouten asked for a summary of the language in the staff report. 

Ms. Arendes said they wanted to address concerns about the height of wind energy systems that 
use towers are how they are measured. She said originally there was intent to include all parts of 
the tower, including blades. She added that in order to make the most cost effective systems 
offered through the Energy Trust a possibility for people, the blade height was excluded. 

Commissioner Schouten asked if these standards are being found across the state because the 
Energy Trust is a program through the state of Oregon. 

Andy Back responded that the primary intent of the, ordinance is to clarifY how solar and wind 
energy systems are processed. He said there is some discretion over height and other areas and 
are trying to be consistent with the industry standard. 

Public hearing closed. No testimony was given. 

It was moved to adopt A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 770. 

Motion - Rogers 
2nd- Terry 
Vote - 5-0 

ROLLCALL: 
Aye: 5 
Nay: 0 

5.c.l (Off Docket) 
MO 11-293 
Proposed Ordinance No. 772 - An Ordinance Amending the Rura1JNatural Resource plan and 
the Community Development Code to Develop a Residential Airpark Overlay District and the 
Community Development Code to Develop a Residential Airpark Overlay District 

It was moved to read Ordinance No. 772 by title only. 

Motion - Terry 
2nd-Rogers 
Vote - 5-0 

Alan Rappleyea, County Counsel, read Ordinance No. 772 by title only. 
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use towers are how they are measured. She said originally there was intent to include all parts of 
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It was moved to read Ordinance No. 772 by title only. 
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Alan Rappleyea, County Counsel, read Ordinance No. 772 by title only. 
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Energy Trust is a program through the state of Oregon. 
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Paul Schaeffer explained that the proposed amendments were requested by property owners as 
well as Air Acres Home Owners Association and they were added as a Tier 1 item on the 2013 
work program by the Board. He stated that there are two exhibits to the ordinance: 

• Exhibit 1- Adds a new Community Development Code section 389 (containing 
regulations for Airpark Development) 

• Exhibit 2 Amends Policy 28 of the RurallNatural Resource Plan (providing language 
allowing the development of this district) 

He noted that the first hearing on this ordinance took place on September 24,2013, in which 
testimony both for and against this ordinance took place. He added that two of the 
Commissioners preferred not to limit the number of tie-downs. He said staff addressed these 
comments in Attachment A of the staff report. Staff recommends that the Board engross 
Ordinance No. 772 to include: 

• Remove the three EFU parcels and one AF-20 parceL (responding to concerns by DLCD) 
• Prohibit commercial aviation activities in the Residential Airpark Overlay District, 

(responding to Planning Commission concerns) 
• Limit the number of hangars to one hangar per lot or parcel with a dwelling, and prohibit 

the renting out of hangars. 
• Remove limitation on number of tie-down areas allowed per lot or parcel with a dwelling. 
• Continue the hearing to October 15 and 22,2013 and direct staff to prepare and mail 

notice of the amendments consistent with requirements of Chapter X of the County 
Charter. Also provide a Type III notice giving a 1,000 foot notice of the proposed 
boundary. 

Commissioner Terry asked staff how they handled the tie-downs issue. 

Mr. Schaeffer said they made the word tie-down plural adding an's.' 

Commissioner Schouten asked if Ms. Saunders' written testimony was part oflast week's record. 

Chair Duyck said yes, Linda Peters submitted her written testimony on her behalf. 

Public hearing opened. 

Ellen Saunders, 47950 NW Dingheiser Road, Manning, OR 97125, said over the hours of 
documents she's read on this ordinance it became obvious Robert Jossy is a developer of rural 
properties that isn't in conformity with Washington County's stated RurallNatural Resource' 
Plan. She said that the request for aviation expansion is in direct conflict with: 

• Policy 4 - Maintain or improve existing air quality 
• Policy 5 Efforts to control noise and limit the adverse impacts of noise 
• Policy 6 To maintain or improve surface and ground water quality 
• Policy 10 - Protect and enhance significant fish and wildlife habitat (possible conflict) 

Ms. Saunders said Mr. Jossy was willing to sue the County for perceived Measure 37 damages as 
his attorney claimed a huge loss of income. She added there were more legal requests for 
variances with County support when Measure 37 was replaced by Measure 49. She stated it's 
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apparent his major interests are in making money out of good farm land and orchard property by 
polluting it with noise and lead gas and not participating in our rural community farm and forest 
economy. She said there doesn't seem to be any conditional use review on this ordinance which 
should be required to give the community a chance to address problems that may occur with this 
expansion. She said it appears that as many as 100 planes may be housed at this airpark if this 
proposed ordinance doesn't put tight limitations on the number of planes. She noted that Airpark 
1 and 2 allow properties of less than an acre to have access to the field. She added that when 
requests are made for the 4 acre lots to divide in the future she can only imagine what will 
happen. She said the 20 percent diminishment of the RR5 requirement has already been stretched 
to give Mr. Jossy one more lot than if the lots were kept at 5 acres as would be expected on an 
RR5 designation. She stated that if this ordinance is adopted, then the ongoing procession lead 
polluting, low flying, loud private aviation flight activities will increase over agricultural lands 
used for organic farming, equine facilities, dairies, orchards and the park trail systems that are 
being expanded. She provided additional written testimony about the prevailing winds. She noted 
the expansion of this overlay district has already been rejected once. She summed up by saying 
that the ordinance should be denied until all affected residents in the surrounding areas have been 
notified of the hazards they are about to be subjected to and that their property values will drop. 

Jean Moseley, 9870 NW Gordon Road, Cornelius, OR 97113, said she's been a resident of the 
Sunset Airpark for 22 years and wants to maintain a neighborhood friendly to aircraft. She said 
the mention of aviation fuel dumping in the previous testimony is not something aircraft owners 
are in the habit of doing as fuel is expensive. She believes the environmental impact won't be as 
grave as previously stated. She noted very few people have fuel storage because ofDEQ 
regulations and if they do it's monitored closely so it isn't an issue. She said that having 
neighbors that are pilots would be well suited to the neighborhood as they would see aircraft 
noise differently than the general public. She said the sound of aircraft taking over is music to 
her and comforting as well and hopes the potential new neighbors would be like minded. 

Sarah Gregory, 22463 NW Ardabeth Lane, Banks, OR 97106, said she lives near Apple Valley 
Airport and is concerned with the expansion of the airstrip as proposed in Ordinance No. 772. 
She said her community has been opposing expansion of Apple Valley Airport for the last 7 
years and believes the passing ofthis ordinance could lead to expanding the airport near her~ She 
said rural residents don't want to have the imposition of these kinds of urban impacts. She stated 
with the years of opposition of the airport near her, the multiple County hearings and several 
state hearings gives a good track record of what the rural residents in western Washington 
County would favor. 

Henry Oberhelmon, Chair of CPO 8, said they presented written testimony at the last hearing in 
opposition to Ordinance No. 772 and in concurrence with the Planning Commission, asked it be 
carried forward to the 2014 ordinance season. He noted motions are often put forth in CPO and 
community meetings that don't have a great deal of discussion which was the case with this 
motion. He said they have since had someone execute a detailed examination of the background 
and concerns involved. He stated that the CPO 8 steering committee is concerned that there 
wasn't a chance to bring this before the complete CPO 8 for further discussion. He said CPO 8 
will rest on the testimony that was submitted at the last meeting. 
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Commissioner Schouten said the Planning Commission had some concerns which lead to their 
recommendation not to approve thi$ ordinance. He asked ifMr. Oberhelmon felt staff has 
addressed those concerns and ifhe had additional concerns beyond the ones the Planning 
Commission raised. 

Mr. Oberhelmon said one concern the Planning Commission had was the possibility of allowing 
commercial aviation activity at the Sunset Airstrip. He noted there's no definition of commercial 
activity in Washington County code or in the Oregon Department of Aviation code. He said 
when he looked into the definition as listed by the FAA they refer to airports such as Portland 
International Airport, which does not compare in scale with the airport addressed here. 

Commissioner Terry recollected there were only 4 members ofthe Planning Commission present 
when that recommendation was made. He said the scope of that runway would limit commercial 
aviation. 

Commissioner Schouten said County Counselor Planning staff could address the issues raised 
by Mr. Oberhelmon. He said in paragraph 389-4, states that, unless authorized, all commercial 
aviation activities including, but not limited to, flight training and commercial aircraft sales or 
repairs are prohibited. He asked if the phrase "commercial aviation" is defined. 

Alan Rappleyea, County Counsel, said many of the terms in the Community DeVelopment Code 
aren't defined and would need to go to the basic definition of commercial providing enough 
guidance to regulate the activities at the airpark. He noted that there are additional definitions 
such as aircraft sales, repairs, etc. that would be defined and concluded that "commercial 
aviation" would be a term they could work with and adequately regulate the activities at the 
airport. 

Jim Lubischer explained he rescheduled his appointments as a doctor of pediatrics because of the 
importance of this ordinance. He said he's concerned with the increase in lead pollution to the 
County, especially to those residing in North Plains. He said any expansion of activities with 
leaded fuels needs to be seriously considered as lead has a notorious history. He noted that it's 
taken several decades to get where we are now and still aren't where we should be yet. He 
provided written testimony last week regarding the latest infonnation on lead poisoning and the 
damage it can do to children and highlighted the following key points: A doctor at OHSU (Dr. 
Nigg) found that significantly low levels oflead in a child's blood can contribute to the 
development of ADHD; Another researcher saw a 39 percent reduction of growth in the fetal 
cells of rats over exposures of very low levels of lead in a 48 hour period. That same researcher 
saw a 10 percent decrease in nerve cell growth in infinitesimal levels in a child's blood now. He 
concluded all this research shows just a few grains of lead on a child's fingertip would be enough 
to poison a child. He said that adding to the lead in the County that comes from the Hillsboro 
Airport is unconscionable and should be careful about expanding aviation activity. He said the 
residents of North Plains should be given more time to speak on this ordinance and he heard the 
Mayor of North Plains didn't even know about it. 
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Chair Duyck said the testimony seems to be moving away from a land use decision and more 
toward a statement about aviation and lead. He asked how the decision on this ordinance impacts 
the lead issue, as it wouldn't change anything but the location of where the planes are located. 

Mr. Lubischer said when the citizens find out about an ordinance they have about 2 weeks to 
prepare for it. He also noted that there are other things that need to be considered such as the lead 
issue. He conveyed that the developers have an infinite amount of time to ready themselves for 
an ordinance as this whereas the general public doesn't. He said this is important to our children 
and is worth considering. He said if the Board sees this isn't up to code, this information might 
be helpfuL 

Commissioner Schouten asked Mr. Lubischer where he found the two pieces of research he 
cited. 

Mr. Lubischer said the papers he cited were from Thomas Jefferson University and the other is 
from the Dr. Nigg from OHSU. He said the CDC has stated there's no safe level in a child and 
there is much more research and information confirming this fact. 

Richard VanGrunsven said he's been a resident of Sunset Airpark for about 32 years. He noted 
he provided testimony at the last hearing. He said the airport has been in existence for about 44 
years and the citizens of North Plains over that time had minimal objections to the activities. He 
said it's relevant that much of the opposition comes from people that aren't very familiar with 
the type of operation. He stated the expansion of operations at the airport would not be 100 
airplanes but more like 12 and the level of activity projected would have minimal impact on the 
overall aviation operations. He said he favors adoption of this ordinance to create a more 
compatible community as these properties are going to be developed anyway. He added this will 
provide a lifestyle opportunity for aviation enthusiasts like himself. 

Chair Duyck said it's unusual for neighbors advocating for an ordinance. He asked if he knew of 
other neighbors along this airstrip that would oppose this expansion. 

Mr. VanGrunsven said he's not aware of anyone in the airpark development being opposed to the 
expansion. He said regarding neighbors outside the airpark, they could participate in this public 
hearing. 

Bill McCandless, 32905 Beach Road, Hillsboro, said he's. a resident of the Sunset Airpark and 
president of Roth Development that currently owns the runway. When he gave testimony at the 
last hearing he said there was question about the Community Development Code revision 389-1. 
He said he spoke with Mr. Schaeffer to see if it applied to Sunset Orchards or all future airpark 
development in Washington County. He remarked it would apply to Sunset Orchards. He said 
the question of notification of North Plains and staff said they complied with who is required to 
be notified. He stated the question was raised about tie-downs and in surveying some of those in 
the airpark he received the following responses: 

• Temporary access oftie-downs when the hangar had to be accessed 
• Two others who have rings for tie-downs that are currently unused and used only when a 

guest had arrived (not sure how long ago that took place). 
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be notified. He stated the question was raised about tie-downs and in surveying some of those in 
the airpark he received the following responses: 

• Temporary access of tie-downs when the hangar had to be accessed 
• Two others who have rings for tie-downs that are currently unused and used only when a 

guest had arrived (not sure how long ago that took place). 
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He noted there is little use of tie-downs aside from when the hangars in use. In regards to fuel 
dumping, he said the large jet aircrafts have the capability to dump fuel ifthey need to get rid of 
weight before an emergency landing but the small aircraft don't. He noted the fuel is tested prior 
to take-off. He stated they are currently having 18 lots, 12 are active pilots there and could 
potentially have another 18 totaling a potential 36 lots. So that could mean anywhere between 
36 and 72 additional pilots, depending on whether there are two pilots per household. He is 
aware of only one household with two pilots at the present moment. He stated that 'commercial 
activity' is defined in the FAA and offered to research the definition for 'commercial activity' in 
the F ARif the Board requests it. He said they would prefer that the new residents of the 
proposed development be pilots. 

Commissioner Schouten asked if the FAR is the Federal Aviation Regulations and ifthere is a 
definition of 'commercial aviation' included there. 

Bill McCandless said there is a definition for 'commercial activity.' A private pilot cannot be 
paid for his aviation duties. 

Commissioner Schouten asked if Mr. McCandless was suggesting that definition could be used 
by County Counsel or others to further define commercial aviation activities. 

Mr. McCandless said it would be a good place to start. 

Chair Duyck said the FARs will only address the pilot and the flight but wouldn't address 
commercial aviation on the ground such as the selling of fuel where you wouldn't need a pilot's 
license. He noted this is addressed in the ordinance and thus there are activities on the ground 
that could fall under the commercial definition that aren't addressed by the F ARs. 

Bob lossy, 31965 NW Beach Road, Hillsboro, OR 97124, said from his understanding 
Ordinance No. 772 makes three allowances that currently aren't allowed. The allowances are if 
you have a house you can: 

• Have a hangar 
• Have a taxiway on your land to taxi your airplane 
• Store aviation fuel. He didn't believe this was necessary because it could be stored on 

AF5 property already. 
He relayed that it has been said there will be 100 airplanes in the airpark community and the air 
will be polluted with lead. He said currently the developable land has 18 parcels, which may not 
have pilots. He requested that the ordinance be passed in order to regulate these new homes. He 
said if someone that isn't a pilot chooses to live there, that new resident still can't remonstrate 
against normal activities. In regards to taking away farmland, he noted this ordinance doesn't 
prevent someone from having a farm or an orchard. He noted a lot of negative comments have 
been made which is mostly predicting what could happen. He asked the Board to pass the 
ordinance as it only allows the three items as noted above. Lastly, he said flight training and 

. commercial activity can't take place now and passing this ordinance won't change those 
prohibitions. 
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He noted there is little use of tie-downs aside from when the hangars in use. In regards to fuel 
dumping, he said the large jet aircrafts have the capability to dump fuel if they need to get rid of 
weight before an emergency landing but the small aircraft don't. He noted the fuel is tested prior 
to take-off. He stated they are currently having 18 lots, 12 are active pilots there and could 
potentially have another 18 totaling a potential 36 lots. So that could mean anywhere between 
36 and 72 additional pilots, depending on whether there are two pilots per household. He is 
aware of only one household with two pilots at the present moment. He stated that 'commercial 
activity' is defined in the FAA and offered to research the definition for 'commercial activity' in 
the FAR if the Board requests it. He said they would prefer that the new residents of the 
proposed development be pilots. 

Commissioner Schouten asked if the FARis the Federal Aviation Regulations and if there is a 
definition of 'commercial aviation' included there. 

Bill McCandless said there is a definition for 'commercial activity.' A private pilot cannot be 
paid for his aviation duties. 

Commissioner Schouten asked if Mr. McCandless was suggesting that definition could be used 
by County Counselor others to further define commercial aviation activities. 

Mr. McCandless said it would be a good place to start. 

Chair Duyck said the FARs will only address the pilot and the flight but wouldn't address 
commercial aviation on the ground such as the selling of fuel where you wouldn't need a pilot's 
license. He noted this is addressed in the ordinance and thus there are activities on the ground 
that could fall under the commercial definition that aren't addressed by the F ARs. 

Bob lossy, 31965 NW Beach Road, Hillsboro, OR 97124, said from his understanding 
Ordinance No. 772 makes three allowances that currently aren't allowed. The allowances are if 
you have a house you can: 

• Have a hangar 
• Have a taxiway on your land to taxi your airplane 
• Store aviation fuel. He didn't believe this was necessary because it could be stored on 

AF5 property already. 
He relayed that it has been said there will be 100 airplanes in the airpark community and the air 
will be polluted with lead. He said currently the developable land has 18 parcels, which may not 
have pilots. He requested that the ordinance be passed in order to regulate these new homes. He 
said if someone that isn't a pilot chooses to live there, that new resident still can't remonstrate 
against normal activities. In regards to taking away farmland, he noted this ordinance doesn't 
prevent someone from having a farm or an orchard. He noted a lot of negative comments have 
been made which is mostly predicting what could happen. He asked the Board to pass the 
ordinance as it only allows the three items as noted above. Lastly, he said flight training and 
commercial activity can't take place now and passing this ordinance won't change those 
prohibitions. 

He noted there is little use of tie-downs aside from when the hangars in use. In regards to fuel 
dumping, he said the large jet aircrafts have the capability to dump fuel if they need to get rid of 
weight before an emergency landing but the small aircraft don't. He noted the fuel is tested prior 
to take-off. He stated they are currently having 18 lots, 12 are active pilots there and could 
potentially have another 18 totaling a potential 36 lots. So that could mean anywhere between 
36 and 72 additional pilots, depending on whether there are two pilots per household. He is 
aware of only one household with two pilots at the present moment. He stated that 'commercial 
activity' is defined in the FAA and offered to research the definition for 'commercial activity' in 
the FAR if the Board requests it. He said they would prefer that the new residents of the 
proposed development be pilots. 

Commissioner Schouten asked ifthe FARis the Federal Aviation Regulations and if there is a 
definition of 'commercial aviation' included there. 

Bill McCandless said there is a definition for 'commercial activity.' A private pilot cannot be 
paid for his aviation duties. 

Commissioner Schouten asked ifMr. McCandless was suggesting that definition could be used 
by County Counselor others to further define commercial aviation activities. 

Mr. McCandless said it would be a good place to start. 

Chair Duyck said the FARs will only address the pilot and the flight but wouldn't address 
commercial aviation on the ground such as the selling of fuel where you wouldn't need a pilot's 
license. He noted this is addressed in the ordinance and thus there are activities on the ground 
that could fall under the commercial definition that aren't addressed by the FARs. 

Bob Jossy, 31965 NW Beach Road, Hillsboro, OR 97124, said from his understanding 
Ordinance No. 772 makes three allowances that currently aren't allowed. The allowances are if 
you have a house you can: 

• Have a hangar 
• Have a taxiway on your land to taxi your airplane 
• Store aviation fueL He didn't believe this was necessary because it could be stored on 

AF5 property already. 
He relayed that it has been said there will be 100 airplanes in the airpark community and the air 
will be polluted with lead. He said currently the developable land has 18 parcels, which may not 
have pilots. He requested that the ordinance be passed in order to regulate these new homes. He 
said if someone that isn't a pilot chooses to live there, that new resident still can't remonstrate 
against normal activities. In regards to taking away farmland, he noted this ordinance doesn't 
prevent someone from having a farm or an orchard. He noted a lot of negative comments have 
been made which is mostly predicting what could happen. He asked the Board to pass the 
ordinance as it only allows the three items as noted above. Lastly, he said flight training and 
commercial activity can't take place now and passing this ordinance won't change those 
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Miki Barnes said there are several confusing issues that need additional time to address. She 
asked this ordinance be postponed or rejected. She stated she came upon a license given to 
Sunset Airpark by the State of Oregon in 1970 which clearly stated no more than 25 families 
with aircraft shall have easements for the use of this airstrip at anyone time. She said if you add 
18 units to the existing 16 it will exceed this limitation. She recommended the Board take a look 
at the Department of Aviation regarding this license as she hasn't found any additional licenses 
that are more current. Responding to the point of there only being about 12 aircraft there, she 
said she looked at the federal registry and some residents had 3 or 4 aircraft per family. She 
added if these 18 new homes all wanted 4 planes that would add an additional 72 planes. She 
said that in looking at these records along with the potential new homes, an estimate of 100 
planes isn't offthe mark. She believed this ordinance is out of compliance with the 
Comprehensive Plan as it states, "the public interest can only be served when environmental 
social energy and economic factors are balanced and interrelated and consideration of impacts." 
She said this isn't in this ordinance. She felt that encouraging airport expansions and 
development in rural areas is one of the most insidious and noxious forms of urban sprawl in 
Washington County, which is in opposition to the Rural Comprehensive Plan. She said ifthey 
are looking to unlimited air traffic operations and unlimited tie-downs, then you have to look at 
unlimited water quality, noise and air impacts. She said lead is a serious problem and noted that 
McKay Creek, which runs through North Plains, is listed as impaired on the EPA website. 

Linda Peters, Chair of the Washington County Citizen Action Network, said ordinances are 
written not on the basis of predicting the future but for the purpose of framing the future and to 
protect the community against other uses. She said this ordinance is a hybrid creating a whole 
new type of overlay district in the Community Development Code that can be used in places 
other than the site to which it's being applied. She understood the concerns of the current 
residents of the airpark being afraid of development happening around them that won't be 
friendly to aircraft or the uses they've had. She said this ordinance won't necessarily bring about, 
but could allow serious abuses of air, water and noise. She stated that although they provided 
formal notice to the surrounding area, the Mayor of North Plains didn't know about this 
ordinance when she spoke with him last week. She sent a link to the mayor and the City Manager 
about this ordinance and hasn't heard back from them. She said it is a serious omission to leave 
out the neighboring city. She noted it was discussed that the current language on commercial 
uses is sufficiently specific and, asked if a fly-in bed and breakfast would be allowed as bed and 
breakfasts are allowed in the R5 district. She expressed that the amount of trouble people have 
had in a short period of time to gather enough information to respond appropriately to this 
ordinance and the ambiguity of the ordinance shows that the ordinance be denied or delayed. 

Commissioner Schouten asked staff if they would be creating their first residential airpark 
district in the County. 

Andy Back said yes. They will be creating the zone that could be applied through a separate 
future action to other places if this ordinance was adopted. He noted that in this case, the only 
application is to this specific site. 

Chair Duyck said there are residential airparks but they don't fall under this tool at this time. 
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It was moved to direct engrossment of Ordinance No. 772 to include the changes described in the 
staff report. Continue the hearing to October 15 and 22, 2013 and direct staff to prepare and mail 
notice of the amendments consistent with requirements of Chapter X of the County Charter. Also 
provide a Type III notice giving a 1,000 foot notice of the proposed boundary. 

Commissioner Malinowski noted this is the last day to engross something during this ordinance 
season, so whatever is engrossed won't be able to be changed in the next two hearings. 

Commissioner Schouten said if they don't approve it this year, it could come back next year. 

Chair Duyck asked staff if this ordinance expands the number of uses that are currently allowed 
under the existing neighborhood association. 

Mr. Schaeffer said this ordinance doesn't expand the existing airport. He said this ordinance 
applies only to the new overlay district and has very limited uses. 

Chair Duyck asked about the license restriction Ms. Barnes brought up about the number of 
dwelling units in that community that could own airplanes and asked if it's still the most recent 
license. 

Mr. Rappleyea said he doesn't know the answer but will look into it. 

Commissioner Malinowski asked if staff has heard ~om the City of North Plains on this issue. 

Mr. Schaeffer said he hasn't heard from them and noted they provided notice to the cities and 
agencies. He added that the City of North Plains was provided notice of this ordinance. 

Commissioner Schouten asked when the notice was sent to the City of North Plains. 

Mr. Back said the general notice sent to the CPOs and the cities was sent out on August 1,2013. 

Commissioner Malinowski said he wanted to make sure they gave the City of North Plains an 
opportunity to respond. He asked staff to respond to Ms. Barnes' testimony regarding the Natural 
Resource Plans on policy 4, 5, 6, and 10. 

Mr. Back said they can address those in the staff report at the next hearing. He reminded the 
Board that their entire decision making involves balancing various goals and it's very difficult to 
maximize all of them. He said if this ordinance is adopted, the Board would also adopt findings 
that have the information that would show how that balancing test has been done with all those 
goals. 

Commissioner Malinowski asked if the Board could have the staff s view on each of those 
policies regarding this ordinance by the next hearing. 

Commissioner Rogers said this is a procedural based process and any hiccups in that process is _ 
subject to challenge so they have to follow the order. 
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Motion - Terry 
2nd-Rogers 
Vote - 5-0 

/S.d 
MO 13-275 
Proposed Ordinance No. 774 An Ordinance Amending the Community Development Code 
Relating to Accessory Dwelling Units (CPO All) 

It was moved to read proposed Ordinance No. 774 by title only. 

Motion - Rogers 
2nd- Terry 
Vote 5-0 

Alan Rappleyea, County Counsel, read Ordinance No. 774 by title only. 

Paul Schaeffer provided the staff report. He said Ordinance No. 774 proposes to amend the 
accessory dwelling unit standards (ADU). He stated current standards are found in section 430-
117 of the code, which apply to all ADUs in R5 and above. He noted some of the following key 
standards: 

• 1 ADU per primary dwelling 
• Size limitation of 600 square feet if it's a detached unit as above a garage 
• Maintain setbacks 
• Consistent exterior appearance 

Currently the code allows increases to ADUs when they are ADA compliant but doesn't list any 
specific size requirement. This ordinance proposes changing ADA compliant ADUs to a 
maximum of 800 square feet. He stated the current Community Development Code procedures 
are: 

• R5 District Type III (public hearing, high cost for processing this permit) 
• R6 District - Type II (public hearing, high cost for processing this pennit) 
• R9 and above - Type I (low cost, administrative review) 

He explained this ordinance would change the R5 and R6 District's Type I procedure, making it 
consistent with R9 and above and several other jurisdictions. He said that adding the 200 extra 
square feet with the ADU compatible units was set as it takes about that much area to make these 
units ADA compatible. He said the Planning Commission heard this ordinance on September 18, 
2013 and they concurred with the proposal to make R5 and R6 Type I uses but offer the 
following recommendations: 

• Increase maximum allowed floor area for detached ADUs from 600 to 800 square feet, 
regardless of whether ADU is ADA compliant. 

• Allow an additional increase in floor area of up to 15% (up to 120 additional square feet) 
for detached ADUs that are ADA compliant. 

Staff's recommendation to the Board is to direct engrossment of Ordinance No. 774 to include 
the Planning Commission's changes in Attachment B of the staff report; Continue the hearing to 
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8. BOARD ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Chair Duyck addressed the meeting time limits for public hearings. He stated that he does not 
want to restrict the ability of people to address the Board. He noted that recently there have been 
several people who have failed to sign up and expect more time to speak, which is out of the 
norm. He informed that there is a tradition of allowing Board recognized groups and their 
respective spokespeople to speak for longer periods oftime. These group representatives should 
meet the Board of County Commissioners halfway and make arrangements ahead of time if 
additional time is needed to testify. 

Chair Duyck announced that the extended work session on October 8, 2013 is cancelled because 
there isn't a quorum. The next meeting will be on October 15, 2013 at 10:00 a.m. with a work 
session at 8:30 a.m. 

9. ADJOURNMENT: 

Motion Terry 
2nd - Schouten 
Vote - 5-0 

12:23 p.m. 

MINUTES APPROVED TIDS ~DAY _-=()~¢o:::.LJo""",b.........-e.~r _____ 2013 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 
OREGON 

September 27, 2013 

To: Washington County Board of Commissioners 

From: Andy Back, Manager 
Planning and Development Services 

Subject: PROPOSED LAND USE ORDINANCE NO. 772 - An Ordinance Amending the 
RurallNatural Resource Plan Element of the Comprehensive Plan and the 
Community Development Code to Develop a Residential Airpark Overlay 
District 

STAFF REPORT 

For the October 1,2013 Board of Commissioners Hearing 
(Fhe public hearing will begin no sooner than 10: 00 am) 

The Board conducted its initial public hearing for this ordinance on September 24,2013 and took 
testimony. Written and oral testimony was submitted by several individuals, both in support of 
and in opposition to the ordinance. After taking testimony, the Board discussed aspects of the 
filed ordinance and staff s proposed engrossments. 

Proposed ordinance engrossments described in the September 16, 2013 staff report included 
limiting the number of allowed aircraft tie-downs to one tie-down per lot. Chair Duyck and 
Commissioner Terry stated a preference for not limiting the number of allowed tie-downs per lot, 
based on safety and practicality concerns. They noted that if a property owner had multiple 
aircraft and needed to remove all of them from an onsite hangar for some reason, multiple onsite 
tie-downs could be needed to ensure that none of the aircraft would be damaged by wind. Staff 
has included language to address this concern in Attachment A. 

The Board continued the hearing to October 1,2013 to further consider the testimony submitted 
on September 24. 

Staff recommends engrossments to the ordinance that address the following: 
• Removal of the three EFU parcels and one AF-20 parcel from the Residential Airpark 

Overlay District 
• Prohibition on commercial aircraft activities within the Residential Airpark Overlay 

District 

Department of Land Use & Transportation' Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 

155 N First Avenue, Ste. 350 MS 14' Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
phone: (503) 846-3519' fax: (503) 846-4412 . TTY: (503) 846-4598' www.co.washington.or.us 
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Board of Commissioners Staff Report 
Ordinance No. 772 

September 27, 2013 
Page 2 of2 

• Limitation on the number of hangars to one hangar per lot or parcel with a single family 
dwelling unit, and prohibition on the renting out of hangars 

• Removal of the limitation on the number of tie-down areas allowed per lot or parcel with 
a single family dwelling unit 

The proposed engrossment amendments are included as Attachment A to this staff report. 

Staff recommends that the Board conduct the continued public hearing on October 1, 2013. 
At the conclusion of the hearing, direct engrossment of the ordinance to include the changes as 
shown in Attachment A and continue the hearing to October 15 and 22, 2013. Direct staff to 
prepare and mail notice of the amendments consistent with the requirements of Chapter X of the 
County Charter; and direct staff to prepare and mail an additional Type III Public Hearing Notice 
to owners of property within 1000 feet of the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District 
consistent with CDC Section 204-4. 

Attachment A: Proposed Engrossment Amendments 
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Attachment A Proposed Amendments to 
Ordinance No. 772 

Exhibit 1 
September 27, 2013 

Page 1 of 2 

Amend the Community Development Code to include a new section (Section 389, Residential 
Airpark Overlay District): 

389 RESIDENTIAL AIRPARK OVERLAY DISTRICT 

389-1 Intent and Purpose 

389-2 

389-3 

The intent of the Residential Airpark Overlay District is to support the continued 
operation and vitality of the Sunset Airstrip and the unigueness of residential airpark
type development. The Residential Airpark Overlay District authorizes uses 
commonly associated with airstrip use and accessory to residential uses and 
ensures compatibility with the continued operation of Sunset Airstrip. 

Applicability 

This Overlay District applies to the rural residential areas adjacent to the Sunset 
Airstrip identified in Policy 28 of the Rural/Natural Resource Plan. This overlay 
district allows limited accessory uses commonly associated with adjacent airstrip 
use. Residential uses are not authorized by the Residential Airpark Overlay District 
and are subject to the standards of the underlying land use districts. 

The provisions of Section 386, Private Use Airport Safety Overlay District, continue 
to apply to lots and parcels within the Residential Airpark Overlay District that are 
also designated with the Private Use Airport Safety Overlay District. 

Designation of the Residential Airpark Overlay District authorizes Residential Airpark 
Development (RAD) but does not allow access to the existing private airstrip. Access 
to the airstrip must be obtained from airstrip owner prior to accessing the airstrip from 
aRAD. 

Uses Permitted Through a Type I Procedure 

The use of land and buildings must be in compliance with the underlying land use 
district as established by the Rural/Natural Resource Plan, and is further limited to 
the following permitted uses on lands designated as Residential Airpark Overlay 
District: 

A. Residential Airpark Development (RAm may be authorized to allow for the 
addition of an individual aircraft hangar and paved tie-down area(s) on the same 
lot or parcel as an existing detached single family dwelling unit as the primary 
use. Each lot or parcel may be provided with a hangar and paved tie down 
area(s). The hangar can be attached or detached to the dwelling unit. No more 
than one hangar may be allowed on a lot or parcel with an existing dwelling unit. 
Hangars shall not be rented out. 

B. Accessory uses and structures on a lot or parcel with an existing dwelling unit: 

abcdef Proposed additions 
abOOef Proposed deletions 
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389-5 

Ordinance No. 772 
Exhibit 1 

September 27,2013 
Page 2 of2 

(1) Aircraft Hangar. An aircraft hangar cannot be used as a residence. 

(2) Aviation fuel storage consistent with all applicable federal, state and local 
requirements, including the 2010 or most current Oregon Structural 
Specialty Code and 2010 or most current Oregon Fire Code. 

C. Aircraft taxi ways. 

Prohibited Uses 

Unless authorized by the process outlined for the AF-5 and RR-5 Districts, all 
commercial aviation activities, including but not limited to flight training, commercial 
aircraft sales and repairs, commercial fueling operations, are prohibited. 

Property Owner Notification 

Prior to the issuance of a building permit for a single family dwelling unit the property 
owner shall submit to the Review Authority a copy of a signed and recorded waiver 
of the right to remonstrate against customarily accepted airstrip and airpark uses. 

abcdef Proposed additions 
abGGef Proposed deletions 
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Attachment A Proposed Amendments to 
Ordinance No. 772 

Exhibit 2 
September 27,2013 

Page 1 of 6 

1. Amend Policy 28, AIRPORTS, of the Rural I Natural Resource Plan to add the following text 
relating to the new Residential Airpark Overlay District set forth in Exhibit 1 of this ordinance: 

POLICY 28, AIRPORTS: 

It is the policy of Washington County to protect the function and economic 
viability of existing public use airports, while ensuring public safety and 
compatibility between airport uses and surrounding land uses for public use 
airports identified by the Oregon Department of Aviation (DOA). 

Introduction 

Changes in state law passed in 1995 and 1997 require local jurisdictions to adopt an airport planning 
program for certain airports described in ORS 836.600 et. Seq. The Aeronautics Division of the Oregon 
Department of Transportation (now the Department of Aviation/DOA) and the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development together developed Airport Planning Rules (OAR 660-013) and identified 
certain public and private use airports that would be subject to these rules, based on the parameters set 
forth in the statute. The DOA manages the list of identified airports, which is subject to amendment 
through a review and decision process by the state Aviation Board, pursuant to OAR 738-090. 
Procedures for amendment of the state airport list include public notice procedures. As necessary, the 
County will initiate Comprehensive Plan amendment proceedings to remain current with DOA list of all 
airports. 

Policy 17 of the Washington County 2020 Transportation Plan identifies and outlines transportation
related policies for the County's three public use airports. The Rural/Natural Resource Plan and the 
Comprehensive Framework Plan for the Urban Area each outline land use related policies that address 
only those airports within the Washington County jurisdiction that are identified by the DOA list, with the 
addition of Skyport, a small public use facility located north of Cornelius. 

Policy 28 outlines implementing strategies which, in part, set forth Airport Overlay Districts to regulate 
safety concerns, land uses and land use compatibility issues on airport properties and within surrounding 
area. These are structured to address state-recognized airports in two categories, generally referred to 
herein as Public Use Airports and Private Use Airports. Where the Airport Overlay Districts are 
concerned. references to airports and airport facilities generally includes heliports as well. 

Several other airport facilities exist throughout the County that are not a part of this airport planning 
program and thus not recognized by the established Airport Overlay Districts. In general, these include 
personal use airports, heliports and agriculturally related landing strips. With the exception of 
agriculturally related landing strips, these facilities are regulated as special uses in specified land use 
districts pursuant to standards outlined in the Community Development Code. Where personal use 
facilities are concerned, the Community Development Code make a distinction between the terms and 
heliport, as they are permitted equally in all land use districts. 

Outside the UGB, land use districts which allow personal use airports as a speCial use generally include 
all rural districts except rural commercial (RCOM) and rural Industrial (RIND); inside the land use district 
which allow personal use heliports as a special use include the rural residential districts (AF-5, AF-10 and 

abcdef Proposed additions 
abGGef Proposed deletions 
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RR-5), and the special industrial overlay district (SID). Urban land use districts that permit personal use 
heliports include all residential districts (R-5, R-6, R-9, R-15, R-24 , and R-25+), the commercial and 
business districts with the exception of the neighborhood commercial district (allowed in OCt CBD, and 
GC districts), and the industrial district (IN D). 

Policy 28 allows Residential Airpark Development (RAD) within a Residential Airpark Overlay District. The 
Residential Airpark Overlay District authorizes aircraft hangars, paved tie down areas and taxiways as 

Implementing Strategies 

The County will: 

a. Adopt and implement Airport Overlay Districts consistent with LCDC Airport Planning Rules and 
ORS Chapter 836 in order to: 

1. Protect public use airports by regulating land uses in designated areas surrounding 
the Portland-Hillsboro and the Stark's Twin Oaks airports based on adopted airport 
master plans or evidence of each airport's specific level of risk and usage. Prevent 
the installation of airspace obstructions, additional airport hazards, and ensure the 
safety of the public and guide compatible land use. Limit uses in specific noise impact 
and crash hazard areas that have been identified for each specific airport. To a 
lesser degree, protect the function and economic viability of the Skyport airport, 
which was not identified pursuant to ORS 836.600 but which the County recognizes 
as an established privately owned public use airport and thus requiring regulatory 
measures to promote safety. 

2. Protect privately owned, private use airports identified by the DOA. Each airport's 
specific level of risk and usage shall be used to guide the continued safe aeronautical 
access to and from these airports, considering the type of aircraft approved to use 
the field. 

b. Recognize the Portland-Hillsboro airport as the major aviation facility in Washington County and 
an airport of regional significance. To promote its operation, the County shall coordinate with the 
City of Hillsboro to help ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses. The Comprehensive 
Plan will be updated to reflect any necessary changes resulting from this process. 

c. Work with airport sponsors to coordinate with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) in 
promoting FAA-registered flight patterns and FAA flight behavior regulations in order to protect 
the interests of County residents living near airportsi"-

d. Maintain geographic information system (GIS) mapping of the Airport Overlay Districts and 
provide timely updatesi .. 

e. Participate in and encourage the adoption of master plans for all public use airports and, at a 
minimum, an airport layout plan for the remaining DOA recognized airfields in Washington 
CountYi-.:. 

f. Discourage future development of private landing fields when they are in proximity to one 
another, or where they are near other public airports and potential airspace conflicts are 
determined to exist by the FAA or the DOA. 
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City of Hillsboro to help ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses. The Comprehensive 
Plan will be updated to reflect any necessary changes resulting from this process. 

c. Work with airport sponsors to coordinate with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) in 
promoting FAA-registered flight patterns and FAA flight behavior regulations in order to protect 
the interests of County residents living near airportsi"-

d. Maintain geographic information system (GIS) mapping of the Airport Overlay Districts and 
provide timely updatesi .. 

e. Participate in and encourage the adoption of master plans for all public use airports and, at a 
minimum, an airport layout plan for the remaining DOA recognized airfields in Washington 
CountYi-.:. 

f. Discourage future development of private landing fields when they are in proximity to one 
another, or where they are near other public airports and potential airspace conflicts are 
determined to exist by the FAA or the DOA. 
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g. Allow Residential Airpark Development in a Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

h. Ensure that future Residential Airpark Development is compatible with the continued operation of 
adjacent private airstrips. 

Summary Findings and Conclusions 

In Washington County, the LCDC Airport Planning Rules apply to the following facilities, which are 
included in the County's airport planning program. 

1. Public Use Airports - Publicly Owned: 
a. Portland-Hillsboro (KHIO) 

2. Public Use Airports - Privately Owned: 
a. Stark's Twin Oaks Airpark (7S3) 

3. Private Use Airports - Privately Owned (recognized by DOA as having 3 or more based aircraft in 
1994): 
a. Apple Valley (1/2 mile S of Buxton) (OR61) 
b. Meyer's Riverside (2 miles SW of Tigard) (OG34) 
c. North Plains Gliderport (2 miles W of North Plains) (10R4) 
d. Olinger Strip (3 miles NW of Hillsboro) (OR81) 
e. Providence st. Vincent Medical Center Heliport (2.5 miles NE of Beaverton) (530R) 
1. Sunset Airstrip (1/2 mile SWof North Plains) (10R3) 

In addition to the above, the Skyport Airport (4S4) (located 3 miles N of Cornelius) is a privately owned 
public use facility that was not identified by the DOA because of its relatively small size and low level of 
activity. However this facility has been included in the ~ounty's airport planning program because of its 
status as a public use airport. The level of protection provided for this facility is similar to that required 
provided for the privately owned private use airports identified in List 3, above. 

The Portland-Hillsboro Airport, owned by the Port of Portland, is located within the city limits of Hillsboro. 
However land use and noise impact areas associated with this airport affect ~ounty lands. The 
~ounty's planning efforts for rural lands around the Portland-Hillsboro airport therefore will be 
coordinated with the City of Hillsboro after the ourrent (2003) master plan update process is oomplete. 

LCDC's Airport Planning Rules prescribe different levels of protection for the listed airports, depending on 
the nature of use and the size of the facility. In general, state requirements are applied to facilities within 
the Gg.ounty's jurisdiction through the application of Airport Overlay Districts to regulate land uses. Th~ 
county utilizes-are two sets of overlays: one set applies to Public Use Airports (Portland-Hillsboro and 
Stark's Twin Oaks), and one set applies to Private allse Airports, including all of those identified in List 3, 
above. For each airport category (public and private), the overlay district set consists of 1) a land use 
overlay district to regulate airport related land uses at the airport site, and 2) a safety and/or land use 
compatibility overlay district to mitigate land uses and height of structures and objects on properties 
immediately surrounding airports. For the Private Use Airports, the protection of the safety overlay district is 
limited to graduated height restrictions along approach corridors. For the Public Use Airport (i.e., Stark's 
Twin Oaks), the second overlay district is more elaborate and mitigates land uses and safety hazards in a 
broader area surrounding the airport. This overlay includes boundaries to identify areas subject to noise 
impacts, bird strike hazards, and protection measures for imaginary surfaces for airborne aircraft. I 
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Policy 28 identifies an additional overlay, the Residential Airpark Overlay District. The Residential Airpark 
Overlay District applies to certain rural lands adjacent to Sunset Airstrip. This district supports the 
continued operation of the Sunset Airstrip and the uniqueness of Residential Airpark Development by 
authorizing limited accessory uses commonly associated with airstrip use. This district also promotes 
public health and safety in the vicinity of Sunset Airstrip by ensuring that Residential Airpark Development 
complies with the provisions of the Private Airport Safety Overlay District and the standards of the 
Residential Airpark Overlay District. 
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Ordinance No. 772
Residential Airpark Overlay District

October 1, 2013 Board of Commissioners Hearing
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Proposed Amendments
• Requested by property owners & Air Acres HOA

• BCC directed staff to work on this as part of 2013 Work Program

• Adds CDC Section 389, Residential Airpark Overlay District

• Amends Policy 28 of the Rural/Natural Resource Plan
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Board Hearing, September 24
• Testimony taken

• Discussion of filed ordinance and staff’s proposed engrossments

• Two commissioners preferred not limiting the number of tie-
downs per lot

• Staff included language to address this feedback in Attachment
A of the staff report
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Staff Recommendation

Engross Ordinance No. 772 to include the 
following changes:
• Remove the three EFU parcels and one AF-20 parcel

• Prohibit commercial aviation activities in the Residential Airpark 
Overlay District 

• Limit the number of hangars to one hangar per lot or parcel with a 
dwelling, and prohibit the renting out of hangars

• Remove limitation on number of tie-down areas allowed per lot or 
parcel with a dwelling 
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Proposed Engrossment (Exhibit 2)
EFU parcels removed

AF-20 parcel removed
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Questions ?

For more information, please contact:

Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner

Paul_Schaefer@co.washington.or.us

503-846-8817
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The End
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Oct 1, 2013 

To: Washington County Commissioners 
155 North First Avenue 
Hillsboro OR 97124 

O~I'(\Ct~C€ "112 
(E:.l\e(\ ~u.C\defs ') 

0'-'( \n~ P~\)\,c. l-\~tl'~ 

Testimony on Proposed Ordinance #772 To create a new "Residential 
Air Park Overlay District" CDC Section 389 Policy 28 

I spent many hours reviewing document on ORO #772 in the past few 
weeks. It became ever more obvious that Robert Jossey as a developer 
of rural property is not in conformity with Washington County's stated 
Rural/Natural Resources Plan. His request for aviation expansion is in 
direct conflict with Policy 4, to maintain or improve existing air quality, 
Policy 5, efforts to control noise and limit the adverse impacts of noise, 
Policy 6 to maintain or improve surface and ground water quality 
(aviators dump fuel), and Policy 10 to protect and enhance significant 
fish and wildlife habitat (some adjacent property to the airpark is listed 
as AF and EFU). 

Mr. Jossey was willing to sue the county for perceived measure 37 
damages. His attorney claimed a huge lost of income. There was more 
legal request for variances and county support when Measure 37 was 
replaced by Measure 49. This is a clear indication his major interest lies 
in making money off good farmland and orchard property by polluting it 
with noise and lead gas not participating in our rural community farm 
and forest economy. 

There appears to be no conditional use review requirement? There must 
be! If it becomes possible to expand the number of planes and the 
number of uses at this airport the community has the right to participate 
in the decisions that affect their lands. It appears that as many as 100 
or so plains might be housed at this airpark if the present writing of this 
new ordinance 772 does not put tight limitations on the number of 
planes. Airpark 1 and 2 allow properties of less than an acre to have 
access to the airfield. I can imagine what will happen when there is a 
request to break up into smaller parcels the new 4.1-acre lots that are in 
a RR5 district. The 20% diminishment of the RR5 requirement has 
already been stretched to give Mr. Jossey one more lot than would have 
been possible if the RR5 lots had been kept at 5 acres, as one would 
suppose on a RR5 designation. 
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If the proposed Ordinance #772 is adopted, the relentless procession of 
lead polluting, low flying, loud, private, aviation flight activities will 
increase over agriculture land being used for organic farms, equine 
facilities, dairies, orchards and the park trail systems that are being 
expanded. 

The prevailing winds at the Portland-Hillsboro Airport are available at 
~ttp:aWWW.,WrGG,~g[i,~t#du/htmlfil~s/\lVe§!wing<:lir~h!mI and indicate clearly 
that from October though April, the prevailing winds are from the south. 
During May through September, the prevailing winds are from the 
northwest. 
(PORTLAND-HILLSBORO AP, OR (K ISS S S NW NW NW 
NW NW S S SIS) 

This meteorological information is critical to understanding the potential 
impacts to the populations of North Plains and the community's east into 
Hillsboro. 

An expansion of the existing overlay district has already been rejected 
once. "By way of contrast, the existing private airport land use overlay 
in CDC Section 385, which applies to Sunset Airstrip and Air Acres No. 
1 & 2 and tax lot 1 N311AA01200, authorizes a greater number of uses 
commonly associated with airports. These include air passenger and air 
freight services, flight training, aircraft sales and rentals. As stated 
previously, DLCO objected to expanding this district to include Sunset 
Orchards Estates." 

So here we are again with another work-a-round attempting to thwart 
the already denied expansion. Hillsboro's aerotropolis model would be 
extended over food production land, making it very difficult for our rural 
community to provide a sustainable agriculture environment. Many of 
the rural residents of Western Washington County do not want this very 
productive and economically important farmland to be contaminated with 
lead. This airpark is part of the Hillsboro airport training flight path and is 
subject to the tower at Hillsboro. This new proposed overlay district will 
bring in many new properties housing multiple plains on each lot. Much 
of Banks and North Plains will be affected by this expanded use yet the 
residents are being made powerless to protect their investments in their 
rural resources. 
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(PORTLAND-HILLSBORO AP, OR (K ISS S S NW NW NW 
NW NW S S SIS) 
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the already denied expansion. Hillsboro's aerotropolis model would be 
extended over food production land, making it very difficult for our rural 
community to provide a sustainable agriculture environment. Many of 
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Since the permits on the new Sunset Orchard Estates lots for 
development will be Type 1, with no notification to surrounding 
landowners, there will be no protection in place to keep these lots from 
being used for commercially aviation activities such as fuel storage and 
visitor fly-ins and cargo. Since the already established overlay district 
allows commercial uses there will be no way to differentiate between 
uses in the older overlay district and the new overlay district. This sets 
up conflicts between the different uses on adjacent land. 

It has been the unfortunate experience of those living in the Western 
Washington County area near rural airports, that when permit have been 
granted for aviation privileges for these airports, the privileges become 
substantially expanded; either when the owner engages in activities 
beyond the permitted uses or the property changes hands and the new 
owner pays no attention to the existing permitted uses. Any future 
conflict over permitted aviation uses vs. actually occurring aviation 
activities at rural airports can be avoided by having clear, published 
regulations that the county is willing to enforce. Since the county is now 
only addressing violations when complaints are filed, it becomes difficult 
to see how any action will be taken to enforce the regulations on this 
proposed expansion given the limited funds for enforcement. 

Ordinance #772 proposing to add a new section (389) to the CDC 
should be denied. Until all effected residence in the surrounding area 
are notified of the hazards they are about to be subjected to they stand 
to lose property value without notice or redress. This constitutes a taking 
from all the local properties that will be affected by this expansion 
(Constructive taking is a term used in property law to refer to actions that 
amount to depriving an owner of the use and enjoyment of his/her property.) 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ellen L. Saunders 
47950 NW Dingheiser Rd 
Manning OR 97125 
Ellen_L_Saunders@me.com 
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Abstract 

BACKGROUND-Recent studies have suggested that child ADHD al1dits symptom domains are 
related to blood lead level, even at background exposure levels typical in westem countrics, 
However, recent studies disagreed as to whether lead was related to inattention or hyperactivity. 
impulsivity within the ADHD domain. More ddinitive evaluation oftbese questions was sought. 

METHODS-236 children agcd 617 years participated (61 ADiID-Combined type, 47 ADHD 
Predominantly Inattentive typc, 99 non-ADHD control, 29 unclassified borderline, situational, 01' 

NOS cases). Formal diagnosis was reliably established by a best estimate pl'Ocedure based on a 
semi-structured clinical interview and parent and teacher ratings. Lead wa§.JI.llsaYl:lq from_'Kllit~ 
pJ_QQd.YJtlugjll~h!~Ji.~Jy,c9J!ple\tnlilli!nJUru1~J1~LOlJl!,lt!Y.jy.itlLIU119tbQ9~~\il<;UiQ!JJim:iLQf.('t3 
ug{dL" 

RESULTS-Blood lead levels were slightly below United St,\tcs and Western Europe population 
exposure averages, with a mean of 0,73 and a maximum of2.2 ~lgldL. This is the lowest Jevel of 
blood lead ever studied in relution to ADHD. After statistical control for covariates including IQ 
and prenatal smoking exposure, blood lead was associated with ADHD-combined type but not 
inattentive type. Parent and teacher rep0l1 indicated association of blood lead with Conners 
cognitive problems, but only teacher report showed effects on DSM-IV inattention symptoms. 
Blood lead was associated with hyperactivity-impulsivity in parent report regardlcss of 
measurement method, whereas teacher report effects depended on child treatmcnt history. 
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eley ate9JJtoQd le,(l~j. 
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Abstract 

BACKGROUND-Recent studies have suggested thai child ADHDanditssymptom domains are 
related to blood lead level, even at background exposure levels typical in westcm countries. 
However, recent studies disagreed as to whether lead was related to imittention or hyperactivity
impulsivity within the ADBD domain. More dctinitivc evaluation oftbcsc questions was sought. 

METHODS-236 children agcd 6 17 years participated (61 ADIID·Combincd type, 47 ADllD 
Predominantly lnullentivc type, 99 llOll·ADHD control, 29 unclassified borderline, situational, or 
NOS cases). Formal diagnosis was reliably established by a best estimate procedure based on a 
semi-structured clinical interview and parent and teacher ratings.l&!:!~1 wa§Jl.ll~..!l~rOltL~J19J~ 
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RESULTS-Blood lead levels were slightly below United States and Western Europe population 
exposure averages, with a mean of 0.73 and a maximum 01'2.2 ~lg!dL. This is tbe lowest level of 
blood lead ever studied in rel~tion to ADHD. After statistical control for covariatcs including IQ 
and prenatal smoking exposure, blood lead was associated with ADtID-combined type but not 
inattentive type. Parent and teacher rep()l1 indicatcd association of blood lead with Conncrs 
cognitive problems, but only teacher report showed effects on DSM·IV inattention symptoms. 
Blood Icad was associated with hyperactivity·impulsivity in parent rcport regardless of 
measurement method, whereas teacher report effects depended on child treatment histOlY. 
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blood lead ever studied in relation to ADHD. After statistical control for covariatcs including IQ 
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inattentive type. Parent and teacher rcptlr\ indicated association of blood lead with Conners 
cognitive problems, but only tcacher report showed effects on DSM-IV inattention symptoms. 
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Altlm!.iruLdeticitlW.ru<Olcti vity qj§order (6JllillLQ,~~L;tJ1Ll~Q.QLcb ildsm, with etiology 
believed to be multifactotial. The DSM-IV (APA, 2000) specifies three clinical subtypes: 
predomiriarH1yhyperactive~(ADHD-PH), predominantly inattentive (ADIID-PI), and 
combined (ADlilD-C). The subtypes are arrived at through combinations of two primary 
symptom dimensions: inattention-disorganization, and hyperactivity-impulsivity. These 
symptom domains may have partially distinct etiological inputs (Nigg, 2006). Because they 
appear to be an extreme of a behavioral continuum, the symptom dimensions also serve as 
useful foci to study etiology. Indeed, a factor analytic tradition has arrived at relatcd but 
slightly different item sets than DSM-IV to capture population variation in "cognitive 
problems" and hyperactivity/impulsivity (e.g., Conners et aI., 2007). 

Lead exposure via water, soil, and other sources remains a worldwide health concern 
(Centers for Disease Control, 2005). Blood lead above 10 f.!g/dL has been associ!:\tt;d·reliably 
with ADHDand related behaviors, with the only real dispute being the magnitude of the 
effect (Burns et aL, 1999; Silva, Hughes, Williams, & Faed, 1988; Thomson et at 1989). 
Regulation of commercial uscs of lead has markcdly rcduced thc incidence of frank lead 
poisoning in recent decades in the U.S. (CDC, 2005), Western Europe (e.g., Delschen, 
Machtolf, Sugiri, & Wilhelm, 2008), and Scandinavia (Stromberg, Lundh, & Skerfving, 
2008). Perhaps as a result, lead exposure has not been highlighted as an ongoing concern 
related to ADHD. 

This reassuring picture, however; is eroding. Even at lower blood levels « lOf.!gldL) lead 
has;been linked to reduced intelleetu(llfunctioning (lQ; .. Jd!Jlrtb£$1I~L~2.Q.Q2). Recent 
tindingspoil1tto an association with ADHD as well, even at low exposures. Three years 
ago, Braun, et al. (2006), in aUSpOfmlation survey, found that blood lead was related to 
parent report that their child was diagnosed or treated fQrADHD. This effect held even at 
blood levels below 5 f.!g/dL (i.e., children with blood lead> 2 ~lg/dL were more like to have 
ADHDthan children with blood lead <0.7 f.!g/dL). One year later, Chiodo ct al. (2007) 
reported that blood lead was related to teacher rated symptoms of inattention and activity, 
but not impulsivity, using the Conners rating scales and other standard seales in a high-risk 
sample. The next year Nigg et al (2008) conducted the first low-level lead study of children 
formally diagnosed with ADHD. Blood lead was related to ADl-1D and to parent reported 
DSM-IV symptoms of hyperactivity but not inattention. Those results supported an 
association to ADHD but appearedpal1ially to contradict Chiodo et al (2007) as to the 
affected symptom domain. 

The present study sought more definitive evaluation in a larger, well-diagnosed sample. The 
aim was to scrutinize relations with both DSM-1V and Conners ratings, by both parent and 
teacher report, so as to confirm and extend prior findings as well as to clarify the apparent 
contradiction in the last two studies reported. Dozens of potential confounds have been ruled 
out in relation to lead exposure and ADIID (Chiodo et a!. 2007; Silva, et aI., \988; Thomson 
et al. 1989), but mostly at higher lead exposure levels. Thus, an expanded set of confounders 
and covariates was also considered here, as outlined in Methods. 

Confirmation of the association of ADHD with lead exposure even at very low blood lead 
levels would be of major importance to public health, because exposure levels in the range 
of 1-5 !1g/dL rem<,\in velY common. Yet, most public authorities continue to use 10 !1g/dL as 
the criterion of concern. If the association of low levels of lead cxposure with ADIID is 
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8..!ts.!JJiQlLdet1citll.Y.ru;~QJii.Q[Q£r1e.Jn:!D..LCL~W~j.lL1JQJ~.lU1LclliliJJ..rn, with etiology 
bclieved to be multifactOl;al. The DSM-IV (APA, 2000) specifics three clinical subtypes: 
predomiriarHly hyperactive (ADHD-PH), predominantly inattentive (AmID-PI), and 
combined (ADl-iD-C). The subtypes are arrived at through combinations of two primary 
symptom dimensions: inattention-disorganization, and hyperactivity-impulsivity. Thcsc 
symptom domains may have partially distinct etiological inputs (Nigg, 2006). Because they 
appear to be an extrcme of a behavioral continuum, thc symptom dimensions also serve as 
useful foci to study etiology. Indeed, a factor analytic tradition has arrived at relatcd but 
slightly diffcrent item sets than DSM-IV to capture popUlation variation in "cognitive 
problems" and hyperactivityfimpulsivity (e.g., Conners ct al., 2007). 

Lead exposure via water, soil, and other sources remains a worldwide health concern 
(Centers for Disease Control, 2005). Blood lead above 10 f..lg/dL has been associatedreiiably 
with ADHDand related behaviors, with the only real dispute being the magnitude of the 
effect (Burns et aI., 1999; Silva, Hughes, Williams, & Faed, 1988; Thomson et al. 1989). 
Regulation of commercial uscs of lead has markedly reduced the incidence of frank lead 
poisoning in recent decades in the U.S. (CDC, 2005), Western Europe (e.g., Delsehen, 
Machtolf, Sugiri, & Wilhelm, 2008), and Scandinavia (Stromberg, Lundh, & Skerfving, 
2008). Perhaps as a result, lead exposure has not bcen highlighted as an ongoing concern 
related to ADHD. 

This reassuring picture, however, is eroding. Evcn at lower blood levels « iOf..lg/dL) lead 
has been lin\{e(j to reduced intellectmll functioning (lQ.;..l=.~l!p-h'£~l!:$LQL..f51~)' Recent 
findings .point to an association with ADHD as well, even at low exposures. Three years 
ago, Bfaun,el al. (2006), in a US population survey, found that blood lead was related to 
parent report that their child was diagnosed or treated fOfADHD. This effect held even at 
blood levels below 5 f1g/dL (i.e., children with blood Icad > 2 ~lgfdL were more like to have 
ADllDthan children with blood lead <0.7 f1gfdL). One year latcr, Chiodo ct a1. (2007) 
reported that blood lead was related to teacher rated symptoms of inattention and activity, 
but not impulsivity, using the Conners rating scales and other standard scales in a high-risk 
sample. The next year Nigg el al (2008) conducted the first 10w-level1ead study of children 
formally diagnosed with ADHD. Blood lead was related to ADl-JD and to parent reported 
DSM-IV symptoms of hyperactivity but not inattention. Those results supported an 
association to ADHD but appcaredpm1ially to contradict Chiodo et al (2007) as to the 
affected symptom domain. 

The present study sought more definitive evaluation in a larger, well-diagnosed samplc. The 
aim was to scrutinize relations with both DSM-IV and Conners ratings, by both parcnt and 
teacher report, so as to conlirm and extend pnor findings as well as to clarify the apparent 
eontradictiOIl in the last two studies reported. Dozens of potential confounds have been ruled 
out in relation to lead exposure and ADHD (Chiodo et a1. 2007; Silva, et aI., 1988; Thomson 
et al. 1989), but mostly at higher lead exposure levels. Thus, 3n cxpanded set of confounders 
and eovariates was also considered here, as outlined in Methods. 

Confirmation of the association of ADHD with lead exposure even at vClylow blood lead 
levels would be of major importance to public health, because exposure levels in the range 
of J-S ~lgfdL remain vCIY common Yet, most public authorities continue to use 10 J.lgfdL as 
the criterion of concern. Ifthc association of low lcvels of lead exposure with ADIJD is 
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believed to be multifaetotial. Thc lJSM-IV (APA, 2000) specifics three clinical subtypes: 
predominantly hyperactive(ADHD-PH), predominantly inattentive (ADHD-PI), and 
combined (ADHD-C). The subtypes are arrived at through combinations of two primary 
symptom dimensions: inattention-disorganization, and hyperactivity-impulsivity. Thesc 
symptom domains may have partially distinct etiological inputs (Nlgg, 2006). Because they 
appear to be an extrcme of a behavioral continuum, the symptom dimensions also serve as 
useful foci to study etiology. Indeed, a factor analytic tradition has arrived at relatcd but 
slightly different item sets than DSM-IV to ctlpture population variation in "cognitive 
problems" and hyperactivity/impulsivity (e.g., Conners ct aI., 2007). 

Lead exposure via water, soil, and other sources remains a worldwide health concern 
(Centers for Disease Control, 2005). Blood lead above 10 f.lgldL has been associated reliably 
with ADHDand related behaviors, with the only real dispute being the magnitude of the 
effect (Burns ct aI., 1999; Silva, Hughes, Williams, & Facd, 1988; Thomson et al. 1989). 
Regulation of commercial uses of lead has marhdly reduced the incidence of frank lead 
poisoning in recent decades ill the U,S. (CDC, 2005). Western Europe (e.g., Delsehcn, 
Maehtolf, Sugiri, & Wilhelm, 2008), and Scandinavia (Stromberg, LUlldh, & Skcrfving, 
2008), Perhaps as a result, lead exposure has not been highlighted as an ongoing concern 
related to ADHD. 

This reassuring picture, however, is eroding. Even at lower blood levels « iO llg/dL) lead 
has been linked. to re<.\uced intellec!U~1 functioning (jQ;.J,..!!.l!P-b.£ilL£L'lL ... fQ.Q2) Recent 
findings point to an association with ADHD as well, even at low exposures. Three years 
ago. Braun,et a!. (2006), in a US population survey, found that blood lead was related to 
parent report that their child was diagnosed Or treated for ADHD. This effect held even al 
blood !evels below 5 f.lg/dL (i.e., children with blood lead> 2 ,lg/dL were morc like to have 
ADllDthan children with blood lead <0.7 f.lg/dL). One year latcr, Chiodo ct al. (2007) 
reported that blood lead was related to teacher rated symptoms of inattention and activity, 
but not impulsivity, using the Conners rating scales and other standard scales in a high-risk 
sample. The next year Nigg et al (2008) conducted the tirst low-level lead study of children 
formally diagnosed with ADHD. Blood lead was related to ADJ-ID and to parent reported 
DSM-IV symptoms of hyperactivity but nol inattention. Those results supported an 
association to ADHD but appeared.p311ially to contradIct Chiodo ct al (2007) as to the 
affected symptom domain. 

The present study sought more definitive evaluation III a latger, wcll-diagnosed sample The 
aim was to scrutinize relations with both DSM-IV and Conners ratings, by both parent and 
teacher report, so as to conlirm and extend pnor tindings as weill'S to clarify the apparent 
contradiction in the last two studies reported. Dozens ofpotcntiul confounds have been ruled 
Ollt in relation to lead exposure and ADI1D (Chiodo ct al. 2007; Silva, ct aI., 1988; Thomson 
et al. 1989), but mostly at higher lead exposure levels. Thus. an expanded sct of confounders 
and covariates was also conSIdered here, as outlined in Methods. 

Conlinnation ofthc association of ADHD with lead cxp0surc even at vClyl6w blood lead 
levels would be of major importance to public health, because exposure levels in the range 
of 1-5 ,lg/dL remain VCly common Yet, most publtc authorities continue to use 10 jlg/dL as 
the criterion of concern. Ifthe association of low levels or lead exposure with ADlID is 
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verified, it opens the potential for ncw insights into thc etiology of ADHD, because lead can 
serve as a modcl insu1tatfccting frontal-striatal circuitry In ways that are relatively well 
understeed. It also. could epen petential new opportunities for study of susccptibility-insult 
or gcnc by experience modcls. It could also previde clues to prcvcntien via dietmy 
supplementation (Kordas et a1., 2007), via renewed caution before introducing ncw toxins 
into children '$ cnvironments, er via aggressive efforts to. continue to. climinate. all lead 
exposure. 

METHODS 

Participants 

Recruitment and Evaluation-Participant recruitment and characterization followed the 
same procedures as Nigg ct al. (2008), but this was an entirely new samplc. In all, 236 
childrcn aged 6-17 completed thc study. Bccause some ofthcse childrcn also participated in 
our sib-pair study of genetics of ADHD, the sample included 78 sibling pairs (n= 156 
siblings). All children wcre recruited via mailings to parents in regional school districts, 
public advertisements, and outreach to local clinics. Parents provided written infermed 
consent and children provided written informed assent. All proeedures were approved by the 
University Institutional Review Board and complied with NIH and APA guidelines for 
protection of human participants. 

Families entered a multi-stage screening process to establish diagnostic groupings. To 
confirm ADHD and eomorbid diagneses, a semi structured clinical interview (Kiddie 
Schedule for Affective Disorders and Schizophrenia (K-SADS-£) was completed with a 
parent by a trained clinician. Interviewers had a master's degree in clinical psychology or 
social work. Each interviewer double coded 20 tapes with a criterion interviewer to cnsure 
process fidelity and inter-interviewer reliability (all disorders k >.80 in this report). In 
addition, parents and teachers eempleted the ADHD Rating Scale (DuPaul et aI., 1998) and 
the Conners et al (1997) ADJ-fD Rating Scale, Revised (hereafter, Conners). 

Exclusion criteria-Rule Ollts were long-acting psychotropic medication (e.g. 
antidepressants), history of seizure, neurological impairments, a prior diagnosis of mental 
rctardation or autistic disorder, head injury with loss of conseiousncss, sensorimotor 
handicap, or other major medical conditions in the child, as reported by the parent. At the 
diagnostic intcrvicw youth were ruled out if they had substance addiction, bipolar disorder, 
history ef psychosis, sleep diserder, medical or neurological condition discovered at the 
clinical screen, or IQ <75. Control children were also excluded for ADHD, learning 
disability, or conduct disorder. 

Establishment of Final ADHD and Other Diagnoses-Using all available data, a 
best estimate diagnosis was anived at independently by two experienced clinicians (a board 
certified child psychiatrist and a fully licensed ehild clinical psychologist) blind to study 
hypotheses and blood lead levels. Their agreement rates for ADHD, conduct disorder, and 
oppositional defiant disorder were acceptable (all k> .80). Disagreements were rcsolved by 
discussien. Consistent with DSM-IV ADHD criteria, the elinieians required that another 
disordcr did not better account tor symptoms, evidenee of impairment, and evidence of 
cress-situational symptoms. When ADI-Il) symptoms were situational (only noticeable at 
home or school) or were subthreshold (5 symptoms), a diagnosis of ADHD-NOS was 
assigned. Those youth were included in this report for purposes of regression analysis of 
symptom scores but not for between-group analyses . 
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veri tied, it epens the petential for new insights into. the etielegy ef ADHD, because lead can 
serve as a rhedc! insult atfecting frontal-striatal circuitry in ways that are relatively well 
understo.od. It also. could o.pen po.tential new oppo.rtunities fer study o.f susceptibility-insult 
o.r genc by experience medcls. It eQuid also. providc clues to. preventio.n via dietary 
supplementatien (Kordas et aI., 2007), via renewed caution befo.re intro.ducing new to.xins 
into. children's environments, o.r via aggressive: effo.rts to. co.ntinue to eliminate. all lead 
exposure. 

METHODS 

Participants 

Recruitment and Evaluation-Participant recruitmcnt and characterizatien follo.wcd the 
same procedures as Nigg et al. (2008), but this was an entirely new samplc. In all, 236 
children aged 6-17 co.mpleted the study. Because so.me o.f these children also. participated in 
eur sib-pair study o.f genetics ef ADHD, the sample included n sibling pairs (11= 156 
siblings). All childrcn wcre recruitcd via mailings to parcnts in regio.nal school districts, 
public advcrtisements, and o.utreach to local clinics. Parents provided written informed 
co.nsent and children providcd written informed asscnt. AU procedures wcre appro.vcd by the 
University Institutienal Review Beard and complied with NIH and APA guidelines fo.r 
pro.tection 0.1' human participants. 

Families entercd a multi-stage screening process to. establish diagnostic groupings. To. 
cenfirm ADHD and comorbid diagnoses, a semi structurcd clinical interview (Kiddic 
Schedule for Affective Diso.rders and Schizophrenia (K-SADS-E) was completed with a 
parent by a trained clinician. Interviewers had a master's degrce in clinical psychology o.r 
social wo.rk. Each interviewer double ceded 20 tapes with a critcrion interviewcr to cnsure 
process fIdelity and inter-interviewer reliability (all diso.rders k >.80 in this repo.rt). In 
additio.n, parents and teachers co.mpleted the ADHD Rating Scale (DuPaul et aI., 1998) and 
the Cenners et al (1997) ADHD Rating Scale. Revised (hercaftcr, Co.nners). 

Exclusion criteria-Rule o.uts wcre long-acting psychotropic mcdication (e.g. 
antidepressants), history of seizure. neurelegical impairments, a prier diagnosis ef mental 
retardation or autistic disorder, head injury with loss of eonscio.lIsness, senserimotor 
handicap, or o.ther majo.r medical co.nditions in thc child, as repo.rtcd by the parent. At the 
diagno.stic intcrvicw youth wcre rulcd o.ut if they had substancc addiction, bipolar disorder, 
history o.fpsycho.sis, slecp diserder, mcdical er neuro.legical cenditio.n diseo.vcred at the 
clinical screen, o.r IQ <75. Control children were also excluded tor ADHD, learning 
disability, o.r eo.nduct diso.rder. 

Establishment of Final ADHD and Other Diagnoses-Using all available data, a 
best estimate diagnesis was anivcd atindcpcndcntly by two experienced clinicians (a bo.ard 
ccrtificd child psychiatrist and a fully licensed child clinical psycho.lo.gist) blind to. study 
hypo.theses and blood lead levels. Their agrcemcnt rates tor ADl-ID, conduct disorder, and 
eppositional defiant disorder were acceptable (all k > .801. Disagreements wcrc resolved by 
discussion. Censistent with DSM-IV ADl-ID criteria, the clinicians required that another 
disorder did not better acceunt for symptoms, evidence of impairment, and evidence ef 
cross-situational sympto.ms. When ADHD sympto.ms were situatio.nal (enly noticeable at 
h0111e o.r school) or were subtl1resheld (5 sympto.ms), a diagnosis of A Dl'lD-N OS was 
assigned. Those youth were included in this repe11 fer purpo.ses efregressio.n analysis o.f 
symptem scores but not for between-group analyses . 
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verificd, it opens the potential for new insights into the etiology of ADI-lD, because lead ean 
serve as a model insult affecting frontal-striatal circuitry in ways that are relatively well 
understood. It also could open potential new opportunities for study of susccptibility-insult 
or gene by experience models. It could also provide clues to prevention via dietary 
suppicmentation (Kordas ct aI., 2007), via renewed caution before introducing new toxins 
into chi Idren'5 environments, or via aggressive efforts to continue to eliminate all lead 
exposure, 

METHODS 

Participants 

Recruitment and Evaluation-Participant recruitment and characterization folluwed the 
saille procedures as Nigg ct 31. (2008), but this was an entirely new sample. In all, 236 
children aged 6-17 completed the study. Because some of these children also participated in 
our sib-pair study of genetics of ADHD, the sample included 78 sibling pairs (n~156 
siblings). All childrcn wcre recruited via mailings to parents in rcgional school districts, 
public advertisements, and outreach to lucal dinies, Parents provided writtcn informed 
consent and children provided written intormcd assent. All procedures wcre approved by the 
University Institutional Review Board and complied with NIH and APA guidelines tor 
protection of human participants. 

Families entered a multi-stage screening process to establish diagnostic groupings. To 
confirm ADIID and eomorbid diagnoses, a semi structured clinical interview (Kiddie 
Schedule tor Affective Disorders and Scbizophrcnia (K-SADS-E) was completed with a 
parent by a trained clinician. Interviewers had a master's degrce in clinical psychology or 
sucial work. Each interviewer double coded 20 tapcs with a critcrion interviewer to ensure 
process tidclity and inter-interviewer reliability (all disorders k >.80 in this report). In 
addition, parents and teachers completed the ADHD Raring Scale (DuPaul et aI., 1998) and 
the Conners ct 31 (1997) ADIfD Raling Scale, Revised (hercaticr, Conners), 

Exclusion criteria-Rule outs were long-acting psychotropic medication (e.g. 
antidepressants), history of seizure, neurological impairments, a prior diagnosis of mental 
retardation or autistic disorder, head injury with loss of consciousness, sensorimotor 
handicap, or other major medical conditions in the child, as reported by the parent. At the 
diagnostic interview youth were ruled out if they had substance addietioll, bipolar disorder, 
history of psychosis, sleep disorder, medical or neurological cundition discovered at the 
clinical screen, or IQ <75. Control children were al$o excluded for ADHD, learning 
disability, or conduct disorder. 

Establishment of Final ADHD and Other Diagnoses-Using all available data, a 
best estimate diagnosis was anivcd at independently by two experienced clinicians (a board 
certified child psyciliatrist and a fully licensed child clinical psychologist) blind to study 
hypotheses and blood lead levels. Their agrcemcnt rates for ADl-ID, conduct disorder, and 
oppositional defiant disorder were acceptable (all" > ,801. Disagreements were resolved by 
discussion. Consistent with DSM-IV ADHD criteria, the clinicians required that another 
disurdn did not better account for symptoms, evidence of impairment, and evidence of 
cross-situational symptoms. When ADHD symptoms were situational (only noticeable at 
h0111e or school) or were subthreshold (5 symptoms), a diagnosis of ADH D-NOS was 
assigned. Those youth were included in this rcpol1 for purposes ofrcgrcssioll analysis of 
symptom scores but not for bChvccn-group analyses 
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Blood Lead-Over 90% of children approached agreed to (he blood draw for the lead 
assay. Children had 2 ml whole blood drawn through venipuncture in the arm. The blood 
was drawn into a 2 ml purple-top Vacutainer tube (tubcs wcrc lot checked for Icad by lab 
prior to use). Blood samples were labeled with a study number, frozen and.stored at 20C 
prior to analysis. SampIes\.ve\:eassayed using the process ofinductiv~J.)!..£.Q1!pled p'lasma 
massspS~9Jnetr:dICPMStIhjsmethQ.dJl~_dJl.~tiQ!llimi.tfor l~Jtd.QfJ)-,_l'yg{9..L; i nter
run precision was 5.8% (coefficient of variation) at a lead value of2.9 I-tg/dL. The proccss 
began with whole blood samplcs brought to room temperaturc and vortexed so no pm1iculate 
matter remained at the bottom of the sample. Samples were diluted I :50 with a diluent 
composed of 1.0% tetramethylammonium hydroxide, internal standard (iridium), 1.0% 
isopropyl aleohol, 0.01% ammonium pyrrolidene dithiocarbamate (APDC), and 0.05% 
wetting solution (Triton X). Samples were then mixed by inverting 3-4 times. The analysis 
then entailed quantitating the sum of masses 206, 207, and 208 based on three replicates per 
sample on a Perkin Elmer Elan DRC Plus JCP-MS. Three children were below the limit of 
detection. Following Braun et al (2006; p. 1905), those levels were scored as 0.2 (0.3/ 2). 
Following Burns ct al. (1999), the blood lead score was loglo transformed to reduee 
influence of outliers. 

IQ and achievement-To estimate full scale IQ, children completed a 3-subtest short 
form ofthc Wechsler (2003) Intelligence Scales for Children-4th Edition eomprised of 
Vocabulary, Block Design, and Information, I with reliability of .93 and validity in relation 
to the full WISC-IV ofr=.88 (Sattler, 200 I, p. 771), All completed the word reading and 
spelling sub tests of the Wechsler (2005) Individual Achievement Test-2nd edition to 
cstimatc academic achievement and enablc evaluation of learning disability by the team. 

Behavior Disorders and Symptoms-Total KSAD symptom counts were used for 
parent DSM-IV ADHD symptom dimensions. To reduce collinearity, oppositional and 
conduct symptom scores (r=.63) were summed into an "externalizing" total score. For 
teaehers, ADHD symptoms were assessed on the ADHD Rating Scale (symptoms scored as 
absent ifrated 0, I and as present if rated 2, 3) and summed. The Conners ratings served as 
additional dimensional measures. Age and sex adjusted T seores were computed for 
oppositional, hyperactive-impulsive, and cognitive problems/inattention for teachers and 
mothers. 

Other Covariates and Confounders-Total gross annual income in thc child's primary 
household was reported by parents. Maternal smoking during pregnancy has bccn of keen 
interest as a possible contributor to ADlID, yet also tends to be eorrelated with low ineome 
and thus with lead exposure (Braun et al., 2006). Maternal smoking during pregnancy was 
reported retrospectively by the mother and coded as "none" (0) or "any" (I). Although 
retrospective recall limits the ability to verify these reports, maternal recollection of smoking 
in pregnancy at child age of six years has agreed with post-parIUm report at 90% (Hensley
Alford, Lappin, Peterson, & Johnson, 2008). Due to recent interest in nutritional status, 
partieularly the role of iron in the lead-ADHD relationship (Kordas et aI., 2007), blood 
hemoglobin was assayed by standard methods to assess iron status. Normal hemoglobin 
values tor children are 11-13 gm/dL, and in adolescents, 12--16 (women) or 14-18 (men). 
Values in the eurrent sample ranged from 11.0-15.6, Child history of stimulant medication 
treatment was reported by mothers on the KSADS interview, and was coded as a 0 or 1 (no 

IChildrcn over the 3gC of' 16 completed Ihe same 3 subtests on the WAIS-IlI; it has rCliability=,95 and valiuily=.91; Sauler, 200 I, p. 
825 
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Blood Lead-Ovcr 90% of chilun.:n approacl".:u agn':l:d to (he bluou draw for the lead 
assay. Children had 2 ml whole blood drawn through venipuncture in the ann. The blood 
was drawn into a 2 ml purple-top Vacutainer tube (tubes were lot checked for lead by lab 
prior to use). Blood samples were labeled with a study number, frozen and stored at 20C 
prior to analysis. Samples Were assayed using the process of ini:h.~iy~JY..9..ClliIili&Plasma 
m~lli.1l~.Qr..Q!!Lgr.:dICPMS),Ihjs ·met1LoQJ11.l.q.~Q.,:jliQt.i.oDJiJ!li.Lfor k!!.QQfJ,t.lJJ.!iL4.k; intcr
run precision was 5.8% (coefficient of variation) at a lead value of2.9 flg/dL. The process 
began with whole blood samples brought to room temperature and vortexed so no particulate 
matter remaincd at the bottom of the sample. Samples were diluted I :50 with a diluent 
composed of 1.0% tetramethylammonium hydroxide, internal standard (iridium), 1.0% 
isopropyl alcohol, 0.01% ammonium pyrrolidcllc dithiocarbamate (APDC), and 0.05% 
wctting solution (Triton X). Samples were then mixcd by inverting 3-4 times. The analysis 
then entailed quantitating the sum of masses 206, 207, and 208 based on three replicates per 
sample on a Perkin Elmer Elan DRC Plus ICP-MS. Three children were below the limit of 
detection. Following Braun et al (2006; p. ! 905), those Icvcls were scored as 0.2 (0.3/ 2). 
Following Burns ct al. (1999), the blood lead score was loglo transformed to reduce 
influence of outliers. 

IQ and achievement-To estimate full scale IQ, children completed a 3-subtest short 
form of the Wechsler (2003) intelligence Scales for Children-4th Edition comprised of 
Vocabulary, Block Design, and Information, I with reliability of .93 and validity in relation 
to the full WISC-IV of r=.88 (Sattler, 200 I, p. 771). All completed the word reading and 
spelling sub tests of the Wechsler (2005) Individual Achicvemcnt Test-2'l{j edition to 
estimate academic achievement and enable evaluation of learning disability by the tcam. 

Behavior Disorders and Symptoms-Total KSAD symptom counts were used for 
parent DSM-IV ADl-1D symptom dimensions. To reduce eollinearity, oppositional and 
conduct symptom scores (r=.63) were summed into an "externalizing" total score. For 
teachers, ADI ID symptoms werc assessed 011 the ADIJD Raling Scale (symptoms scored as 
absent ifrated 0, I and as present if rated 2, 3) and summed. The Conners ratings served as 
additional c\imensionalmeasures. Age and scx adjusted T scores werc computed for 
oppositional, hyperactive-impulsive, and cognitive problems/inattention tor tcachers and 
mothers. 

Other Covariates and Confounders-Total gross annual income in thc child's primary 
household was reported by parents. Maternal smoking during pregnancy has been of keen 
interest as a possible contributor to ADI·ID, yet also tends to be correlated with low income 
and thus with lead exposure (Braun et aI., 2006). Maternal smoking during pregnancy was 
reported retrospectively by the mother and coded as "none" (0) or "any" (I). Although 
retrospective recall limits the ability to verify these reports, maternal recollection of smoking 
in pregnancy at ehild age of six years has agreed with post-partum report at 90% (Hensley
Alford, Lappin, Peterson, & Johnson, 2008). Due to rcccnt interest in nutritional status, 
particularly the role of iron in the Icad-ADHD relationship (Kordas ct aI., 2007), blood 
hemoglobin was assayed by standard methods to assess iron status. Normal hemoglobin 
values for children arc 11-13 gm/dL, and in adolescents, 1216 (women) or 14-18 (men). 
Values in the current sample ranged from 11.0-15.6. Child history of stimulant medication 
treatment was reported by mothers on the KSADS interview, and was coded as a 0 or I (no 

I Children over the age "I' 16 <'olllrielcd the s"",e 3 .<\lbleslS Oil the W II IS-III; il h,,' rcliabli Ity=.)5 and validily~.9j: Satlior, 200 I, p. 
825 
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Blood Lead-Ove! 90% of children approacll~J agreed to tile hluoJ Jraw fur the lead 
assay. Children bad 2 1111 whole blood drawn through venipuncture in the arm. The blood 
was drawn into a 2 ml purple-lOp Vacutaincr tube (tubes were lot chccked for Icad by lab 
prior to use). Blood samples were labeled with a study number, frozen and stored at 20C 
prior to analysis. Samples were assayed using the process of in,;L\t~iy~JJ..£.QldP.kitplasma 
m~llS sPS;WJl)!Js:JI:dJCPMSJ~lbjs methililJ}~dJ!.!lJ;j~ctj.o!l_limiJ_fuLl~<!dQf..O":l.JJgLdb; inter
run precision was 5.8% (coefficient of variation) at a lead value of2.9 flg/dL. The process 
began with whole blood samples brought to roOI11 temperature and vortexed so no particulate 
matter remained at the bottom of the sample. Samples were diluted I :50 with a diluent 
composed of 1.0% tetramethylammonium hydroxide, internal standard (iridium), 1_0% 
isopropyl alcohol, 0.01% amllloniulll pyrrolidcllc dithiocarbamate (APDC), and 0.05% 
wetting solution (Triton Xl. Samples wcre then mixed by inverting 3-4 times. The analysis 
then entailed quantitating the sum of masses 206. 207, and 208 based on three replicates pcr 
sample on a Perkin Elmer Elan DRC Plus ICP-MS. Three children were below the limit of 
detection. Following Braun et al (2006; p. 1905), those levels were scored as 0.2 (0.3/2). 
Following Burns ct al. (1999), the blood lead score was log, 0 transtormed to reduce 
intluence of outliers. 

IQ and achievement-To estimate full scale lQ, children completed a 3-subtest short 
form of the Wechsler (2003) Intelligence Scales for Children-4lh Edition comprised of 
Vocabulary, Block Design, and Information,l with reliability of .93 and validity in relation 
to the full WISC-IV of r=.88 (Sattler, 200 I, p_ 771), All completed the word reading and 
spelling subtests of the Wechsler (2005) Individual Achievemcnt Test-2nd edition to 
estimate academic achievement and enable evaluation of learning disability by tbe tcam. 

Behavior Disorders and Symptoms-Total KSAD symptom counts were used for 
parent DSM-IV ADHD symptom dimcnsions. To reduce collinearity, oppositional and 
conduct symptom scores (r=.63) were summcd into an "cxternalizing" total score. For 
teachers, ADIID symptoms were assessed on the ADHD Rating Scale (symptoms scored as 
absent ifrated 0, 1 and as prescnt ;frated 2, 3) and sUlllmed. The Conners ratings served as 
additional dimensionalmcasures. Age and sex adjusted T scores werc computed for 
oppositional. hyperactive-impulsive, and cognitivc problcl11slinattention for teachers and 
mothers. 

Other Covariates and Confounders-Total gross annual income in the child '5 primary 
household was reported by parents. Maternal sl110king during pregnancy has bcen ofkecn 
interest as a possible contributor to ADllD, yet also lends to be correlated with low income 
and thus witillead exposure (Braun et al., 2006). Maternal smoking during pn:gnancy was 
reported retrospectively by the mother and coded as "none" (0) or "any" ( I ). Although 
retrospective recall limits the ability to verity these reports, maternal recollection of" smoking 
in pregnancy at child age of six years has agreed with post-partum report at 90% (llensley
Alford, Lappin, Peterson, & Johnson, 2008). Due to recent interest in nutritional status, 
particularly the role of iron in the Icad-ADHD relationship (Kordas ct aI., 2007), blood 
hemoglobin was assayed by standard methods to assess iron status. Normal hemoglobin 
values for children are 11-13 gm/dL, and in adolescents, 1216 (women) or 14-18 (men), 
Values in the current sample ranged frol11 11.0-15.6. Child history ofstilllulant medication 
treatment was reported by mothers on the KSADS interview, and was coded as a 0 or 1 (no 
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history of stimulants, versus treatment history; 43 children had stimulant treatment). It was 
cxamined as a potential moderator of teacher reports. 

Data Reduction and Analysis 

RESULTS 

Unless otherwise noted, analyses were conducted in MPLUS v5.1 (Muthen & Muthen, 
1998-2008), with family as a clustering value and analysis set to "type=complex;" this 
procedure removes variance due to siblings being from the same tinnily. Missing data were 
handled using full information maximum likelihood procedures in MPLUS. Missing data 
were minimal with the exception of income (7% missing). Three extreme outliers for the 
income variable were truncated. All effeets were evaluated with the following covariates: 
household income, maternal smoking, and child age, sex, and bloodhefuoglobinlevel. Low 
IQ is a possible complication yet there is controversy as to whether it represents part of the 
ADHD syndrome. Results are therefore reported with and withciutcovarying IQ. For 
regression modcls, standardized parameter estimates wcre computed. For continuous 
measures, these were standardizcd on X and Y variables. The resulting coetlicient is 
interpreted as the amount of change in Y in standard deviation units for a one standard 
deviation change in X. For the categorical (0, I) variables (sex and prenatal smoking), they 
were standardizcd on the Y variable--yielding amount of change in Y (in standard deviation 
units) for a change in the X variable from 0 to I. 

Descriptive Overview 

The sample comprised four groups: non-ADHD, ADHD~P];AD1-ID~e; :and ADHD-NOS. 
"NOS"meantsubtIrreshold,5 symptoms, or situational. NoiethatADHD primarily 
hyperactive type was rarely identified (n=2): Those twocuses were assigned to the "NOS" 
group. Table I provides a descriptive and clinical overvicw of the sample groups. It supports 
thc validity of the clinical groupings. Only the ADHD-Pl andADHD~C groups consistently 
exceeded clinical cutoffs on the ConnersADHD hidex. The ADI-ID-NOS group was 
intcrmediatc on several clinical measures between the control group and the ADHD groups. 
Groups diffcred in exactly the way suggcsted by the diagnostic assignments in tcacher and 
parent ratings. Some supprcssion of symptoms in teacher ratings was expected, because 
some children wcrc in treatment (Table I). 

The groups were similar Oil1Q, but they ditfcred in agc, gcnder ratio, and household income 
(leading to diffcrences in rate offamilics estimated to rcside in poverty)_ As shown in Tablc 
I, thc samplc as a whole was relatively more well off economically than the U.S. national 
average. The ethnic breakdown of the sample was 75% Caucasian, 7% African American, 
3% Latino, 1% Nativc Amcriean, and 14% mixed or other. Race was unrelated to blood lead 
and was not I;ovaried oj' analyzed further. 

Child blood lead ranged from less than 0.3 J.l.gldL (undetectable, 11"'3) to 2.20 Ilg/dL with a 
mean of 0.73 (SE=0.04). Table 2 shows that blood lead in the current samplc was even 
lower than in Nigg et al (2008), and cqual to or lower than recent averages in the U.S., 
Scandinavia, and Westcrn Europe (8raun et aL, 2006, uscd the NHANES sample shown in 
Table 2). Thus, the sample had typical backgrol1l1d exposure. IIli!,iplQQli.li;1!QJC;:Y~),~.M.Jhl< 
lQwY_~l~_'l\:!L~~i!lt)flt~(ttp rI;'<1§tiQ!lJ9"A!lJ:illJ2..1iill£. 

As expected, and as in prior studics, blood lead was related to lower family income (8= 
15, p<.05), male sex (B= 43, p<.O I), and youngcr age (8= .23, p<.OI). Before covariates, 
blood lead was correlated to KSAD inattention (8=.19, p<.O I), hyperactivity/impulsivity, 
(B=.28, p<.O I), the cxternalizing composite, (8=.21, p<.O I) and to all Conncrs scales. Blood 
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history of stimulants, versus treatment history; 43 children had stimulant treatment). It was 
examined as a potential Inudcralor u1' teacher rcports. 

Data Reduction and Analysis 

RESULTS 

Unless otherwise noted, analyses were conducted in MPLUS v5. I (Muthen & Muthcn, 
1998-2008), with tinnily as a clustering value and analysis set to "type=complex;" this 
procedure removes variance due to siblings being from the same family. Missing data were 
handled using ti.111 information maximum likelihood procedures in MPLUS. Missing data 
were minimal with the exception of income (7% missing). Three extreme outliers for the 
income variable were truncated. All effects were evalliatedwith the following eovariates: 
household income, maternal smoking, andchilaage, sex, and blood heinoglobin level. Low 
IQ is a possible complication yet there is controversy as to whether it represents part of the 
ADHD syndrome. Results are therefore reported with and without.covarying IQ. For 
regression models, standardized parameter estimates were computed. For continuous 
measures, these were standardized on X and Y variables. The resulting coefficient is 
interpreted as the amollnt of change in Y in standard deviation units for a one standard 
deviation change in X. For the categorical (0, I) variables (sex and prenatal smoking), they 
were standardized on the Y variable--yielding amount of change in Y (in standard deviation 
units) for a change in the X variable tj'om 0 to I. 

Descriptive Overview 

The sample comprised four groups: Ilon-ADHD, ADHD-PI;ADl'ID~C, 'and ADHD-NOS. 
"NOS"meantsubthreshold,5 symptoms, or situational. Note that ADHO primarily 
hyperactive type was rarely identified ()1=2)~Those two cases were assigned to the "NOS" 
group. Table I provides a descriptive and clinical overview of tile sample groups. It supports 
the validity of the clinical groupings. Only the ADHD·Pl and ADHD-C groups consistently 
exceeded clinical cutoffs Oil the ConnersADHD Index. The ADI'ID-NOS group was 
intermediate on several clinical measures between the control group and the ADHD groups, 
Groups diffcred in exactly the way suggested by the diagnostic assignments in teacher and 
parent ratings. SOll1e suppression ofsYlllptoms in tcaeher ratings was expected, because 
some cbildren were in treatment (Table I). 

The groups were similar UillQ, but they ditfcred in age, gender ratio, and household ineomc 
(lcading to ditferences in ratc of families estimated to rcside in poverty), As shown in Tablc 
I, the sample as a whole was relatively more well off ~conol1lieally than the U.S. national 
average. The ethnic breakdown of the sample was 75% Caucasian, 7% African American, 
3% Latino, I % Native Amcrican, and 14% mixed or other. Race was unrelated to blood lead 
and was not covaried or analyzed further. 

Child blood lead ranged from less than 0.3 J.I.gldL (undetectable, 11=3) to 2.20 Ilg/dL with a 
mean of 0.73 (SE=0.04), Table 2 shows that blood lead in the current sample was even 
lower than in Nigg et al (2008), and cqual to or lower than recent averages in the U.S., 
Scandinavia, and Wcstcrn Emope (Braun ct aI., 2006, lIscd the NHANES sample shown in 

Table 2). Thus. the sample had typical background exposure. Ihisl!JQQlLl~ll.gJcy£I"l:Y..\!§JIH' 
[o\l,iY_$teygLE;Y<l.Iu.nKc!.in rl.';lgtiQlllo.AIlURJQ.,I<)Jc. 

As expected, and as in prior studies, blood lead was related to lower family income (B= 
15, p<.05), male sex (B~' 43, p<.OI), and youngcr age (8= .23, p<.OI). Before covariatcs, 
blood lead was correlated to KSAD inattention (13·:.19, p<.O I), hyperactivitylimpulsivity, 
(8·=,28, p<,O I). the externalizing composite. (B=,21, p<.OI) and to all Conners scales. Blood 
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history of stimulants, versus treatment history: 43 children had stimulant treatment). It was 
e;,umincd as u potential IHuJcrator 01' teacher reports. 

Data Reduction and Analysis 

RESULTS 

Unless otherwise noted, analyses were conducted in MPLUS v5. I (Muthen & Muthen, 
1998-2008), with family as a clustering value and analysis set to "typc=eomplcx;" this 
procedure removes variance due to siblings being from the same family. Missing data were 
handled using Ibll information maximum likelihood procedures in MPLUS. Missing data 
werc minimal with the exception of income (7% missing). Three extreme outliers for the 
income variable were truncated. All effects were evaluated with the following eovariates: 
household income, matemal smoking, and chilo age, sex, and blood hemoglobin Jevel. Low 
JQ is a possible complication yet there is controversy as to whether it represents part of the 
ADHD syndrollle. ReSults are therefore reported with and withciut.covarying IQ. For 
regression models, standardized parameter estimates were computed. For continuous 
mcasures, these were standardized on X and Y variables. The resulting coefficient is 
interpreted as the amount of change in Y in standard deviation units lor a one standard 
deviation change in X. For the categorical (0, I) variables (sex and prenatal smoking), they 
were standardized on the Y variable--yielding amount of change in Y (in standard deviation 
lll1l!S) for a change in the X variable li'om 0 to I. 

Descriptive Overview 

The sample comprised four groups: Ilon-ADHD, ADHD-PI, ADl'ID-C,and ADBD-NOS. 
"NOS"meant,ubthrcshold,5 symptoms, or situational. Note that ADHO primarily 
hyperactive type was rarely identified (n=2). Those two cases were assigned to the "NOS" 
group. Table I provides a descriptive and clinical overview of the sample groups. It supports 
the validity of the clinical groupings. Only the ADHD-PI and ADHD·C groups consistently 
exceeded clinical cutoffs 011 the Conners ADHD Index. The ADI'ID·NOS group was 
intermediate on several clinicalmcasul'cs between the control group and the AOI1O groups, 
Groups differed in exactly the way suggested by the diagnostic assignments in teacher and 
parent ratings. Some suppression of symptoms in tcacher ratings was expected, because 
some cbildren were in treatment (Table I). 

The groups were similar onlQ, but they dilfered in age, gender ratio, and household income 
(Icading to ditTcrenecs in rate offamilies estimated to rcside in poverty). As shown in Table 
I, the sample as a whole was relatively more well off economically than the U.S. national 
average, The cthnic breakdown of the sample was 75% Caucasiml, 7% Alrican American, 
3% Latino, 1% Native American, and 14% mixed or other. Raee was unrelated to blood lead 
and was not covaricd or analyzed further. 

Child blood lead ranged from less than 0.3 jJ.gldL (undetectable, 11=3) to 2.20 Itg/dL with a 
mean of 0,73 (SE=0,04), Table 2 shows that blood lead in the eurrcnt sample was even 
lower than in Nigg ct al (2008), and equal to or lower tllOn rcecnt averages in the U.s" 
Scandinavia, and Western Europe (Braun et aI., 2006, lIsed the NIIANES sample shown in 
Tab!e 2), Thus, the sample had typical background exposure, JJl.i~l>JQQ!LLell.ri)cy£.I ... '!!.~§.Jhe 
JOW.QSt c.'Cc.l:eYlllUiltc.cj.in rclij\iQ!LtQAQUD.HHI'l,1>;. 

As expectcd, and as in prior studies, blood lead was related to lower family income (B~ 
15, p<,05), male sex (Il- 43, p<.OI), and younger age (B= .23, p<.OI), Before covariatcs, 
blOl,d lead was correlated to KSAD inattention (B·' .19, p<,Q I), hypcraetivitylimpulsivlty, 
(B·~.2g, p<.O I). the externalizing composite, (13=.21, 1'<.01) and to all Conners scales. Blood 
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lead in siblings was correlated at 1'=.47 (p<.OO I), supporting the supposition that it might be 
a shared environment effect and the importance of controlling sibling status. 

Association of ADHD Diagnosis with Blood Lead Level 

The three-group ANCOVA (omitting the "NOS" group; sec Method) was eondueted in 
SPSS v. 17. It yielded nearly a medium effect size for group assignment, F(2,200)=5.16, 
partial eta squared=.049, p=.007 (sibling status not controlled). Follow up simple 
comparisons were conducted using effect eoding in MPLUS (controlling for sibling status; 
blood lead was thc dependent variable and all covariates were included). The ADHD-C 
group had higher IeadJe.vcUhan the control group (8=.141, p=.033; with IQ covaried, B=. 
057, p=.041). The ADHD,Plgroup did not differ from the control group (p=.27). Thus, 
group effects were confined to ADHD·C. 

Regression Analysis of AOHO and Externalizing Symptom Dimensions 

Parent Report-Regression models wcre conducted for symptom domains as depcndcnt 
variables (n=236, see Method). Table 3 summarizes the results for parents for both DSM-IV 
symptoms (KSADS) and the Conners, with and without IQ as a eovariate. As it shows, 
blood lead Jevel·was lriargirially associated with attention problems, but not after covarying 
IQ. Blood lead was reliably associated with hyperactivity/impulsivity regardless of 
covariates. On the Conners, both cognitive problems and hypcractivity/impulsivity were 
reliably related to blood lead. 

The KSADS externalizing composite was also related to blood lead (B=.21, p<.O I; with IQ 
covaricd, B=.20, p<.05); thc same hcld for oppositional behavior on the Conners (B=.22, p<. 
01, with IQ covaried, B=.21 , p<.O I). Specificity was examined for each modcl by making 
blood lead the outcomc variablc. To conserve power, IQ was omitted and othcr covariates 
removed in stepwise fashion (income, p>.50, and hcmoglobin, p>.20, were thus rcmoved in 
aU models). In the DSM-IV model, hyperactive symptoms were specifically related to blood 
lead (B=.144, p=.043), whercas extcmalizing symptoms were shy of significant (B=.136, 
p=.121). The same held using the Conners; blood lead was related to hyperactivity (B=.18, 
p=.034) but not oppositional behaviors (B=.09, p=.34) or cognitivc problems (p=ns). 

Teacher Report-Table 4 shows the complete models for teacher reported DSM-IV 
symptoms and Conners ratings. On the ADHD Rating Scalc, blood lead was unrelated to 
inattention or hypcractivity-impulsivity. On thc Conners Rating Scale, results wcre similar 
to those reported for tcachcrs by Chiodo et al (2007) and different from the ADHD Rating 
Scale results. As Table 4 shows, cognitive problems were related to blood lead level, 
whereas hyperactivity-impulsivity was related to blood lcad prior to covarying IQ, but not 
after. 

Conners oppositional behavior was also relatcd, weakly, to blood lead (B=.13, p<.05), 
though not after [Q was covaried (B=.II, p=.07). The specificity model was computed just 
as with parent data. Cognitive problems were uniquely related to blood.lead (B=.16, p=. 
031), whereas oppositional bchavior (p=.76) and hyperactivity (p=.34) were not. 

Interaction of Teacher Findings with Child Treatment Status-The interaction of 
child treatment history with blood lead was examined (all covariates included). For DSM-IV 
inattention, there was no interaction (p>.50), but for DSM-IV hyperactivitylimpulsivity, 
there was (B= .193, p=.009). For children never treated (including controls), there was a 
rcliable relation of blood lead to hyperactivity (with all covariates; B=.151, p=.O 17). For the 
children who had been treatcd, the relation disappeared (8= .177, p=.19). This result 
suggested that medication trcatment masked the relation of lead to teacher-rated DSM-IV 
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lead in siblings was correlated at F~.4 7 (p<.OO 1), supporting the supposition that it might be 
a shared environment effect and the importance of controlling sibling status. 

Association of ADHD Diagnosis with Blood Lead Level 

The three-group ANCOV A (omitting the "NOS" group; sec Method) was conducted in 
SPSS v. 17. It yielded nearly a medium effect size for group assignment, F(2,200)=5, 16, 
partial eta squared=,049, p~,007 (sibling status not controlled). Follow up simple 
comparisons were conducted using effect coding in MPLUS (controlling for sibling status; 
blood lead was the dependent variable and all covariates were included), The ADHD-C 
group had higher lead leveLthan the control group (B=.141, p=,fJ33; with IQ covaried, 8=, 
057, p=,041), The ADHD-PI group did not differ from tbe control group (p=.27). Thus, 
group effects were confined to ADHD-C. 

Regression Analysis of ADHD and Externalizing Symptom Dimensions 

Parent Report-Regressionl11odcls were conducted tor symptom domains as dependcnt 
variables (n=236, see Method). Table 3 summarizes the rcsults for parents for both DSM·IV 
symptoms (KSADS) and the Conners, with and without IQ as a covariate. As it shows, 
blood lead Icvclwas lriarginally associated with attention problems, but riot after covarying 
IQ. Blood lead was reliably associated with hyperactivity/impulsivity regardless of 
covariates. On the Conners. both cognitive problems and hyperactivity/impulsivity were 
reliably related to blood lead. 

The KSADS externalizing composite wa~ also related to blood lead (8=,21, p<.O I; with IQ 
eovaried, B=.20, p<.05); the same held for oppositional behavior on the Conncrs (13=.22, p<, 
o I, with IQ covaricd, B=.21, p<.O 1). Specificity was examined for each model by making 
blood lead the outcome variable. To conserve power, IQ was omitted and other covariates 
rcmoved in stepwise fashion (incomc, p>.50, and hemoglobin, p>.20, were thus removed in 
allmodcls). In the DSM-IV model, hyperactive symptoms were specifically related to blood 
lead (13=, 144, p=,043), whereas externalizing symptoms were shy of significant (B=, I 36, 
p=.121), The same held using the Conners; blood lead wasreJated to hyperactivity (13=.18, 
p~.034) but not oppositional behaviors (13=,09, p=.34) or cognitive problems (p=ns). 

Teacher Report-Table 4 shows the complete models for teacher reported DSM-IV 
symptoms and Conners ratings. On the ADHD Rating Scale, blood lead was unrclatcd to 
inattention or hyperactivity-impulsivity, On the COllners Rating Scale, results were similar 
to those reported for tcachcrs by Chiodo et 81 (2007) and different from the ADHD Rating 
Scale results, As Table 4 shows, cognitive problems werc related to blood lead level, 
whereas hyperactivity-impUlsivity was related to blood lead prior to covarying IQ, but not 
after. 

Conners oppositional behavior was also related, weakly, to blood lead (13=, \ 3, p<.05), 
though not after IQ was covaricd (13=, II, p=,07). The specificity model was computed just 
as with parent data. Cognitive problems were uniquely related to blood lead (13=.16, p=, 
031). whereas oppositional behavior (p~, 76) lind hyperactivity (p=.34) were not. 

Interaction of Teacher Findings with Child Treatment Status-The interaction of 
child treatment 11lstOry with blood lead was examined (all covariates included). For DSM-IV 
inattention, there was no interaction (p>.50), but for DSMIV hyperactivitylimpulsivity, 
there was (B= ,193, p=.009), For childrenllcvt:r treated (including controls), there was a 
reliabIc relation of blood lead to hyperactivity (with all eovariatcs; B=.151. p=.017). For the 
children who had been treatcd, the relation disappcared (13= ,177, p=, 19), This result 
suggested thatmcdieation treatment masked the relation of lead to teacher-rated DSM-IV 
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lead in siblings was correlated at F~.47 (p<.OOI), supporting the supposition that it might be 
a shared environmt!nt effect .:md the im]1D[-tancc of controllIng sibling '1tatus. 

Association of ADHD Diagnosis with Blood Lead Level 

The three-group ANCOVA (omitting the "NOS" group; sec Methoe!) was conducted in 
SPSS v. 17. It yielded ncarly a medium effect size for group assignment, F(2,200)=5.16, 
partial cta squared=.049, p=.007 (sibling status not controlled). Follow up simple 
comparisons were conducted using effect coding in MPLUS (controlling for sibling status; 
blood lead was the dependent variable and all covariate> were included), The ADHD-C 
group had higher lead .level than the control group (13=.141 , p=J)33; with IQ eovaricd, 8=. 
057, p=,041). The ADHD-Pl group did not differ from the control group (p=.27). Thus, 
group dTeets were confined to ADliD-C. 

Regression Analysis of ADHD and Externalizing Symptom Dimensions 

Parent Report-Regression Illodels were conducted for symptom domains as dependent 
variables (n=236, see Method). Table 3 summarizes the results for parents for both DSM·IV 
symptoms (KSADS) and the Conners, with and without IQ as a covariate. As it shows, 
blood lead IevClwas niarginally associated with attention problems, but not after covarying 
lQ. Blood lead was reliably associated with hyperactivity/impulsivity regardless of 
eovariates. On the Conners. both cognitive problems and hyperactivitylimpulsivity were 
reliably related to blood lead. 

The KSADS externalizing composite wa, also related to blood teatl (B=.21, p<.OI; with IQ 
eovaried, B=.20, p<.05); the same held for oppositional behavior on the Cooners (B=.22, p<. 
o I, with IQ eovaricd, 8=.21, p<.Ol). Spccilicity was examined tor each model by making 
blood lead the outcome variable. To conserve power, IQ was omitted and other eovariates 
removed in stepwise fashion (income, p>.50, and hemoglobin, p>.20, were thus removed in 
all models). III the DSM-IV model, hyperactive symptoms were specifically related to blood 
lead (13=.144, p=,043), whereas cxtcmalizillg symptoms were shy of significant (13=.136, 
p=.(21). The same held using the Conners: blood lead was related to hyperactivity (8=.18, 
p~.034) but not oppositional behaviors (13=.0<), 1'=.34) or cognitive problems (p=ns). 

Teacher Report-Table 4 shows tile complete models for tcacher reported DSM-IV 
symptoms alld Conners ratings. On the ADHD Rating Scale, blood lead was unrelated to 
inattention or hyperactivity-impulsivity. On the Conners Rating Sca/c, results were similar 
to those reported for teachers by Chiodo et al (2007) and different from the ADHD Rating 
Scale results. As Table 4 shows, cognitive problems were related to blood lead Icvel, 
whereas hyperactivity-impulsivity was related to bloocllead prior to covarying IQ, but not 
after. 

Conners oppositional behavior was also related, weakly, to blood lead (B=.13, ]1<.05), 
though not after IQ was eovaricd (B=. I I, p=.07). The specificity model was computed just 
as with parent data. Cognitive problems were uniquely related to blood lead (8=.16, p~. 
031), whereas oppositional behavior (p-76) and hyperactivity (p=.34) were not. 

Interaction of Teacher Findings with Child Treatment Status-The imeraction of 
child treatment illstory with blood lead was examined (al\ covariates included). For DSM-IV 
inattention, there was no interaction (p>.50). but tor l)SMIV hypcractlvityilmpulsivity, 
there wa, (B~ .193, p=,009). For children never treated (including controls), there was a 
reliable relation of blood lead to hyperactivity (with all covariatcs: B=.15 I. p=.O 17). For the 
children who had been treated, the relation disappeared (n~ .177, p=.19). This result 
suggested that medication treatment masked the relation of lead to teacher-rated DSM-IV 
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hyperactive symptoms. For the Conners ratings, the interaction of treatment status with 
blood lead was shy or signiiic«m;e for hyp~raclivily (B= .1 i, p=.064), but robust for 
cognitive problems (B= .18, p=.002). Again, for children not in treatment, the effect of 
blood lead on cognitive problems was easily seell (with all covariates, 8=.17, p=.004); but 
not in the treated children (8= .13, p=.446). Thesc interactions did not reproduce when 
checked in the smaller Nigg et al (2008) sample (all p> .20). 

DISCUSSION 

Whereas ADHD carries well-established genetic influences orisusceptibility (Waldman & 
Gizer, 2006), environmental risk factors may interact with tbatsusceptibility incomplcx 
ways (Purcell, 2002). Several studi.es have IInkcd blood lcadwilh ADHD;but usually in 
samples with. lead levels much higher ihan6urrentpopulation averages ill the U.S. or 
Westem Europe. More recent studies have begun to show thafeveb very low levels oflead 
exposure « 5 f1g1dL), blood lead is assoCiated with ADHD. Nigg et al. flQ.Q8)_VL\lli the first 
low-lead study to look at children fonmlly diagnosed with ADHD by standardized methods 
and !tte first tQ..il.£U..GP.~JmQ!Qg)'. to mtdl's.lJrs<..blood 1~dJ.h.!lUechnolog)! isim,pQrt!!.nl 
Q~.ililJ1§£..itlllL~ de!.l<.ction Jilll.i.t~,HJQ!QlQ...wcr tha!l..9Jl~~icallYj!.§,c.d c1ini£itU.~ 
jlL!!IJlsJ?JiQL~11tdk~ .. Q[.bDHQ. ICPMS was used again in the current report in a new 
sample. 

The present study provides a.1110re dcfiilitive confirmation ,0fNigg et al (2008) in a larger 
sample, with additional cbvariates, with more examinationbftel:icher ratings, and JiUlK: 
l~n~~1.!.~.:t.s:.1'LQj:.h]QillU~,!!~m..ru\J!.t<.gjn.r~~.lll;;l,.Q. !lsonfi rnl:!J.b»jjn..!u.f.lllJl1t~ 
;>S;IS:.Cl9.dJor Am!D. J.b.r:enH!'[1l relial;>l\a.!<l~lLQllS_Qf blood lead wi th lifu!j,lX\.t.sY111RtomS....9J 
!J),R.9.r.f.l9Jiyjj.x:-lm.vmvjty,.§.~A§.§,~§§.£.dJ?:c~fl.lSllJrs;Q.s;J i ni calilJ.tervtew 0 f t~ parent. 
l:lXI2~nll<1iYl!Y __ ~n1ljj~I!r.I<...~JbS<r..w_Q,f.!k_QL\l.llLlllQ~ratc.d..b.Y. treatment history when ID!~ 
te.~.&lle.U~)2Qft,QJ1.JbS:_Qjb,)':LIHlD.Q • .J]lI<....\l.S~'iQ!,:;i§li.QJLQJl:!.I.9..m:l.kru;L.w.ltil illqj!~n.timl.(Qr..Q.9.gIJ.itL\'~ 
PHlb.leJm)~J2b.Jl~t.~.9jn.p..£!J)~1l1.m.l1Lkll~LCJ,1l1J.ll!.1Lllltjl!gs and i~J?!!.l.JlQ.t..ll~.Etl}l 
QSM:!Y.H!.ti!l,g§. 

Thus, like Nigg et al (2008), we found that blood lead was reliably associated with 
hyperactivity but not inattention whcn using DSM~IV ratings. However, like Chiodo et al 
(2007), we also found that Connersratings revealed a clearer association of blood lead with 
cognitive problems than with hyperactivity·impulsivity in teacher ratings. This apparent 
disagreement across methods and raters could be readily understood. The Conners scales 
have slightly different items than the DSM-IV and are selected to be sensitive to 
intervention effects (lead may be an intervention), The Conners scales also had somewhat 
better normal distribution properties (for inattention, Shapiro-Wilk > .90 for matemal and >. 
80 for tcaeher ratings, versus wcaker valucs for the respective DSM·[V sealcs). 
Furthermore, it is sensible to expect that teachers would have more opportunity to observe 
cognitive problems (relevant to classroom behavior), whereas parents and teachers might be 
equally good observers of hyperactive or impulsive behaviors. 

Wj.tll.i!llJ.Ilf!Ljn.m.irtd .. jh.9~I2f!U9InJJ.1ilL\:.~.g\}$j~.li.til.l.nlJ.h!.'Hl~, .. !!li!!l~).lnQl1l<;!Qgniliy.f;:, 
!1nlQL@)li .. jy..c;:r\,-!·s;.1f!!S;~U.QJ2lQQJ,tl~_g9_ Y{lw.!t tlll@,[Yr~<;I'yjJL111s;.CQJ1n~.GLb!.!.L!lQ.l1-Y!l!{Jl..'n£<qliJ.!.!::g.Q 
yjl.l .. Q.S.M~! Y S)'[]lP.tQ!:ns~.Ibit>.fimU,ng,.whj.Gh.e~Rl1J.in~JlJ.9...R[i9Lgiffc,;r\!1l9~ ... b~!W~!LChio9,QJ~J 
Q!.G?(tOlti!mtN.igg.£.LIILfl.Q.Q&),js due_l~u:jJJJS;IJll\}.giff~nU.!eJJl)iS;!.QL!lls<.bctter 
pSXQhQmqtri~ . .)2LQPc;.,rtie.s_QfJhej;.Q!J-'l!~nLL~cQ[C;:. Further study to see which of those events 
is true will be of interest. hl comII\,~JJ]YRer.a~liyi1YL.iDJR.1lJsiyit:yis.J.el1l1S;5Lt(lblQQctJeactw.hs;n 
nlJedJ:2;i. p<}rcllts, .QI! t .. .b.i!se9_QnlI1.~'i.C~di!11!.1-Y.~J.e!)tatiy.<:(LY .. $.ygg~§11h\!.uhIs.eftQC1J.lli!yJ;>y, 
ii!JP1~J:.9.~,~e.cUn. !e~c hc!:.J?Jingl!Q.Y.ci)il.dJIeJlJDlc:!lLbi,§J9JY· O-Y.eri\l1.Jbe);QDd1J,~L(m,.i~ .. thil.th.o.th 
AI)HQ$,Yn:mJQm.JjQma.bl~LJlr~,r!eJl\JQgJ!:LblQ,Q.gJs<lill, but that further consideration of the 
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hyperactive symptoms. For the Conners ratings, the interaction of treatment status with 
blood kad was shy or significance for hyperactivity (B= .1 i, p~.064), but robust for 
cognitive problems (B= . 18, p'~.002). Again, for children not in treatment, the effect of 
blood lead on cognitive problems was easily seel1 (with all covariates, 8=.17, p=.004); but 
not in the treated children (B= .J3, p=.446). Thesc interactions did not rcproduce when 
checked in the smallcr Nigg et al (2008) sample (all p> .20). 

DISCUSSION 

Whereas ADHD carries well-establishcdgenetic iilfluences oil susceptibility (Waldman & 
Gizer, 2006), environmental risk factors may interact with thatsusccptibility in complex 
ways (Purcell, 2002). Several studies have linked blood JCad with ADHD; but usually in 
samples with lead levels much higher thanCurreIlt population averages in the U.S. or 
Westem Europe. More recent studies have begun to show thateVebvery low levels oflead 
exposure « 5 f.lgfdL), blood lead is associated with ADHD. Mig", et al. flQ.Q.6)_':'L1lli the first 
low-lead study to look at children fommlly diagnosed with ADHD by standardized methods 
alld !1teJ:J[s.U\L~.MlJJ:;;I'.M.s..~c..bnQJ.Q.gy. to mtd!S.\1.@...blQQQJ~d.....Ilill!.1~~~j!J1I2Qrt~.nl 
l?~.\;.llJJ.S.£...i.UllLs. deklt1iml.limit~ .. HJQ!Q1Q..\ys;rJb1i!1.Q.!!.l.£fJ:n~J):picallY .. ~Qd elini£!l.U.~ 
i!L!.!1Pl>iJ?XlQ.Ult.!4!s§ .• clbDHQ. ICPMS was used again in the current report in a new 
sample. 

The present study provides a more definitive confirmatioriofNigg et al (2008) in a larger 
sample, with additional covariates, with more examination of teacher ratings, and &.!hQ 
19_Wl<.lll..l~~.l!i.Qj:.Q!QilliJS;l!.~.m'<.Illi.\l!.~4jll.!iilii.Ji..Q!UQ..A.IlH12. !l.~~tll."'.Li!Lu.i!.m12L~ 
~l!1~.clcgCQI.t\J21!J2,Jh.QrC3mueliq.\:lJ~J~l<ttign.s.gf blood leas.! wi th likljJne ~Y.I!)JltQ!ru;-.9J 
!JYR..t;rac,:Ji.Y..lt)':..inw_!llsiy'jty.!l.~.M.§e,§$£g_\:l:UJI\Lc:tured c,:.liu!g)lin!ervi.ew oftill: . .PJllcJl1. 
.!Jxp.mt<;li.yltYM£n!;.Ql~ .. il[c-!,;jJhS<I._w_c.1!k.QUlI\U.nQ9s:rugQJ.1y.JJl;~.tlll\llit history Wh.\d.l..M~ 
tc.(LGll<;LI~I2Qft.Q.nJllc_Qjb.eLll'!D.Q,.tll!:J!~~.9.!.:.ill!i.QlLQJ:1l.LQQ!ik!!9...w.LtlLilli1!1~Jlt\.QJl.Cill.£.9.g!J.itL\'~ 
RLQ.12l9JXlli). ~-<ib.li\<l~.9jUP.aL~U!...ill.1£ik.f!.<m.£ri:;Q.l1lJ'\!..lli..!ll!jn~and i~J1.\!L.!JQl..J2!1.r~!)l 
QSM:!Y.J:;lIi!.[g~. 

Thus, like Nigg et al (2008), wefoulld that blood lead was reliably associated with 
hyperactivity butnol inattention when using DSM-IY ratings. However, like Chiodo et al 
(2007), we also found tbat Conners ratings revealed a clearer association of blood lead with 
cognitive problems than with hyperactivity-impulsivity in teacher ratings. This apparent 
disagreement across methods and raters could be readily understood. The Conners scales 
have slightly different items than the DSM-IY and are selected to be sensitive to 
intervention etTects (lead may be an intclvention). The Conners scales also had somewhat 
better normal distribution properties (for inattention, Shapiro-Wilk > .90 for matemal and >. 
80 for teacher ratings, versus weaker values for the respective DSM-IY scales). 
Furthermore, it is sensible to expect that teachers would have more opportunity to observe 
cognitive problems (relevant to classroom behavior), whereas parents and teachers might be 
equally good observers of hyperactive or impulsive behaviors. 

Wjtll!!lllh!l.t. inJni[ltj.1JlCP~Uc;xnJJJa.t~DlcJgc~jS.$li)J.[1I.tllcHkill:.,1n.att~nt19nt.c.Qg!li.t!\l.c 
!2rO.QLClm YlL"rc .. rcJ.i)!c\U..R~bIQQ_(tl\e_gd. Y:!heJ.tmhll§.\!r&?(L\'i.lLllu;:J~QDJJ£[.~Jm.Ln.Qlw.b.(;J1Jng1i~lJIcs! 
\l.i.~J2SM:' Y.~)ll1lPJ.Qms".Ibjltfi.m!iJlg"whjch.c"p.1!lit.l.§Jb<;J:[i9_U!jJft;r(('IK~ Q!!lW~!LChiQ,IQ.!!J 
{\!.n(,tol1~mLt:ti.lllul.L<:\LW).Q&),js dU~_l\u;jJJJ.\aJ.1w"giff~nUJ~m"~.s:1.QL!h~.betts;r 
12§X£h9m<;,\ri~"n..LQn£rtij;~~QfJJ19_C.Q!J.ll~r.LL'iQQlJ'. Further study to see whieh of tbose events 
is true will be of interest. In. coml·t\,~J.bYP'C~a~\iyjlybmp]JJ§iyityj.s.rel.!l.t!:d !ObJQQdl.e.\ld w.h.!:I] 
nlJ.~dby PilrCJ1Js,.!?\lt.bilscd911lhc.§c._d.atil.wc .. t.cntilli\')·tY5uggC:~Lt!l'l.uhi~ c:fti<cL!.l1ilyJ.?c 
~!.JPI1I:.c~.~Gdjp!c'1£llcrr?Jjng~ pX.s:hilfi.tJ:cl1tmcnLbi§!QIY· .o..Y..m\lt..Jb.~.QQ))s:ht~lQlJ...i~!I1.!!.th.o.th 
t\J)!LQ§YIll1?JQnL(!Ql!l11JJlflJlx.cJ~1i!t.c"gJQ"bJQJ!.gJ"'l!.\!' but that further consideration of the 
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hyperactive symptoms. For the Conners I·atings. the interaction of treatment status with 
bkJod kud was shy of signiiicancc for hyperactivity (8= .1 i, p~.064), but robust 1'01' 

cognitive problems (B= . 18. p·~.002). Again, for children not in treatment. the effect of 
blood lead 011 cognitive problems was easily seeli (with all covariates. 8=.17. p=.004); but 
not in the treated children (8= .13. p=.446). These interactions did 110t rcproduce when 
checked in the smaller Nigg ct al (2008) sample (all p> .20). 

DISCUSSION 

Whereas ADHD carries well-established genetic influences ori susceptibility (Waldman & 
Gizer, 2006), environmental risk factors may interact with tbat susceptibility ill complex 
ways (Purcell, 2002). Several studies have linked blood lead with ADH)); but usually in 
samples with lead levels much higher than Current population averagesiri the U.S. or 
Westem Europe. More recent studies have beguil to show thale'ven very low levels ofJead 
exposure « 5 flgldL), blood lead is associated with ADHD. Miggs!1lL{lQ.Q.81.",~~ the first 
low-lead study to look at children fonnally diagnosed with ADHD by standardized methods 
and !!leJj[~Ll(l.\I$JJd)Ms..!£.c.lillQJ.Qgy. to mt&Ht@...blQQ£\Jj;J~JL.Iilll1.1~£hn.QLQRwj!J1l2Ql1g.nl 
l?~.~_'lli§£..iUllL~. de!£.~timLUlD.ll.~1::lLfulQJ.Q..'1(£L!b1l!l9.1!.l~J.n~JY.p.lCa II y.~r;d el i n i~>tU.Y-ill: 
iD_!)1P5!JIJiQ.L>.J.t!d~~_QLbDH!2. lCrMS was used again in the current rcport in a new 
sample. 

The present study provides a morc dCtlnitive eonfinnatiori of Nigg et al (2008) in a larger 
sample. with additional covariates, withmore examinationofkaeher ratings, and ill.!h~ 
!!,tYi<:;].t!'<.~~.Qj:.9.lQilllJs;".d..~l!lI<.il.S..1ll.t;.g_LI1.!§ljJiQlUQ..A.illlD. !L<;:QU[ill.illltb~Jjll.~UJWJP-.Le. 
s<:L'.~t<;i! (QI.bJ)1!l2JU£r!: .P.lc_ rei iitbJ.c. f.«1 aJi.9IlLQf blood leaJl wi th I ifu.!jl!I~~\])J1J.Q!illL9J 
IJYR~Lag.ti.Y.\.t)':.iJJJpJlkly'jlY. f!Lill;§~§SSJlJ:Jy_s.!r\Letured gJiui£llJ...in!ervi_cw 0 f tLli!.jJJlJg)1. 
ll:i~Jil-<Jiy.i1y .. <,;lJcs<t~ .. '![e_!<i.Ul£LW_Q,\!l\. QUl.LU!lQQj;..rnl,QJl:LlL~.i!ll\lli~h.\aL.1l.As.cim:l 
!Y.(!!:.ll.GLI~PQft.QllJb];_Q!!m~11i!!).ct.~Ul1')!~~.9.o,;i.Sl!i.91LQJ:hlQQ!ik1liillLtLLilli1H~Jlt(gILUlL£.9.g'litLy.~ 
R!:Q.RlcXl}~). ~_QQJi9l~"0jUllli!:~Ulill1fl..t<';'!'9!£r.£.!l.LU1,\;L'LUllj!l~~nd il~J!.\l.LJl.Ql_ll~.KI)! 
,I2.S M , I Y!:~.tj!lg,~. 

Thus, like N igg et al (2008). we found that blood lead was reliably associated with 
hyperactivity but not inattention when using DSM-1V ratings. However, like Chiodo el al 
(2007), we also found that Conners ratings revealed a clearer association of blood lead with 
cognitive problems than with hyperactivity-impulsivity in teacher ratings. This apparent 
disagreement acmss methods and raters could be readily understood. The Conners scales 
have slightly different items than the DSM-IV and arc selected to be sensitive to 
intervcntion effects (lead may be an intervcntion). The Conners scales also had somewhat 
better normal distribution properties (for inattention, Shapiro-Wilk > .90 for matemal and >. 
80 for tcacher ratings, versus weaker values for the respective DSM-IV scales). 
Furthermore, it is sensible to expect that teachers would have more opportunity to observe 
cognitive problems (relevant to classroo1l1 behavior), whereas parents and teachers might be 
equally good observers ofhypemctivc or impulsive behaviOls. 

Wj tll.i1IHh ,JJ, i I.l.!lli [lQ.J! IC.I?iltJc;xnJll"t.£.ll.KrgC$. i$.;;.liJJ.rati}c likw: .. J.lli!!Lc)J 1l9!V.C9g),li.(i.v.c 
llrot*11)5 ~C!c .. rcJg!-,~LtQ. hI.Q9Stk~p. Y!!lC).L DJ<::?§JJ1·!;.dY.i.n_ tlwe Q!).!l.C[~ .bllLllQL y.:!J."-n ... 1]leg~1,1I~J! 
Yi.~QSMc''{.§}'1llj)J!llns.cJ:bj~jlllPjl1g,Jyhjs:.h.ex.R.1.nill,ub~ .. !-!Li9L.9jff~rell~'<; b!'t':"J;I"U_Chip\JQ_cJ 
ilIJ19 .. Q1L\l!!.~Lt:h~J:L~LLf.Q.Q~J.jHllle_l\L9Jb.c.Lth\,'_Qiff<;L£ll!_iJem.sg! .. QL!h'"-.~r 
12~y~hom<;tricP.LQP<;.rtic;.~QGJ1.9 .. C.(1)Jl<;r~J,,&CQt};;. Further stndy to sec which of those cvents 
is true will be of interest. )D. eontl·n.sJ,I.1YP'cca9tiyi!ybnH?1l!siyityj.:U£19J~p toblQQ<Jlead Wh..CI.! 
raJe.d by PiUe.Pt.S, .b\lt .. OascdQU .rlwsc.J;jJHil. ':".c.tcntmi.y.c!x.suggc,ttJ14'u!Us cft\;~L!llnyJ)l; 
:;!! 11 J11e~~G.djl1.1 ~<\~llCLr?J iDg~ b_'!~.b.ll,l. JJ91.1tm .. mL!.1i.~(9)Y· (),Y,tr.&!l •.. th, ... \;9!.1$;L\t~lQL1..i~ tlwJ .. h.o,th 
AJ)IIQ SYI:D!!J911.l.l1Q!)JiJ.iilO.l\t:G.mLQ.t.c .. QJQ_hIQQdJGitl!. but that further consideration of the 
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measurement scale and treatmcnt effects remains important in quantifying thcse 
associations. 

Page 8 

Limitations of this study should be noted. Most important, it is unclear howwell conCUlTenl 
lead levels reflect risks that probably occulTed earlier in development. Effects of lead on the 
brain may depend on age of exposure (Manton et ai., 2000). The ages of exposure and the 
peak early exposure level of the children in this study are unknown. However, the exposure 
levels observed are consistent with U.S. national levels in children at this age. Those U.S. 
surveys indicate that even preschool ehildrcn average less than 5 Ilg/dL of exposure (CDC, 
2005). Second,it is possible that hyperactive children ingested more lead, rather than that 
lead influenced hyperactivity. However, tbe only study we are aware of to test that question 
(D'lvid et aI., 1977) found that lead levels were not elevated in hyperactive children with a 
known organic etiology (e.g., head injury), but were elevated in other hyperaetive ehildren. 
Further. all extensive animal experimental literature suggests lead has eausal effects on 
neurodcvelopment that make it a plausible influence on ADHD (Cory~Slechta, 1995). Thus, 
the most parsimonious summary of the data is likely that lead influenced ADHD rather than 
the reverse. 

Last, this. was nota I'andolllpcipulaiionsample, so sampling biases cannot be mled out 
(characteristics of ref users were unknown). The sample was economically somewhat more 
well off, less representative of minority groups, and less lead-exposed than the nation as a 
whole. This may have resulted in under-estimation of effect magnitudes in relation to lead 
exposure and ADHD, although effect sizes reported were similar to those reported by 
Chiodo et al (2007) in a lower income, Afi'ican American sample. !!1_~hQr!.lhl~.§!IL~ 
s;onfirmStnatAIlI:U2, both as ~lll1~.Ym.l219.!rtlUm\\HJ,§"tQ.!l.J~J'!.§lipciat~d wi .. tl1 
hl.ggli.JSlJtQ.level at IQw e~'U!!:£ level~."J:"y'<;;JLbJili?}Y.1.~.J!gLdJ". 

In conclusion, b~\l11d-levels Q[.lead.QX-P..9_~lIle w<a;S!.J!§socil!!",gJ:'{i,th AQHD in a 
clinicalli"charagJeri?;ed sanl~_,J!l thelQ}ycst l~vel~ .. QLhl!lQ..QJ5<?d eY~I..§..ty'9.jed in .. rr:latiol)JQ 
ADHD. andln both parent and teach~J: rellQfis"Ihis eviq.mGk.t!lilJ..ADI!!2Jllld...it{UiY.ID.J2!Qm 
QQ!l1m.!lli are aW..!l<;i!!!£..(t~ith QloQ..ct.19ad h;!§Jill.b.\£L;;ig)1i1i91\!}!jmplk\!!iQ!l§,.b~£.ru!§£ 
~J2oSl!J:9_unJh~range st\Lcl.M.b~~lajl1 wiQS;"~Pl:£.€l..Q.!tY....defi njJ.i,Q!LI&g9.£nw~"m:£j.§..l! 
121Sl.\g;jble n.eJl.n,tl:tiologi£i!L~?..!l.qig~!S;JQLi!lYQlY£.nl£IlU!)"ADJ! r:Lhe\;Jl1!§.el!Jji.;lrllP!~lnid.braiJl 
ll9P'~min£.JlnsLoths;.r..ll£!!rotransmi!isio].£ixs;.vi!l:.Yi£91:t:Sle9l!l!l.,.f.Q.Q~~§'Y.§1.e.l11s tlli!.tm:e alsQ 
!nwJicate1LiD. A D l:l(:Lili.i.gg,.1.QQ§1.1L£ontrib!!t£§!Q~WmLi§J1Ql'L!I.!lJi1!!QrgillgJ2Q.9.y""Qf 
I i tera!YL~linkilllLA..J2J.:!.!2.!9 lead.....9JillQ.§ure_~Y£.!L&LlQP-lJJlllLQJ1!Y.P.i£!l~.J2Q"§..\l.U;s. Implj,@ti.\t!lli 
fgr pre~.!l!iQn .. p-ruJice"J!11d policY.J:Yl!t[QllLfurti),£f dis~J,I~S§iQJ1. 

Key points 

Lead is a known neurotoxicant previously associated with ADHD at high exposure 

Recent studies suggested low, popUlation typical exposures may also related to 
ADHD 

Current study obtained fresh confirmation in a sample with very low, population 
typical lead exposure 

Children with ADHD had higher lead level than children without ADHD 

Both parent and teacher reports confirm the association of blood lead with ADHD 
symptoms. 

Further review of actionable lead level exposure in children is indicated 

.I Child Psych,,! Psychioli:v. Author manllscript; available in PMC 2011 January l. 

220

z 
s: 
J. 

"0 » 
?r ::r o .... 

Nigg el fit 

measurement scale and treatment effects remains important in quantifying these 
associations. 

Page 8 

Limitations of this study should be noted. Most important, it is unclear how well concurrent 
lead levels reflect risks that probably occurred earlier in development. Effects of lead 011 the 
brain may depend on age of exposure (Manton ct ai., 2000). The ages of exposure and the 
peak early exposure level of the children in this study are unknown. However, the exposure 
levels observed are consistent with U.S. national levels in children at this age. Those U.S. 
surveys indicate that even preschool children average less than 5 J.lg/dL of exposure (CDC, 
2005). Second, it is possible that hyperactive children ingested more lead, rather than that 
lead influenced hyperactivity. However, tbe only study we are aware of to test that question 
(Diwid et aI., 1977) found that lead levels were not elevated in hyperactive children with a 
known organic etiology (e.g., head injury), but were elevated in other hyperactive children. 
Further, an extensive animal experimental literature suggests lead has causal effects on 
neurodevelopment that make it a plausible influence on ADHD (Cory-Slechta, 1995). Thus, 
the most parsimonious summary of the data is likely that lead influenced ADHD ralher than 
the reverse. 

Last,this, was nota rahdompcipulalion sample, so sampling biases canllot be ruled out 
(characteristics of ref users were unknown). Thc sample was cconomically somewhat more 
well off, less representative of Illinority groups, and less lead-exposed than the nation as a 
whole. This Illay have resultedinunder-cstimation of effect magnitudes in relation to lead 
exposure and ADHD, although effect sizes reported were similar to those reported by 
Chiodo ct al (2007) in a lower income, African American samplc. hullQr!~§nLC!Y 
£9Jlfjrms·th.!!!:.AQ.liI2Jioth as ~~_lmIl...l!.uYnm!.9lrl.llim~Q.li.iQ.!}di!§.:lpei<!tC<.d with 
hl.9.Ill:I.J!lJt<iill.y£j' atJQXYJ<~J2Q.~1!r.!<ky. .. l~..Jl..Y.exL.\.lgkm:.1~ J!gLQl, .. 

).n conclusion, b~\!lld-leve!§..Q.[Lead£:.w..9_s.!!r~Sl£ . .!!§socia,!,"~.L.Y{iJh APHD in a 
clini<;?lli .. chara<j£!j,?;cd sanl!W~ilt.!!:H<lQ1'>',~_ill~ve!.~~9fJ:>]QQsIJs;.ad cy!<x..li.t.!!9j£lil!l!£1!!J.iQlJ.1Q 
t\DHD an£U.ll.h9th parent and teach£U:£IlQrJ.5.LTbjs CViQ.Q)lCJ;;.LiwlADll!2Jl11>i..it$.§Y!!l.J21Q,D) 
QQmru.!ll are ag;_QQ(l!£.(tiYJ1hJ1]Q9..ctJ~1L<Lh~§'JillJJ.£[.~.ig)lW£(lntjmpJi£(l!iQu,§~Q.~£.~.Qg 
Y~llOSl!!9 .. Ul1JIKf.!ll~tllqMbni<.I£.[ll~.iQY.~PL<;:.~Q.Q.y..Q~Jit1jli.QlLl£ll.~L\!KP_Q~.~I.I..~.j,~':l 
Qli.!J!lll91Ult;;Jl.rl2l?)oIQgi£i.!.LI<1I..!l.QiQilKJ9Li!LYQ1Y£.J11£.!1t il1.bl21:1 PJ?,~~,~!!~ .. ~j.!_qiBrJIP.!~Jni9J2rQi!1 
QQPltill.U)£.i!I1.~L91hf!.:.n\m[ptrallsI11i,~siol].£iLc.!!i\l~'£J.QgIY.:.S.l£s:JJ.t,\i, .. fQ9,Sj,_~Y§!.~J).li..th!!!...1lr\t.alsQ 
!!:!lPJicateiLllJ. A 0 l:U2.~(i1.l!..£ontrib1!!S;.§ .. lQ.\Y!lQLi~J1.Q'Y_?ll.g!l9..rgjQg_bm.lY..<.?f 
liteXfll\lKlin~.i!}gA.I2HI2.19_leac!S)H1.9.SYIL!<Y.!<1lJ!ttlQllU.11l.1i..oJltYJ!.1~J.>;;5..P.Q.~4!S.1i • .lm1?Ji.@tj.Q!l§ 
f9~Y£n!i.Qn ... !lms:Jj Ced!!UJi c:oY\!!@.!l!lllll.b.~LQl$f.Uj§.iQl)· 

Key points 

Lead is a known netlrotoxicant previously associated with ADHD at high exposure 

Recent studies suggested low, population typical exposures may also related to 
ADHD 

Current study obtained fresh confirmation in a sample with very low, popUlation 
typical lead exposure 

Children with ADHD had higher lead level than children without ADHD 

Both parent and teacher reports confirm thc association of blood lead with ADHD 
symptoms. 

Further review of actionable lead level exposure in children is indicated 
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measurement scalc and treatmcnt erJCcts remains important in quantifying these 
nssocintions. 
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Limitations of this study should be noted. Most important. it is unclear how well conelllTent 
lead levels reflect risks that probably occurred earlicr in development. EtTeets of lead 011 the 
brain may depend on age ofcxposurc (Manton et al .• 2000). The ages of exposure and the 
peak early exposure level of the children in this study are unknown. However, the exposure 
levels observed are consistent with U.S. national levels in children at this age. Those U.S. 
surveys indicate that even preschool childrcn average less than 5 J.lgidL of exposure (CDC. 
2005). Second, it is possible that hyperactive children ingested more lead, rather than that 
lead influenced hyperactivity, However, tbe only study we arc aware of to test that question 
(David et aI., 1977) found that lead levels were not elevated in hyperactive children with a 
known organic etiology (e.g" head injury), but were elevated in other hypcractive children, 
Further, an extensive animal experimental literature suggests lead has causal effects all 
ncurodcvelopment that make it a plausible influence on ADHD (Cory-Slechta. 1995). Thus, 
the most parsimonious summary of the data is likely that lead influenced ADHD rather than 
the reverse. 

Last,'this. was not'a randoillpopulation sample. so sampling biases cannot be ruled out 
(characteristics of rei users were unknown). The sample was economically somewhat more 
well ofr. less representative of minority groups, alld less Icad-exposed than the nation as a 
whole. This may have resulted in under-estimation of effect magnitudes in relation to lead 
exposure and ADHD. although effect sizes reported were similar to those reported by 
Chiodo ct al (2007) in a lower income, African American saJllplc.l!L$.hQrJ.lhl~§!P.Qy' 
fQlUJLI!lS th~!..AQ.!lQJ1oth as ~'illsl...!!uymJllil.!l,-9iill.~I).§iQ.!!.i§..i!?.§pci'l!.sd willi 
b I o'\14Js;.~-'iill.~1.1!U.Q.l-Y",!;."'Ill1~~.ky.~i~..Jl.Ye.nJl..s:19Jl::.l.~ .ggLc!l, .. 

J.!Ll<.onclusion, Q.~\!m!:1~~Q.LLead £,(\Jl..Q.s,!lK1l'_«cQJ15,sOC iat<;'9"Y{iJtLilPH Il.in a 
c I iniglllY.chara().!cri.c~Q..sallw.L'h!\ Uge.lgl",C,llJJeVC!$, of pJQ'lSl.1'<il.(.t~V\;L§.t\!g.i£<LU) f'; l!!.liQIJJQ 
ADHD, ilmLi.\l.Q9th pars:nt 1l.[l..Q tcaffigl',n;pgrtB,This cvidc)lCJa.lJlllAP.ll!LallQ..jt§..l!y'.I!\I2191Jl 
gillmli~. a re a~tQqfl!£..(J.~i1h b lQ9..9 .!"A..q.J.J.a~):i!.lJJ.<;:L~.i g)Jijj.,:~!)J.im IIIiJ.;,<'.t\Q!l§ • .Q.<;£'~ll~ 
.9l$j2Q§J!I9S illJll£..!.l!11.&U!.)L(!kQ1JsI\;j3;nlnJ.~iq.9liPl~<;,aQJl..yA!'Jlnili,QnJ&a.(L<;2\.P_Q~l'.L".i,~~ 
pla.\l~lQJQ.llCJlml?iQ).Qgj£al~~lldjQ~tgJQLi!L\::Qj yglH.,nl inbP!1 PJd.e.c.aJ!5.l<.il_dilir.UPJ~Jn i,l.b!'llln 
gQll~mi1)s: .. il.llf\..Q!h£!Jlgl![9trallpllli.~ji.QIJ.£ir,£l,!l\!xJ£9JY.:.S.!!r9.b.tll, .. ~Q!l.5..1_~':I§.t~))]Hh<i\.JlI~_alsQ 
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!9.L.l1!:£~.n!iQn~llmsJi.~£dHllW9J i CDY!ln:§.1lLtrll!.b£[ .Qi§f_Uj~i.9J). 

Key points 

Lead is a knoWlllleilrotoxieant previously associated with ADHD at high exposure 

Reccnt studies suggested low, population typical exposures may also rel3ted to 
ADHD 

Current study obtaincd frcsh confirmation in a sample with very low, population 
Iypical lead cxposure 

Children with ADHD bad higher lead level than children without ADHD 

Both parent and teacher reports confirm the association of blood lead with ADllll 
symptoms. 

Further review of actionable lead level exposure in children is indicated 
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~ % ODD (Lifclimc} 2% 19'X,h J~%lo J~%< <01 
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'" I) ·("mllcl!> Oppo"itinni11 4S 1(7)" 55,7(13)1> ~it7 (!·H' M .. l(!j)' "":,01 

§ P,('ollnl.'rs ADl tD 1l,.Ii,:X ~6.4(l)·' 61.S00'll! 70.2(10)" 72.7(101" .;"J)! 

" q T·('onncL'; Cognil\\'c ,IS 2(7)" ,,3(10)" 51.'1(91" M)2(1Ul" .:JH 
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r,C!lllllcn; Oppo~j\l()nal '17.1{-t).1 52.1\(12)1> 5LJ(9)h 577(12), <.O! 

T·Cnnncrs AOI Ii> lnoe ... 49.ll'»~ :'iL1(lJ)h 6!l.4(10)" (l(t.l(IIY <,(11 

fY<> trealctl !>limlllanis (lilclimc) u% 7'X, 2S% 4X"/;, <.01 

l?,U pI cGnal!!:Y :.mOK(; ~.2% 13.~% HH1";;, D,I'V" 
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Table 1 

Sample Summary Statistics (Mea" and SWl1(iard Devialion) 

Con trill "NOS" ADlID·rl ADIID·C 

99 ,., 47 

fY"nwic 4J%n 4~%~ MIf).;,1> 7411,,1\ <.I)~ 

'- % While 73');;," J~"/L>b 81"/,,' RI%" <.O~ 

9 ("hiitlaS..:t~m')';) llm.l)" ! Lg(2A)..I, 12.4C2.5}" IO.6{2.6)h .OS 
~ 
.~ Annnal hm1l..: II)(OI11C {5k) $71,<l1}' 67.4(21}.oh $) 4(42)'" 63 9(42"~' ,os 

t % IIl1<.iCt' 1)O\,cl1y ]jne ($21.20u) 4. (}O;',. :\'I'Y,,~ 4 2'Y~' 1 1.1 "i.t. <.01 

~ Chilit FilII Sc:dc to I07.Y(12) 1049(11) lf12 2(!~) IOJ o1l15} 
::i 
". KSAI)S 11\;\fI(,lHi!)J1 Lif~lilltc 0.6(1 n' ,I ~\2.7)1> 7.6(1.1)' ,,(U)" <.01 (5' 
:; 

K$ADS llypo:HlL'th'c I.il'climc 2,R(V))" ;!.1 ~2 ,I)I- 6.9(1.7}" ~ OJ 
> 

O.4l0.R)· 

} K~AJ)$ 11\;)IIClllioll CUITCnl O.6tl.l)~ 4.J{2.7)" 7·'(1.1)' 7~II.W <JH 

I 
KS-ADS IIYI"!HlI.:llI'C Cllf(!,':n! (),oIol8),1 2.7\2 X}b l.7l1.K)h 66(1 :W <.01 

reacher AflllD ItS Inan S'I: {) )J{I.lla L4(26)" Up.])h ·U(l.4l" <.Ill 

~ I'em:hcr A0110 RS 1 111l $;"1. l),2iO.X};1 1.1{2A)11 (),7{L,))l> J.2(.1.4Y c III 

;; % ("ondu.:\ O\~)Hkl (Lire) O'X.a 9.4~;;.h 7.4%,1' I)~~{ <.fli 

~ -r;, (01) (IAI.:,im\!) 2'1;, 
0-

19','1,1, 1.<.%11 31\:%" .~ (II 

~ 1>.{·()lln"'f,,,Cn~l111ivt' 4",~(br' 6) I}il !)I> 71 ('('J)' 71,1(11)' or. O! 

" .? 

i) t~,Co!lIIL'!.' IlypL'I;,clt\'lty i(),7{·O' :-').1(\ It S~ 2(12)h 72 1(111' ., 
1)'(\)1111 ... ,,, ()1~IH~:;,ili"tI:ll 457(7)" .<..~,"t 11)1> 5>t7{!.tt 64.1(l,W -.,(Ii 

~ 1'·('(}llnl,:l~ADll[) IlI.kx .I6,·Hh}·' 6U(lOP 70.2{IO)h 72.711ll1' .q)! 

~ T·('Otllll:IS( f>gml\ve 'lK:?(7),l ":\]110)" ""7A(,,)h hI) :!(IU)h <',lH 

1-('tmnelsIIY1KI:lCII'vl' ,j<J.s(IJ)" 51,R(II)'1'I <;"uonl> 611(l~f <.(11 

r· (·{I.HlCl ~ Oppll:o;i I 1\)1):11 n.I{-W 52.1i:(1Z')i' ~l J(9}1. 511( 12)~ <,01 

r,('n!lllcr.~t\!)lmll\lk.'( 4?lt'>}' 51 .. h13)1> 6!l.4{IOl" (,h.)(II)'· ...:.fJl 

'Y"lfl'i\lettMim1l1.ml)\(lilclil11c) n% "''' 2~'}:, ,1R,},;, <.01 

I~" Pll.'l:'W\'Io.::y )'IlWKc ~2% 1).8% UHr"?" l).I'Y .. 

( hllri llll~djtl31!;'d \'.loo..i 1c~I(j i).2{.)1))~ 1l.7f<C::<-t),,1> n{3'i)~I' ,8~(4·nt' 

= 

Table 1 

Sample Summary Slatislics (Meall and Swmlard Devinlion) 

Cnntrnl "NOS" ADllo·r! AOllD·C 

N 99 " 47 [" 

'y"nHlk ,1)%" "w~,,~ oM"';,1> 74'Y,,1' <l)!I 

'- % \Vhl'~ 7)",;,,1 .11%1> KI%" HI%" q)~ 
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[ % ImdcllP,no.:lly 11m: {$21,2.0m -+ n~(,,. II'Y,,· 41'Yo' ?U'I".h <.01 
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() 410ll.)' 1t.'}(I.Tr 
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~ 
KS-ADS lIYI"'r~"l1I'C CUf{ .. nl OA{!i.S).1 2.7\2i!}h UtUqlo l'i6(11I)' <.(11 

~ 
1"1,;;.chctAllllt) It.') In:l.ll 5'1 fJJI(I.lla ~ <1 (2 (1)' \.I{J.J)l. ·U(J.~l' <.Ill 
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.- p·(·,)m\O:I~ ()1~ITl\~jh.,n:l1 ·157(7)"' ~.':1{!1t 5iU{!·it' (,4, )(I~}' ..... nl 

~ 1'·(·Ol1lll.'l",,\DlID 111,1.,:\ -I6.HI>)-' ()15(IO)i' 10.2{IO)" rJ..7(11))1o ql! 

,~ 1·( 'lll'ol1L"~ ( 0!!,1111\'l' 'lK:":?)-' ;;;;.ltlll)" '"'lA(I))" M):!{W)" ~.tH 

I-t '('P1!<:'~ Ilyp':r:lclI ..... · ti"(':!})" ~ 1 X{ 1\ }jh q1(t!lh (\17(13)," ":.UI 

r·( ~1"11C'~ Oppll~II"'n;.1 HI{·l)"' 52.)i;{11lb :-1J(')}I. 577(12{ <,,()\ 

1 ('<ll1n..::f.~ A/)!!O 111\1<.;.'. 4'>.lt'»)' ~7 .h13,l. ftll.4IHll" (,f>,1{!IY ..... HI 

'Y~\rl'''l .... ,t 'li,tllll,H\I<;(lifl'l1Inc) u~", YO; ;O~'~:, ·IX'}'" <,ut 

'~" l'l~l:HM1~~' ~mvk~ x2'i;, I HI" .. , 10 (y"", 1).I·Y~ 

( )\1\41 "l\~dj\l~I<.'d blon.d lead D."!(.)')" IJ. r/(~ .:! >t ",I. 7.2{3"}"" ,ll~( 4<1]," ',.1>1 

= 



Note·.f 10 Table I: KSADS symptom scores and diagnQ~s ATC lifelime unless O!hcrwi~1! m~rked. For dimellsIonal SCOI1:S. JlO1il.hoc Tuke), tcslS were conducled if V.nrlru'l('I!S were hOnltlgC1)llW.; or the DunMI 
Tl Pt).\I hoc ir ... arinnc.:s wcre not homogenous, Dilli:rCl1l11ujlCrscriptl' indiet'llc p"ir-wi~ diflcrcllcl!'$ on posl·hoc tests,,} p<.05. 1:01' cumple, ",," ILnJercolHrol Couners' Cogniliw indlcil1C.~" sig:ulIkam 
dilrcrcn~ Iro(ll "0" for ADIII)·Pllor tOOs..'UitC \-!triable; t)t.'(;fUlse ADI1D·C <1IS0 hm; ,,"b" il dilTcl1l I'rOlllcOIllrols also. bUI not frorn ADIID·Pl ·';l.b" ind;etllc" docs nol diller rl'onll~ gruu!, witb the "u" or 
"b" superscript ADIID·PI ""lnUl1Clllive type; ADlID·C-t:'olllbu1cd type. !lovl:ny i;;. ddincd a .. <; .'10% oflltc mctlian hOHS..:-hold income' llCS50,2)) in the U.S. in 2001 (1M'!> Ofn.1tionaJ populatirlll below Ill.n 
cnlof!), in keeping with onc Iype of convcntion lor dclining poverty, 'lllC c{lmrmrisons in Ihis tlibl!!: do nnl conlrol for sihling l\on"ind~flCndcncc. 
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Noft'.I 10 Table I: KSADS 5ymp~om scores ,\lid diagllo.\cli nrc 1il'l."liun: unless OIherwi:;o: marko:d. For dimensional fi.\:(lICS. pa~I·I\(jc Tuk..::y IO:sIS were .:onduc1I:d if ~·.nfi.;ul(I!S were honHlI:I(1)llW;; or [be Dlilmel 
TJ p\l-'l hue ir ... "riunc.cs were lIoll1(\QwgcnO\I$, Di!1'crCl1L lillptrScriptl' indt.,;:t\!c l1i'\ir-wi~ dif/CTCIlCI!'I.OIl pOSI·h(lo:: tests ill P< 05. For cxamph::, "a" l'llt!..::r cOlluol C()llncrs' COl:!nllivc il\l1icmc.~;'\ "i~llln..::"m 
dilrcn,ml..~ from "0" for ADIID·P! l'or tOO."'"'ol(: \'nriahle: bt'(:ft\lsC ADIID-C ill.!itl hm; n ""b" il dilTcli> fromcMlrols ;\150. but n!)t frorn ADIID·Pl ";10" illdi"::"le~ does nol diller rronl L~ l:rultl' wi,11 the "u

R or 
"bl> ~upcrscript ADlID·PI "'lnallclllTvo: t),Il\!: ADlID·C-colllou1cd !)'PC. l'ovcny i~ dclincd a .. <; 50% Ofl"c mCllil1n h{)us~h('lltl ineon}\.' il' $~,2)) in the U.S. in 2001 O(jtYloofn.'uiona) IlOPtllatillll hcluWlblit 
cnlojl), In keeping with onc lyre tit' COI1VCtltiM lor dclining pnvcrt)'. 'I1te COmpflrf);On.'> In Ihis t .. oll! ,)0 1*\1 control I'fIr ~ihiing I\fln ind~JlCIl\1cncc 

NOll'S 10 Tab!e I: KSADS li),mr)(Om ~()n::; ,lull dbgllo.'>C1> ale lili:lillW unl~:i'~ {)\h~n"i~o: milr~O:II. For dllll<;I1'<;1011"'! M:flI1;", pml·IHlc TLlk.,;y LC;.LS W";I"; (Ond~"I .. d il" \·ali.l./IO.:"~ wen; hom(lg~n<'lls. or t1, .. Dulln .. L 
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Nigg et al. 

Table 2 

Median Blood Lead Level of Current Replication Sample, Nigg et al(2008), U.S. National Sample, and 
Selected Europcan Data By Two Age Groups 

8amille Years 8 .. rvcyed 'YnMalc Age in years Mcanlmcdi~n blood lend ,lgldL 

Adolescents 

U.S.A. (CDc' NHANES) 1999,2002 50% 12-19 0.94 .. 1.10 

Western Europe2 1996-2000 50% 0-18 3.5 

Nigget 312007 (1\~115) 2005-2006 64% 12-'7 1.03 (SE=.05) 

Current sample (n~96) 2006-2008 53% 12-17 0.68 (SE~.()3) 

Children 

U.S.A. (CDC NHANES) 1999,2002 50% 611 1:25-1.51 

Sweden'! 2005,2007 SO% 7··11 1.31-1.32 

Clliodo ci "I (2007) 1996-1997 51%, 6-7 5.0 

Nigg el al 2007 (n~"35) 2005-2006 63% g·-II 1.04 (SE~.09) 

Current samille (n= 140) 2006-2008 63% 6··11 O.77(SE=.OJ) 

Page 13 

I CI)(>Center.; for Disease Control; the U.S. national (from tile CDC NHANES sample) reneel surveys at two points in lime, one in 1999 ilnd one 
in 2002. The lower value represents the 2002 value, .ndthe higher value represents the 1999 value. 

\Vcslern Emope I'CI)I"CSCIlIS" meta.nnalytic avemge computed by !'ewu'ell ct "I (2004) from studies in Denmnrk, Sweden, Germany, Fmllee, Isruel, 
and Greece in Ihe laiC 1990's. 

'!Slroml)erg cl al. 2007. The recenl tlala reprcsC11l1Wn cHies measured two years "p"rt. 

J eilild PSI'cim/ P,,),chialrv. Author manuscript; available in PMC 20 II ,January I. 
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Nigg ct (\1. 

Table 2 

Median Blood Lead Level of Current Replication Sample, Nigg et al (2008), U.S. National Sample, and 
Sdected European Data By Two Age Groups 

Saml)le Yelus sUr'vc)'ed 'YoMnle Age in ),cflrs Mean/modi.n blood leud IIg/dL 

Adolescents 

U.S.A. (CDc' NHANES) 1999,2002 50% 12-19 0.94··1.10 

Westcrn Europe2 1996-·2000 50% 0-18 3.5 

Nigg <1,1 2007 (n~ 115) 2005- 2006 64% 12- 17 1.03 (SE~.05) 

Current ::mmpk: {n-96) 2006··2008 53/)/0 12-17 0.68 (SE-.OJ) 

Childrell 

U.S.A. (CDC NHANES) 1999,2(102 50%) 11 1.25-1.51 

Swcdcn3 2()()S, 2007 50% 7·-11 1.31 -1.32 

Chiodo <I ,,1 (2007) 1996-1997 51%, 6-7 5.0 

Nigg <I a12007 (!l~-35) 200S-2006 63% &-11 1.04 (31.:=.09) 

Currem "11111'10 (n= 140) 2000-2008 63% 6·11 0.77(SI.:=.03) 

Page 13 

I CDC'-'Centers fIJf Disca:-;c Control. Ihe U.S. mlliollid (from the CDC NHANES 'sfilnple) rcneet surveys at two points in time, one in 1999 imd one 
ill 2002. The lower value represents lhe 2002 value, and the higher value represents the 1999 value. 

2Wcslcrn Europe ICprcscnt$ ,I mct'HUlOIlytic uvcnlgc c()mplIlcd by FcwlrcH Cluj (2004) rrom studies ill DcnmMk, Swedcn, Germany. France,isrnet. 
and Greece ;\1 the l<llc 1990'!'. 

3Slromberg C! al. 2007 The n:-ccnt dillll represent IWO (;l!ic~ measured two ye,m: apart. 

.J Chddl)"i,l'f Imll}syduafIY. Author manllscrip!; available in PMe: 2011 ,January 1. 

Nigg ct <II 

Table 2 

Median Blood Lead Level of Current Rcplicntioll Sample, Nigg et al (2008), U.S. National Sample, and 
Selected European Data By Two Age Groups 

Suml)le Yellrs Surveyed 'YoMnle Age ill Yl'ArS Mean/median blood feud tlg/dL 

AdolcsC'cnls 

U.S.A. (CDc' NHANES) 1999.2002 50% 12-19 0.94··1.10 

Wc:;lcm EllIlJpC': 1996-·2000 50% 0-1 R l.S 

Nillil CI ,12007 (n~ll\) 200S-21l01> 64'10 12- 17 Ul) (510".05) 

CUff(;nt samph: {n-96) 2006··200R 53% 12- 17 0.6R (SE-.OJ) 

Children 

U.s.A. (CDC NHA "lOS) 1999.2(0) 50% II 1.25-1.51 

Swcdcn3 :WOS, 1007 50% 7· II 1.)1 -1.32 

Chi,)(!o I;'lal (2007) 199()-1997 51%, 6-7 5.0 

Nigg Cl al2007 (!I"-35) 2005-200(, ()3% R-II 1.04 (5[;-.119) 

CtllTl'lH sample (n= r 40) 20116-2008 63%1 6··11 O.77(SE=.OJ) 

Page .3 

I CDC-Centers for Disc;):;!! COlllrol. the U.S. !l,llion:!! (from Ihe CDC NHANES .~anl.ple) rcnect smveys at tWO poims in lime. one ill 1999 lind one 
in 1002. The lower value I'cprc:::'CJlt3 the 2002 value, and the lughC'f value represenls the 1999 value, 

2wc!>!cm Emore iCprC~e!lt~:1 IliC\iI'llllalytic u,'cnlSc l"tJlnputcd by h::w!rcl1 cl.ll (2004) from studIes HI Dellni<lrk, Sweden, GermllllY, Fral1cc-, lsrill!t. 
and Greece ;\1 the 1ntl.: 191)()':;, 

3SImmbcrg C'l al 2007 'J he n~ccnt dil\;,! represent IwO <':I!ic~ IllC,\:\Hl'cd two YCiJr:-; apart, 

J Chiftll\1'( hoi !\ychnfry. i\uIlHH I;Mm!~Cnpi. il..,<lilabic in PM(: 2011 Jan\lary 1. 
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Nigg Cl al. Page 14 

Table 3 

Regression Analyses of Lead assoCiation with Parent-Reported ADHD Symptoms, Standardized Results 
Showing Parameter (standard error) 

KSADS Lifetime Conners 

'nattention 

Without 10 cOY'lried 

Age 

Sex 

Income 

Hemoglobin 

Smoking 

Blood lead 

.06(.07) 

.29(.20) 

. 12(.07)+ 

With IQ Coyaried 

Age .05(.07) 

Sex ( 

Income ( 

Smoking .24(.21) 

Hemoglobin .01(.06) 

10 

Blood Lead .11(.07) 

Hyp.lmp 

.02(.07) 

.03(.23) 

Cognitive 

.13(.07)+ .07(.08) 

.27(.22) 

.19(.06) .,' .21(.07)" .26(.07) ••• 

.12(.07) .06(.OR) 

( ( 

( 

.01(.23) .22(.22) ( 

.04(.07) ( 

( 

.18(.06)'" .20(.07)" .25(.07)'" 

I'arameter e~til11atc" are ~tandardized as explained in Method. Sex is coded 1 ~male, 2=fcmale. 

+ 
1'<.10; . 
p<.05, .. 

Il .01, ... 
Il .001. 

J Child Psychol PSI'chiolrv. Author manuscript; iIVaiiable in I'Me 20 II Jal1lHllY I. 
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Nigg ct al. Page 14 

Table 3 

Regression Analyses of Lead association with Parent-Reported ADHD Symptoms, Standardized Results 
Showing Parameter (standard error) 

KSAOS Lifetime Conners 

Inattention H)'p.lmp Cognitiv. H)'p~lllIp 

Without IQ covm'ied 

Age ,06(,07) .13(.07)+ ,07(.08) 

Sex 

Income 

Hemoglobin .i12(.07) 

Smoking .29(.20) .03(.23) .27(.22) 

BkJOd lead .12(.07)" .19(.06)'" .21(,07)** .26(.07)'" 

With IQ Cov",ie" 

Age .05(.07) .12(.07) .06(,OR) 

Sex ( 

Income ( ( 

Smoking 24{.21 ) .01(,23) 22(.22) ( 

Hemoglobin .01(.06) ,04(.07) ( 

10 

13I00d Lead .ll(,07) .18(.06)'" .20(.07)" ,25(.07)'" 

Il;:lnllllClel" cSlim<ltcs arc standardized as explained in Method. Sex is codet! 1=ll1alc, 2=-rcmalc. 

, 
1'<,10; . 
p<.05, .. 
r ,01. 

P ,1101. 

J Child Psychol Ps)'chioIIT. Authur manu:icripl; ilvi\llable In PMC 2011 January! 
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Table 3 

Regression Analyses of Lead association with Parent-Reported ADHD Symptoms, Standardized Results 
Showing Parameter (standard error) 

KSAIlS Lifetime Conners 

Inattention H)'p.lmp Cognitive H)'p~lmp 

WithOlll IQ cov'lI'ied 

Age .06(.07) .11(.on' 07(.08) 

Sex 

Income 

Hcmoglubin .02[.07) 

SlllQ);ing .29(.20) .OJ(.23) .27(.22) 

BI(,od Icad .12(.07)," .19(.06 ..... .21(.07)" .26(JJ7) *"'* 

With l~~ Covtlrie<j 

Age .05(.07) .12(.07) .06(.OR) 

Sex 

Income ( 

SlIlOking 24{ 21) 01(.21) 22(.22) ( 

Hemogloblll .01(.06) .04(.07) 

IQ ( 

mood L.:ad .ll(07) .18(.06)'" .20(.07)" 25l.07i"""" 

P<lnlmel~r c;:lilH;He~ arC standardized as explained ill Mcthml. Sex i.,; CtH[Ct! 1-'-lI1alc, 2=-rcmale 

, 
p<.!O; 

p<,05, 

r .01. 

r .IIill. 
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Table 4 

Regression Results for Association of Child Blood Lead with Teacher Behavior Ratings. Showing 
Standardized Parameter Estimates (standard error) 

AIHu) Rilling Scale Conners 

Inattention HYI)·lml) Cognitive HYII·1ml> 

Withmll IQ £Qvnri~d 

Age .10(.08) .08(.08) 

Sex .32(.13) • 

Income . 20(.07)" 

Hemoglobin .01(.08) .02(.09) 

Smoking .12(.27) 

Blood lead .09(.06) .11(.06)" .19(.07)" .14(.06)' 

Wilh IQ CovaI';ed 

Age .02(.02) .06(.08) 

Sex .30(.13) • 

Income .12(.07)" 

Smoking 

Hemogl .05(.07) .05(.08) 

IQ .30(.07)'" 

Blood Lead 06(.06) .09(.06) .15(.()6)· .11(.06)'1 

ParamCler estimates are st'Hldanlizcd as explained in Method. Sex is coded I ;malo. 2=fcll1a!c. 

+ 
p<.IO; . 
p<.05 • .. 
r .01, ... 
P .001. 
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Table 4 

Regression Results tor Association of Child Blood Lead with Teacher Behavior Ratings. Showing 
Standardized Parameter Estimates (standard error) 

ADlil) Raling Scale Conners 

In.attentioll HYIHml' Cognitive HYI'-Iml' 

\Vit!mul IQ 1,;yvi1ri!.!,j 

Age .10(.08) ,08(.08) 

Sex .32(.13)' 

Income ,20(.07)" 

Hemoglobin ,01(,08) ,02(,09) 

Smoking 12(.27) 

Blood lead ,09(,06) ,11(,06)" ,19(,07)" ,14(,06) • 

WifuJ.Qi:;QY''''ied 

Age ,O2(.()2) ,06(,08) 

Sex ,)0(.13) • 

income ,12(,07)' 

Smoking 

Hcmogl ()5(,O7) 05(.08) 

IQ .30(,07) ••• 

Blood Lead 06(,06) ,09(,06) ,15(,116)' .11(.06),' 

Parameter estimates are st;lIH.inrdi7.Cd as explained in Method. Sex IS coded l=m:lle. 2"'~fcmH!C:, 

, 
p<,IO; 

.. 
p .01, 

u. 
pOOl 
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Table 4 

Regression Results for Association of Child Blood Lead with Teacher Behavior-Ratings, Showing 
Standardized Parameter Estimates (standard error) 

"DIiO Rating Scn'C: Connt'fS 

Inattentioll HYl)~Jml) Cognitive H~'I)·lmp 

W)!lloui IQ s,;S)Vi1li!::{! 

Age 10(.OX) .00(.OX) 

Sex ( .J~(.I3) 

Income ( .20(.07)" 

Hemoglobin .01(.08) .02(.09) 

Smokillg 12(.27) 

Blood \c,d .09(06) .11(.06)" .19(.07) .. .14( 0(,)' 

Y!J..fuJQ{:.~lllk(j 

!\ge .02(.n) .06(.OR) 

Sex .lO(.l3)' 

Income .12(.07) , 

Smoking 

Hcmogl (l5(.O7) 05(.OR) 

IQ .30(.07) .... 

BJOOlI Lead .06(.06) .09(.0(,) ,15(.H6)* .11(06)' 

Par:l.mCICr I!:;limalc~ :m:: st;l\Jdardizcd a~ cxplameli ill Method. Sex IS codcd 1:::"'lllale, 2=··(cmillc, 

, 
pc.IO; 

" pili . 

... 
p nil I 
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Abstract 

The etTccts of low-level lend exposure on survival and neurite length of rat E 15 primary ventral mesencephalic dopllillinergic neurons 
werc studied. Lead acetate (0.001 -10 ItM) added to primary cultures lhr 48 h (in set1lll1-1i'ce defined media [DM]) caus~d !l loss of tyrosine 
hydmxylnsc (TH)-positivc neurons only at the highest concentrations (I and 10 ItM). In contrast, signilicant effects olll1curite length were 
observed at concentrations as low as 0.001 pM. Lead-induced decrease in neurite length became 1l10rc apparent at concentrations ofO.Ol liM 
(mean 37.9% decrease) and 0.1 0 ~!M lead acetate (mean 43.9% decrease). Thebe daw show that very low concentrations of h!<ld, well below 
the level necessary to adversely affect neuronal survival, can have dramatic efl'ects on neurite growth. Thcse rcsults support recent clinical 
findings of detrimental effects of low-level lead exposure on brain development. 
~) 2003 Elsevier Science Inc. All rights reserved. 

K,~pwo"ls: Lead; Neurolls: Ventral mesencephalon; Development 

I. Introduction 

The general toxic effects of lead have been known for 
centuries, yet lead is still a major environmental poison 
affecting primarily pediatric populations in the United States 
as well as in other countries worldwide. Although the level 
of concern for pediatric lead poisoning, as set by the Centers 
for Disease Control in 1991, is 10 p.g/dl 16], studies 
performed over the last decade indicate that, indeed, 11 safe 
level or lead in the blood of children has not yet been 
identilied. Evidence for detrimental efrects on behavior and 
cognitive development have been reponed with blood lead 
levels below to 11g/dl [17,25], 

Although neuropsychological studies of lead's eITect:; in 
children may differ in basic characteristics or the study 
groups and in the choice of tests administered, the descrip
tion of deficits in certain functional domains, such as 
attention and line motor skills, has been remarkably con
sistcnt (see Ref. [1'J] ror review). [n litet, a number of 
cognitive deticits associated with lead poisoning, such as 

• Corresponding author. Tel.: "·1"2 t 5-503-0370: fax: + 1 -215·923-
]X()X. 

{'-l/lail/illrIl(,ss: lay.sdll1eid~r~·lJ!"ail.tjtl.cdu (.I.S. Schneider) 

()~<)2·()3()2IS se" fro,,( mallci :lOll" ["sevicr Sciente Inc All rit,hts rcs~rvcd 
do;: 1 0.1 0 16iS()~<)2·0::l62«()31()O(l1 s-? 

attention and executive function problems, may be due at 
least in part to lead's effects on dopamine systems. Animals 
with dopamine-depIcting lesions of the cortex or striatum 
have a number of cognitive and behavioral deficits includ
ing impairments in attention, impulsivity, short-tenn mem
ory, cognitive l1exibility (and other executive functions), as 
well liS behavioral abnormalities including apathy, low 
frustration tolerance, and aggressiveness [4,5.23,241. In 
addition to the well-documented learning and memory 
problems in lead-exposed animals, attentional problems 
have also been described [3]. Attention and executive 
functioning problems are a known consequence of lead 
poisoning in chi Idrcn [ I 0,30] and are present with dopamine 
dysfunction. as in Parkinson's disease [16]. 

The elTeets 01' lead on dopaminergic cells in culture have 
been described previollsly [271. Short-tenn exposure of 
cultures to high concentrations of k<!d (3-50 pM) killed 
neurons und glia at the highest concentrations, whereas 
concentrations at the lower end (3 p.M) signillcantly inhib
ited [lflJdopal11l1lc uptake [271. Lead exposure has also been 
reponed to alter thc concentration of dopamine and decrease 
the activity 0 I' the dopamine-synthesizing enzyme tyrosine 
hydroxylase (TIr) in midbrain and diencephalie regions [2! i 
as well ns in ral [::!91 and primate retina [lSI. In considera
tion or the clinical and experimcntal data described above 
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AIlstract 

The elTccts of low-level lend exposure on survival and neurite length of rat E 15 primary ventral mesencephalic dopuminergic neurons 
were stutlied. Lead acetate (0.00 I -10 I,M) added to primary culture, li)r 48 h (in semm-li'ce uefincd media [DM]) caused n loss of tyrosine 
hydl'llxylnse (TH)-posiliYC neurons only at thc highest collcentrations (I and 10 I,M). In contrasl, signilkant clrcet, on neurite length were 
obscrved at concentrations as low as 0.001 pM. Lead-induced decrease iJlnc\lritc length becmne more apparent at concentrations of 0.01 jiM 
(rne:m 37.9% decrease) and 0.1 () pM lead acetate (mean 43.9% decrease). These dal~1 show tlwt very low concentrations of IC,ld, wcll below 
lhe kvcl necessary to ndvcl'sely afleet neuronal survival, cnn have dramatic effects on neurite growth. These resulls support recent clillical 
findings of detrimental errects or low-level lead exposure on brain development. 
\t) 2003 Elsevier Science Inc. All rights reserved. 

I. Introduction 

The general toxic effects of lead have been known for 
~el1lurit:s, yet lead is still a major cllv;nmmenlal poison 
nl'iccting primarily pediatric populations in the United States 
as well as in other cOllntries worldwide. Although the kvd 
of concern for pediatric lead poisoning, as set by the Centers 
I()r Disease Control in 1991, is ! 0 p.g/dl 16], stmlies 
pcrlc)J'!ncd over the last decade indteate that, indeed, a safe 
level or lead in the blood or children has not yet been 
idcntilied. Evidence for detrimental effects on behavior alld 
cognitive development have been reported with blood lead 
levels below to p.gldl [17,25]. 

Although neuropsychological studies of lead's crfe~ts in 
children may difTer in basic charact~ristics or the study 
groups alld ill the choice of t<:sts administered, the descrir
lion or deiit:its in certHin functional dorn<tins, slIch as 
attentiol1 and finc l11otl'r skills, has been remarkably nll1-
sistenl (see Rd. [I'll I'llI' review), In litet, a number of 
cognitive deficits associated with IC(ld poisoning, such as 
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attention and executive function problems, may be due at 
leasl in part to lend's effects on dopamine systems. Anim'lls 
with dopamine-depleting lesions of the ~ortex or striatum 
have a llumbcl· of cognitive and behavioral deficits includ
lIlg impairments in attention, impulsivity, short-tenn mem
ory, cognitive l1exibility (and other executive functions), as 
wdl as behavioral abnormalities including armthy, low 
frustration (olera))<.:,-" and aggressiveness [4,5.23,241. In 
additinn to the well-documented learning and mcmory 
problems in lead-exposed animals, attentional problems 
have (1lso been described [3J. Attention and executive 
functioning problems are a known consequence of lead 
poi~oning in children [I 0,30J and arc present with dopamine 
dysfunction, as in Parkinson's Llisease [16), 

The efkels or lead on dopal1linergic cells in culture have 
been described previously :271. S11011-tcnl1 exposure of 
cultures to high concentrations of lead (3-50 pM) killed 
neurons and glia at the highest concentrations, whereas 
C(lnc<;l1tratiolls at the lower cnd (3 p.M) significantly inhib
ited r'lljc!0p1ulllnc uptilkc [271. Le,ld exposllre has ~Is() becn 
r~pot1ed to aller thc collcenlratlon of dopamine and decrease 
the activity 01' the dl'pamine-synlhesizing cnzyme tyrosine 
hydroxylase (Tl f) in midbrnin and diencephalic regions [21.1 
,tS Well ns itl wt l291 ami primate retina [151. In cOl1sidem
tion "I' thc clinical and experilnel1\,ll data described above 

(j R ,72-
"Y1.<.'o\~ \\0:;.(" \' \\ ~ '0 {o \ {\ 3 

NOTICE: This material may be 

prote~ted by Copyright law 
===== 

Available online at www.5cicncedirect.com (Title 17, U.S. Code) !un""'~'.\'I':m.IH;l· 

"C IE "'0 I!!. @OIR .. CT' ,Ii\"1 

ELSEVIER 

Effects of low-level lead exposure on cell survival and neUl1te 
length in primary mesencephalic cultures 

J.S. Schneider*, F.N. Huang, M.e. Vemuri 
fkplll",mel11 t!r PU'/lOlogl, Allll/omv (J1ll1 (et! Biolugy, TJlOmw.' .l!:{Ji.'r.'wlI Uniwlsity, }020 l.oe//.\/ .)"/,-('('/, 51 J, JAH. Philade,,,hi(~, f'A 1t)Jl)7. USA 

Rccc-lVcJ I K November 2002; recciveJ ttl revisct! form 4 Fchru.m), 2001; m.:ccpkd 10 Februmy 200.l 

Abstract 

The etTccts of low·lcvellcad CXp05l1J'C on survival and neurite length of ral Ei5 primary ventral mesencephalic dopnl11incrgic neurons 
wel1,O slu{lied. Lead acctalc ((J.OOI-lO I,M) added to primary clIllllle, li)r 48 h (in semlll-lice clellned Illedia [DM]) callscd n loss of lyrosine 
hydmxylnsc (TH)-po=-itivc neurons only at the highest concentrntions. (I anti 10 11M), In contrast. signilicanl erftcts on neurite length were 
ob5crvcd ill concentrations as low as 0,001 p,M. LccHJ·indliced dccl'e<l~c in neurite length b~cmn(" more apparent at concentrations 01'0.01 jiM 

(me,m 37.9% decrease) nnd 0.10 I'M lead ncelt"" (menn 43.9% decrea,e). These daw show Ihat very low concentrations orlcad. well below 
the h:vcl necessary to adversely affecl neuronal SUl'vivsl, cun have drnmatic effects on neurite growth. These I'csul1s supporl recent clinical 
findings of detrimental effect:.; of low-level lead exposure on hrail) development. 
'l; 2003 Elsevier SCIence Inc. All rights reserved. 

Kt~FWl}rd.<," L~~I(j; NeurOl}s: Ventra! rllcs~nc~phal~\n: Ikvdopn,cllI 

I. Introduction 

The general IOxic erfects 01' kud have been known for 
cenluri~s. y;;:t kad is '-'till a major envirunmental poison 
anecting primarily pcdialric populations in the Lnited Slates 
as well as in otloer countries worldwide. Ahhough the lc-vcl 
of wncCfIl for pediatric kad roisolling, as sci by the Centers 
Ii) .. Disease Control in 1991. is 10 ll.g/dl 16], stlldies 
performed over the lasl decade Indicate th:ll, indeed, a ~nfc 
level (\1' lead in the blood of children has nOI yet been 
identilicd. Evidence for delrimental dfecls on behnvior aud 
cognitive develop men I have been reponed with blood lead 
levels below 10 I'gldl [11.25]. 

Although nellrorsychologiclIl studies of lead's effects in 
children lIlay dtlTer in bllSiC characteristics or the study 
groups am] in the choice of tests. administered, th~ descrip
tion of delic.its in certain fUl1ctional dotntlins, :.:ucb as 
attention and fille motor skills\ hus been rcmi;\llably con
sistenl (see ReI'. ll'll I[)l' review). In lilct, a numher of 
cognitive deficits as~ocialcd \vith lead poisoning. such as 
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"locntion and executive runclion prDblcms, Lnny be duc ut 
leasl in rart 10 lend', clrcets on dopamine systems. Animal~ 
wilh doramille-depleting lesions of the cortex Ol'striatum 
have a numbel' or cognitive and behavioral deficits includ
ing impairments in attention, Impulsivity, shorl-tenn mem
ory, Cllgllitive flexibility (,\I1U othel' executive functions), as 
well Hs hehavioral abnormalities including apathy, low 
fi'umntiol1 tol"ranc~. and nggre""jyel1e~s 14,5.23,241. In 
addition to Ihe well-documented lenrllillg and memory 
problems 1ll Icad~exro~ed animals, attentional problems 
have also bel'n descriuecl [3J. AItClltioll and executive 
flilldiulling problems are It known consequence of lead 
poi'oning in children [10,10] and arc presenl with dopamine 

dy~rullction. '" ill Parkinson" dIsease [16J. 
The erkets or Ic"J 011 ciopaminergic cells in culture have 

he en dr-scrihed previow.,ly )71. Short-term exposure of 
cultul'e~ to high c()nc~ntl'nlions of lead (3-50 11M) killed 
neurons and glia al the highest cllneentrations, whereas 
coneenlralil'ns "t the lower end (3 p.M) significantly inhib· 
lied r' Iljdopamll1c upt;1kc [271. Lec,,1 ex posurc has alSll been 
rerorted to aller the cllnccnlnltlon or dopamine and ,lcere'!.le 
the activily 01' Ihe dopamine-sYlJthesizing enzyme Iyrosine 
hydroxylase en f) ill midbrain and diCllccphalic regions [21, 
,IS wdi as in l~\t l291 anti primate r~(lnn fI5\. In considera
tlOll of the cillliL:id and L'xpertmCl1lnl duta described above 
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on lead effects on the dopamine system, the present study 
was conducted.~~.£!:~QlJ.g~ .. C..Q!.l£.e..lllJlltjQjlS.J1r 
I~ (0.001-0.1 pM, equivalent 10 _q:2.~:!..~.nd 2.40 lI.g/dl, 
j'especlively) 011 survival and growth (e.g., elaboration of 
neurites) of Fetal dopaminergic neurons in culture. 

2. Methods 

2. I. Primm:v cullures of vefllral mesencephalic neurons 

Timed-pregnant Sprague-Dawley rats were cuthanized 
with carbon dioxide. Embryos (E-15) were removed and 
the ventral mesencephalon was dissected out and placed in 
Dulbecco's phosphate-buffered saline, (DPBS; pH 7.4) on 
ice. The tissue was minced and incubated in a trypsin 
solution (0.0 I % in Ca2 

+ /Mg" + free Hank's balanced salt 
solution) with 0.05% DNAse for 20 min at 37°C with 
gentle agitation. The supell1atant was removed and replaced 
with Dulbecco's modified Eagle's medium (DMEM) con
taining 10% fetal calf serum, glucose (6 mglml), glutamine 
(204 Ilglml) and penicillin/streptomycin (100 Ulml) and the 
cells were dissociated by passage through a lire-polished 
Pasteur pipette. Dissociated cells were then passed through 
a nylon-tilter cell strainer (70 I.LM). The number of viable 
cells were counted Cor trypan blue exclusion using a 
hemocytometer and plated at a density of 1.5 x I 05 cell~ 
per well on poIY-D-ornithine (PO; 0.0 I % in borate buffer; 
pH 8.4) coated Lab-Tek eight-well slides. Afler I h of 
stabilization at 37°C in an atmosphere containing 5% CO2, 

the media was changed to scrum-free defined medium 
(DM) containing DME/FI2, 1% ITS supplement, glucose 
(6 mg/ml), glutamine (204 l.tg/ml) and penicillin/streptomy
cin (100 Ulml). The cultures were grown at 37°C in 5% 
CO2 for 3 days before commencing experimental manipu
lations. 
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Fig. I. ElTeels of lead expo,;ure on Ihe number of Tlf-positivc cells in 
primary ventrallllcscncephalic cultures. Addition uflead acetate (0.001 10 
ILM, in scmm-free DM) for 48 h cBused a significant loss ofTfI+ cells at 
lead acetate concentrations of J and J() I'M. Bars show mean cell 
counts±S.E.M. CIJ~cOlltrol cnHUTes (no lead); ·P<.OI vs. control. Data 
were dcrived from quadruplicate samples for each experimental condition, 
repeat~d with fimr independent c.:ulrurcs. 

Control 0.001 11M Pb 0.01 11M Pb 0.10 11M Pb 

Fig. 2. Effects of lead exposure on length of I'rinmry Ilcurilcs of E-15 
dopamincrgic neurons in cullure. The lowest concentration of lead 
ncetate used (0.001 I,M) caused a significant decrease in neurite tength, 
that was exacerbated by incubation in higher concentrations of lead (o.n I 
and O. I 0 IlM). These eftects were observed at lead concentrations below 
those that caused a dccrensc in edl survival. flars show mean length of 
primary neurites ± S.E.M. • P < .OJ vs. control. Datn were derived from 
quadl1.pJicate snmples for each experimental condition, repeated with 
four independent cultures. 

2.2. Lead exposure studies 

To investigate the effect of lead on cell survival and 
neurite length, lead acetate was added 10 media (DM) al 
difTerent concentralions (0.00 I, 0.0 I, 0.1, 1.0 and 10 !~M) 
for 48 h. 

2.3. TH immunohistochemistry al/d cell cOUI/Is 

At the end of the lead exposure period, cultures were 
fixed in 4% paraformaldehyde and stained for the pres
ence of TH lIsing a polyclonal TH antibody (I :2000, 4 °C 
for 24 h, Pel-Freeze, Rogers, AR), biotinylated goat 8nti
rabbit IgO (l: 1000, I h at room temperature, Pel-Freeze, 
Rogers, AR, Jackson Immunoresearch Laboratories, Inc., 
West Grove, PA). TH-positive cells were visualized aner 
incubation in ABC substrate (Vector Laboratories, Burlin
game, CA) and metal-enhanced diaminobenzidine (Pierce, 
Rockford, IL). lmmunopositive cells were counted in 
consecutive iields across the largest diameter of the cell 
bed lIsing an eye piece reticule at lOx magnification. 

2.4. Neurite lel/gth measuremenl 

Neurite length measurements were taken of the longest 
neurite present on ! 50 TH-positive cells fi'om control cul
lures and each lead-exposed culture, using a neurite length 
measurement macro (provided onlinc by VI. Pikov) and NIH 
Image software (v. 1.68). Fields were sampled randomly and 
the person performing the measurements was blind to 
treatment condition. Briefly, the images ofTH-positive cells 
were captured at 20x magnification and contrast was 
adjusted until neurite;; appeared as contiguous as possible 
with low background. The longest neurite 011 each cell in the 
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on lead eflh·ts on the dopamine system, the present study 
was conducted to examine effects of loW .CQl)cCJ1IJatiQJ)s.1lr 
lead (0.001-0.T~quival~;;I~-(r024-·-;~1:1 2.40 pg/dl, 
l;;Pectively) 011 survival-;u;ct' gro~~;·T~.g.:-claboration of 
new'ites) of fetal dopaminergic neurons in culture. 

2. Methods 

2.1. Primm:y cullUres qj'ventral mese/1cephalic neurons 

Timed-pregnant Sprague-Dawley rats were euthanized 
with carbon dioxide. Embryos (E-15) were removed and 
the ventral mesencephalon was dissected out and placed in 
Dulbecco's phosphate-buffered saline, (DPBS; pH 7.4) on 
ice. The tissue was minced and incubated in a trypsin 
solution (0.01% in Ca2

+ /Mi' free Hank's balanced salt 
solution) with 0.05% DNAse for 20 min at 37°C with 
gentle agitation. The supematant was removed and replaced 
with Dulbecco's modified Eagle's medium (DMEM) con
taining 10% fetal calf serum, glucose (6 mg/ml), glutamine 
(204 llg/ml) and penici Ilin/streptomycin (100 U/ml) and the 
cells were dissociated by passage through a nrc-polished 
Pasteur pipette. Dissociated cells were then passed through 
a nylon-tiller cell strainer (70 JLM). The number of viable 
cells were counted ['or trypan blue exclusion using a 
hemocytometer and plated at a density of 1.5 x 105 cells 
per well on POIY-D-ornithine (PO; 0.0 I 'Yo in borate buffer; 
pH 8.4) coated Lab-Tek eight~well slides. AileI' I h or 
stabilizatioll at 37°C in an atmosphere containing 5% CO2, 

tbe media was ehang<!d to scrul11-!j'ce dclin<!d medium 
(DM) containing DMEIF 12, 1% ITS supplement, glucose 
«(i mg/ml), glutamine (204 Ilg/mil and penicillin/streptomy
cin (100 Ulml). The cultures were grown at 37°C in 5% 
CO2 for 3 days before commencing experimental manipu
latiolls. 
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Fig EtTccL" fif It.=ad (;XpD~un: on the Iltllnhcf of TH-positivc cells in 

pI imary ventralml;scncephatl( ClllllIfCS. Addition uf Icad acetate (0.00 I 10 
Il~1. ill scnnn-frcc DM) for 4H h t:H'l.lsctl ~I significanll(lss ofTff+ ,ells at 
lead acet"t~ COllcclltmtioJ1s of J nnd J {J pM, n:lrs show mean cell 
counts.i S.E.M. etl ~ control culturc, (no tcad); • P< .01 vs. conlroL Dala 
\\!crc (Icrivcd frolll qllllJruplicatc s<li11)1lcs for each cxpcrimcnlcll condition, 
repeakd with fOllr independent c..:U!nifcS. 

Control 0.001 11M Pb 0.01 11M Pb 0.10 11M Pb 

rig. 2. Elreels of lead exposure ()n length of I'rimaf)! neurites of E-15 
dopamincrgic neuruns in cui lure. The lowest conCCnlmtlon of iclld 
ace'ate used (0,00] J1.M) CHllSl!d il significant decrcaHc til neuritt.' length, 
thai was exacerbated by incubalion in high~r concentrations of lead (0.01 
ami O. I 0 IlM). These ellerts were obscrved at tend concentration, betow 
those that cmlSCtj a dccrcHsc in cell survival. Bars show mean length of 
primary neuritcs±S.E.M. ·{'<.01 VS. control, Dilt" were derived from 

quadruplicate s;lll1ples for (!ach experimental condition, repenteu with 
f<mr inde-pendent cultures. 

2.2. Lead exposure sWdies 

To investigate the effect of lead on cell survival and 
neurite length, lead acetate was added to media (DM) at 
different concentrations (0.00 t, 0.0 t, 0.1, 1.0 and 10 l.eM) 
for 48 h. 

2.3. TN immulloiri.\·(ochemisll),· alii} eel/collills 

At the elld of the lead exposure period. cultures were 
fixed ill 4% paraformaldehyde and stained for the pres
ence of TH using a polyclollal TH antibody (I :2000, 4 °C 
lor 24 h, Pel-Freeze. Rogers, AR), biotillylated goat anti
rabbil IgG (I: 1000, 1 h at room temperature, Pel-Freeze, 
Rogers, AR, Jackson inullul10research Laboratories, lnc., 
West Grove, PAl. TH-positive cells were visualized afkr 
incubatiol1 in ABC substrate (Vector Laboratories, Burlin
game, CAl and metal-enhanced diuminobenzidine (Pierce, 
Rockford, IL). It11munopositive cells were counted in 
consecutive Jields across the largest diameter of the cell 
bed lIsing an eye piece reticule at lOx magnification. 

2.4. Neu/'ile lellglh measurement 

Neurite length measurements were taken of the longcst 
neurite presenl on ! 50 'HI-positive cells li'olJ1 control cul
tures and each lead-exposed culture, using a nelllitt: length 
measurement macro (provided online by VI. Pikov) and NIH 
Image software (v. 1.68). Fields were sampled randomly and 
the person perf<.Jrming the measurements was blind to 
treatment condition_ Bricl1y, the Images ofTH-positive cells 
were captured at 20x magnification and contrast WilS 

adjusted until neurites appeared as contiguous as possible 
with low background. The longest neurite Oil each cell in the 
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on lead ei'1l>cts on the dopamine system, the present study 
was conducted to examine effects of low .. gC!D!;CJllGltiQllS.Dr 
lead (0.00 1-0·~qllival-;;-;;l~-O.024 -;;m! 2.40 Ilg/dl, 
i;;;Pectively) on slIrviv'ala;-;d gro-;;:;tl;··{~.g.:- ~-Iaboration 01 
neurites) of fetal dopal1linergic neurons in culture. 

2. Methods 

2, I. Primal'v cullUres olventral mesencephalic neUI"OI1S 

Timed-pregnant Sprague-Dawley rats were cuthanized 
with carbon dioxide. Embryos (E.[5) were removed and 
the ventral mesencephalon was dissected Ollt and placed in 
Dulbecco's phosphate-buffered saline, (DPBS; pH 7.4) on 
ice. The tissue was minced and incubated in a trypsin 
solution (0.0 I % in Ca' + /Mg2' free Hank's balanced salt 
solution) with 0,05% DNAse for 20 min (It 37 "C with 
gentle agitation. The supel1latant was removed and replaced 
with Dulbecco's modified Eagle'S medium (DMEM) COll

taining 10% fetal calf serum, glucose (6 mgJml), glutamine 
(204 Jlghnl) and penicillin/streptomycin (100 Ufml) and the 
~ells were dissociated by passage through a Jire-polished 
Pasteur pipette. Dissociated cells were then passed through 
a nylon-til tel' cell strainer (70 I,M). The number of viable 
cells were counted [()r trypan blue exclusion using a 
hemocytometcr and plated at a density of 1.5 x 10'\ cells 
per well on poIY·I)-ornithine (PO; 0.0 I 'Yo in borate buffer; 
pH 8.4) coated Lab-Tek eight-well slides AileI' I h of' 
stabilization al 37°C in an atmosphere containing 5% CO2 , 

the media was changed to serum·h·ce defined medllllll 
(DM) containing DMEIFI2, 1% ITS :;upplement, glucose 
(C> mg/ml), glutamine (204 Ilg/ml) and penicillin/streptomy
cin (100 U/ml). The cultures were grown at 37 "C in 5% 
CO2 for 3 days belore commencing experimental manipu
lations. 
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IlM. hi ~en1Jn-frcc DM) fur 41\ h l'ml~etl:1 significant l(l.'>s ofTff+ cells al 
Ii.:ad aCt:!<IIt; cOl1ccntratil)n:o: of 1 find J(J pM. B:lrs 5110W mean cell 
countsl:S E.M. ('tl=-colltrl}] cultures (no leac!), • P<' .01 VS. control. D.',la 
\\crt.: derived from qWllJrllrka1c ;;amp!cs for Cite], cXllcrimcnl.ll c(lJldilinll, 
repeakd with four Indcpclld'..'llt (,.tt!n.rc;i. 

Control 0.001 I'M Pb O.ot I'M Pb 0.10 11M Pb 

fig. 2. Effect:;; of lead exposure on length of primary ncuritcs of E·I S 
dopmnincrgir.: neurons in cullure. The lowest cOlH:cnlrallon of 1L!:ld 

m;ewte used (0,001 pM) caused a signifkHllt det:rea~e tn neurite length, 

that \\,~\S exacerbated by incubatioll in hlghel' concentratiolls of le,HI (0.1)1 
amI 0.10 IlM). These cHerts were ()b~crvcd at lend concclltl';ltioI1S below 
those that C<.Hlscd ,l ocnctlsc in cdl survival. Bars show Il1l:an ICJI!t-tn of 
primary neurites ± S. EM. .. r < .0 1 V~. control. Dill.1 were Jerivl:d from 

qmHkuplicate s.tmp!cs for ~ach experimental condition, repeated with 
jour independenl cultures. 

2.2. Lead exposure sludies 

To investigate the effect of lead on cell survival and 
neurite length, lead acetate was added to media (DM) at 
diffcrent concentrations (0.001, 0.01, 0.1, 1.0 and 10 I,M) 
for 48 h. 

23. Tfl illlmllllOhi.l'lOcilemisllY (/ild cell cOUlllS 

At the end of the lead exposure period. cultures were 
llxed in 4% paraformaldchyde and stained for the pres
ence of TH using a polydonal TH antibody (I :2000, 4 °C 
lor 24 11, Pel-Freeze. Rogers, ARl, biotinylated goat anti· 
rabbit IgG (I: 1000, I h at mom temperature, Pel-Freeze, 
Rogers, AR, Jackson Immunoresearch Laboratories, In~" 

W~st Grove, PAl. TH-positivc cells were visuallzed ancr 
incubation in ABC substrate (Vector Lab(Jl"alOric,;, Burilll
game, CAl and metal-enhanced diaminobenzidine (Pierce, 
Rockiord, IL) Immunopositivc cells were counted in 
consecutivc nelds across the largest diameter of the cell 
bed using an eye piece reticule at lOx magnification. 

2.4, Neurile lenglh l11e(lSHremenJ 

Neurite length mcasurements wer~ taken of the longest 
neurite present on 150 ·HI-positive cells (i'Oill control cul
tmes and each lead-exposed culture, using a neurite length 
measurement macro (provided online by v.1. Pikov) and NIH 
Image software (v. 1.6il). Fields were sampled randomly and 
the person performing the 1l1easur~menls was bl ind to 
treatment condition. Briefly, the Images ofTl [-positive cells 
werc captured at 20x magniilcation ancl contrast wns 
adjusted until ncurites appeared as contiguous as possible 
with low background. The longest neunte 011 each cell in the 
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field was drawn using the pen(;il looi from the image 
program, The length of the outlined neurite was then 
computed by the macro from a thresholded image, 

2,5, Statistical analvsis 

All experiments were run in quadruplicate and repealed on 
four separate occasions. Cell number and neurile length 
measurement data were analyzed by one-way ANOYA fol
lowed by pairwise post hoc comparisons (Newman- Keuls I 
test), Data from four replicate studies were combined for 
analysis. Frequency histograms of neurite lengths were also 
constructed, using OB Stat v.6.S,6 software. Comparisons of 
fi'equency histograms were made using a Kruskal--Wallis 
one-way ANOYA. 

3. Results 

3.1. Lead effects 011 cell survival 

No lead precipitation was observed in any of the media 
used in these studies. In addition, measurement of lead 
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levels (PPM, performed by ESA Laboratories, Chelmsford, 
MA) in filtered and unfiltered media samples showed linear 
increases in measured lead levels after addition of I, 10 or 
100 ILM lead acetate. 

In primary mesencephalic cultures, a 48-h exposure to 
lead acetate caused a significant decrease in the number of 
TH-positive cells only in cultures exposed to high concen
trations of lead acetate (e.g., 1.0 and 10 pM, P< .05 vs. 
control) (Fig. I). TH-positive cell number was completely 
unaffected by lower levels of lead, 

3.2. Lead effects all neurite lenglh 

A dose-dependent effect of lead on neurite length of 
TH-positive neurons was observed (F-= 80.08, P< .001, 
Figs. 2, 3 und 4). The mean length of primary neurites 0(' 

TH-positive neurons was decreased by an average of 
10.9% uller 48 h exposure to as little as 0.001 tJ.M lead 
acetate (P <.0 I vs. control). This detrimental effect on 
neurite length was exacerbated after exposure to 0.0 I IJM 
(mean 37.9'Yo decrease, P<.O I vs. control) and 0,10 11M 
lead acetate (mean 43.9% decrease, P< ,OJ vs. control) 
(Fig. 4). There was no significant difference between 
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10 190 220 
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Class Intervals 

fig, 3, Histograms showing the distrihutions ofpril1ll1ry neurite lengths in control and lead-trealed clll!llrcs. Altcr48 h incubation in 0,001 JIM IC(ld (lectate, thc 
longes! nell' ites were lost but the overall shape llf Ihe distribution was nol different fromlhal secn m control cultures_ In contrast, nfter 48 h mcubalioll in 0.0 I 
or 0.10 1,M lead acetate, t!Jere was a clear shift to the Icft in the distribution histograms, Data were dcriwd li'om quadruplicate sampk.~ for each cxperimelll<,t 
condition, repealed WI\11 four i~1dcpcndcnt l:ulturcs, 
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field was drawn usillg the P<:) 11(; i I t0ul fmlll the image 
program. The length of the outlined neurite was then 
computed by the macro from a thresbolded image. 

2.5. Slalislical analvsis 

All experiments were run in quadruplicate and repealed on 
(our separate occasions. Cell number and neurite length 
measurement data were analyzed by one-way ANOVA fol
lowed by pairwise post hoc comparisons (Newman- Keuls I 
test). Data froln four replicate studies were combined for 
llnalysis. Frequency histograms of neurite lengths were also 
constructed, using GB Stat v.6.S.6 soil ware. Comparisons of 
Il'equency histogl1lms were made lIsing a Kruskal-- Wallis 
one-way AN OVA. 

3. Results 

3.1. Lead e.fP.~cls 011 cell survival 

No lead precipitation was observed in any of the media 
used in these studies. In addition, measurement of lead 
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levels (PPM, perfurmed by ESA Laboratories, Chelmsford, 
MA) in liltered and unfiltered media samples showed linear 
increases in measured lead levels after addition of I, 10 or 
100 ILM lead acetatc. 

In primaJy mesencephalic cultures, a 48-h exposure to 
lead acetate caused a significant decrease in the number of 
TH-positive cells only in cultures exposed to high concen
trations of lead acetate (e.g., 1.0 and 10 ItM, P< .OS vs. 
control) (Fig. I). TH-positive cell number was completely 
unuffected by lower levels of lead. 

3.2. Lead effects 0/1 neurite length 

A dose-dependent effect of lead on neurite length of 
TH-positive neurons was observed (F=80.08, P<.OOI, 
Figs. 2. 3 and 4). The mean length of primmy neurites of 
TH-positive neurons was decreased by an average of 
10.9% ariel' 48 h exposure to as lillie as 0.001 ItM lead 
acetate (P <.0 I vs. control). Tbis detrimental effect 011 

neurite length was exacerbated after exposure to 0.01 pM 
(mean 37.9% decrease, P<.O I vs. control) and 0.10 11M 
lead acetate (mean 43.9'}"0 decrease, P< ,01 vs. control) 
(Fig. 4). There was no significant difference between 

0.001 pM Pb 

10 100 190 220 

CI ••• Interval. 

0.1 pM Pb 

Class Interva's 
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lo\\gcsl nCll! ltcs Wefe lost b\lt the OVl.:lati $!i;lPi,! of Ihe distribution was nol dlfferenf from 111:11 !.cen III control cliltun:s In contrast, ~ftcr 48 h mcubatioll in (],O! 

01 (J.IO pM lead 'il.:C!at.:, then.' \V,IS a ch.:ar $hift to Ilw left 111 the di:-tributioll hi~:!ot~ral1l~ D,Ha \ven.' derivcd from qtl~j{Jrupiic~ltl.! S:tnnplc~ for cach cxpcfimcntlll 
t:onJitioJ1, rcp",'u!cJ Wlll1 t~HII i~ldcp~IHh.:nl L:lIltun.:c., 

lield was ,hUWll using lhe p<::ncii tuul flUll! the illlage 
program. The length of the outlined neurite was then 
computed by the macro from a thresbolded image. 

2.5. Sralisrical an!l/vsis 

All experiments were run in quadruplicate and repealed on 
lour separate occasions. Cell number and neurite length 
measurement data were analyzed by one-way ANOYA fol
lowed by pairwise post hoc comparisons (Newman- Keuls / 
test). Data r,'OIll four replicate studies were combined for 
analysis. Frequency histograms of neurite lengths were also 
constructed, using OB Stat v.6.S.6 sofiware. Comparisons of 
li'equency histograms were made lIsing a Kruskal-- Wallis 
one-way ANOYA. 

3. Results 

3. /. Lead I{flh:ls 011 cell survival 

No lead precipitation was observed in any of the media 
used in these studies. In addition, measurement of lead 
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levels (PPM, perfunned by ESA Laboratories, Chelmslord, 
MA) in liltered and unfiltered media samples showed linear 
increases in measured lead levels after addition of I, 10 or 
100 I,M lead acetate. 

In primalY mesencephalic cultures, a 48-h exposure to 
lead acetale clIllsed a significant decrease in the number of 
TH-positive cells only in cultures exposed to high concen
trations of lead acetate (e.g., 1.0 and 10 ItM, P< .OS vs. 
control) (Fig. J). TH-positive cell number WtlS completely 
unaffected by lower levels of lead. 

3.2. Lead e/Tix/.I on neurite lenglh 

A dose-dependent effect of lead on neurite length of 
TH-positive neurons WlIS observed (F= 80.08, P < .001, 
Figs. 2 .. l and 4). The mean length of pritnaJY neurites of 
TH-positive neurons was decreased by an average of 
10.9% "ncr 48 h exposure to as little as 0.00 I ItM lead 
acetate (P<.OI vs. control). Tl1is detrimental effect on 
neurite length was exacerbated alter exposure to 0.01 IJM 
(mean 37.9% decrease, P<.OI vs. control) and 0.10 11M 
kad acetate (mean 43.9% decrease, P< ,01 V~. control) 
(Fig. 4). There was no significant difference between 
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rig 4. Phntomicrographs of Til-positive neurons in control cultures (A) 
and in cullures cxp<lscd 10 (8) 0<00 I and (C) 0<0 I IlM lead acetate for 48 IL 
Note the progressive decrease in neurite length with exposure to increasing 
concentrations of lead. 

neurite lengths measured in cultures exposed to 0.0 I or 
0.1 0 ~cM ieatL The distribution of neurite lengths was 
plolted for each culture condition (Fig. 3). After 48-h 
incubation with 0,001 11M lead acetate, the longest neurites 
were lost, although the rest of the distribution of neurite 
lengths remained essentially the same as in control cul
tures. However, in cultures exposed to 0<0 I and 0.10 pM 
Jead acetate, there was a clear shi Ii to the len (P < <05) in 
the distributions of neurite lengths. 

4. Discussion 

The present results indicate that exposure of fetal dop
~ low levels'ofIead (0.001-0.1 j.!.M, 
analogous to 0.024-2.4 dl of lead, using the convention 
for measuring lood lead levels or a brief period of lime 
(e.g., 48 h) callses significant disruption of neurite elabora
lion without any appreciable effect on dopamine neuron 
survival. Although the reasons for this effect are not clear at 
this time, lead effects on calcium homeostasis may have 
played an imp0l1ant role. Intracellular and nuclear transp0l1 
ofcalcium are involved in elaboration ofaxons and dendrites. 
Calcium release 1i-0I11 intracellular stores stabilizes dendrites 
during the period of synapse fOlmation Local calcium 
release is a mechanism by which atlerent activity (e.g., 
neurotransmission evoked calcium release) can regulate 
dendritic structure and arborizations that are critical to 
allaining a normal pattern of adult synaptic connections 
[20}. Since lead suppresses activity associated with cal
cium-dependent release of neurotransmitters [9,18], affects 
presynaptic calcium channels involved in transmiller release 
[22] and essentially substitutes for calcium in a multitude of 
physiological functions [2], it is not surprising that lead 
would also affect calcium-dependent arborization ofneuritcs. 
What was surprising was the low level oflead (0.00 I, 0.01 
ILM) needed to adversely affect neurites. However, lead is 
known to affect physiological processes at levels below that 
required by endogenous activators. For example, lead HI 

picomolar concentrations activates protein kinase C, an 
action normally induced by nanomolar concentrations or 
calcium [I]. 

Lead may also have affected neurite 11100Vhology by 
directly interacting with cytoskeletal proteins. Previously, 
lead exposure, in the absence of serum, altered cytoskcletal 
protein expression (tau, MAP-2b, MAP-2c, and GAP-43) 
after only a 3-h exposure to 3 or 6 ftM lead 126]. Prolonged 
lead exposure in vivo (through age 15 months) also modi
fied astrocyte cyloskeletal proteins (e.g., GFAP, vimentin) 
[281. Slow axonal transport of neurofilament proteins and 
tubulins was impaired in animals exposed to lead in their 
drinking water for J 3 weeks [32]. 

Previous studies have described a significant inhibitory 
effect of high (I mM) and low (I nM) concentrations (but 
not at intermediate concentrations) of lead on neurite 
initiation in fetal (E-18) hippocampal and cortical neurons 
grown in culture [J 41. Effects of lead on axon length, 
number of dendrites/cell and number of branches/axon were 
complex and dependent lIpon the cOllcentration of serum in 
the media 1141. Lead's inhibitory effects on neurite devel
opment in cultured hippocampal neurons were attributed at 
least in part to an inappropriate stimulation by lead of 
protein phosphorylation by calcium/calmodulin-dependent 
protein kinase or cyclic AMP-dependent protein kinase 113'1-
Other studies have reported impairment of" growth or retinal 
axons (e.g., reduced area and branchtip number of retinal 
ganglion cell axon arborizations in the optic tectum) with a 
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rig 4. PhOIOllHCl'ngraphs of Tff-positive neurons In ~on[rol cultures (A) 

alld ;Il c"I!\Ires e'p,>sed In (8) 0 00 I and (C) 0.0 I IlM Icat! acelale fl1l 4R h 
Note the pmgrcssivt: decrease in IH~l\l·;te length wIth CXI)Osurc to increasing 
concentratIOns of IC<'ld. 

neurite lengths measured in cultures exposed to 0.0 I or 
0.10 I,M lead. The distribution of neurite lengths was 
plotted for each culture condition (Fig. 3). After 48-h 
incubation with 0.001 11M lead acetate, the longest nenrites 
were lost, although the rest of the distribution of ncurite 
lengths remained essentially the same as in control cul
tures. However, in cultures exposed to 0.0 I and O.to 11M 
lead acetate, there was a clear shin to the len (P<.05) in 
the distributions of neurite lengths. 

4. Discllssion 

The present results indicate that exposure of' fetal dop
~ low levels'of~Q&QJ-=J1~M, 
analogous to 0.024-2.4 L dl of lead, using the convention 
for meaSllrtng lood lead levels or a brief period or time 
(e.g., 48 h) callses significant disruption of neurite elabora
tion without any appreciable effect on dopamine neuron 
survival. Although the reasons for this effect are not clear at 
this time, lead effects on calcium homeostasis may have 
played an impol1ant role. Intracellular und nuclear transpol1 
of calcium are involved in elaboration ofaxons and dendrites. 
Calcium release li'om intracellular stores stabilizes dendrites 
during the period of synapse fOlmation [201. Local calcium 
release is a mechanism by which afferem activity (e.g., 
neurotransmission evoked calcium release) can regulate 
dendritic structure and arborizations that are critical to 
attaining a nornull pattern of adult synaptic c;onnections 
[20}. Since lead suppresses activity associated with cal· 
cium-dependent release of neurotransmitters [9,18], affects 
presynaptic calcium channels involved in transmitter release 
[22] and essentially substitutes for calcium in a multitude of 
physio\ogic;al functions [2J, it is not surprising that lead 
would also affect calcium-dependent arborization ofneuritcs. 
What was slIll)rising was the low level oflead (0.00 1,0.01 
t1M) needed to adversely affect neurites. However, lead is 
known to affect physiological proc;esses at levels below that 
required by endogenous activators. For example, lead HI 

picomolar concentrations activates protein kinase C, an 
action nonnally indllced by nanolTIolar concentrations or 
calciulll [1]. 

Lead may also have ~Irfected neurite I11OlVho1ogy by 
directly interacting with cytoskeletlll proteins. Previously, 
lead exposure, in the absence of serum, altered c;ytoskcletal 
protein expression (tau, MAP-2b, MAP-2c, and GAP-43) 
after only a 3-h exposure to 3 or 6 fLM lead 1261. Prolonged 
lead exposure in vivo (through age 15 months) also modi
fied astrocyte cytoskeletal proteins (e.g., GFAP, vimentin) 
[28 i. Slow axonal transport of neurofilmnent proteins and 
tubulins was impaired in animals exposed to lead in their 
drinking water for 13 weeks [32J. 

Previous studies have described a significant inhibitory 
effect of high (I mM) and low (111M) concentrations (but 
not at intermediate concentrations) of lead on neurite 
initiation in fetal (E-1S) hippocampal and cortical neurons 
grown in culture r} 41. Effects or lead on axon length. 
number of dendrites/cell and number of bntnches/axon wen; 
c;omplex and dependent upon the concentration of serum in 
the media 1141. Lead's inhibitory effects on neurite devel
opment in cultured hippocampal neurons were attributt:d at 
least in part to an inappropnate stimulation by lead of' 
protein phosphorylation by cakiulll/calmodulin-dependent 
protein kinase or cyclic AMP-depend<!nt protein kinase [13'[. 
Other studies have reported impairment or growtll or retinal 
axons (e.g., redllced area and branchtip number of retinal 
ganglion cell axon ar\)ori/alions in the optic tectum) with a 
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rig 4, PholonlH.:rogrophs of l! I-positive lH:urons In cootlol cultures (A) 
l.lI\d ill culHlre;; c).po'ic:d til (f3) 0 on 1 ,md (C) 0.01 liM bld ilCClafc fOi 4R h 

Noh: the p:(lg1l..'~,!',;vc deere"",.; !II new ile h:llgth with cxposun.: to increasing 
<:OliCcntratlOl}$ of lend. 

neurite lengths measured in cultures exposed to 0,0 I or 
0, 10 11M lead, The distribution of neurite lengths was 
plotled for each culture condition (Fill, 3), After 48-h 
incubation with O,GO 111M lead acetate, the longest neurltes 
were lost, although Ihe re,1 or the dislribution of nellrite 
lengths remained essentially the same as in control cul
tures, Ho"ever, in cultures exposed to 0,01 and 0,10 pM 
lead acetate, there was a clear shin 10 the left (P<:,05) In 
the distributions of' neurite lengths, 

4. Discus~ion 

The present resulls indicate that exposure of' fetal dop
~ low levels oflea9JQ:illLl=Q,lJ.!M, 
analogous to 0,024-2,4 L dl or lead, using the convention 
for measuring lood lead levels or a brief period or time 
(e,g" 48 h) causes signific,l1lt disruption of neurite elabora
tion without any appreciable effect on dopamine neuron 
survival. Although the reasons for tilis effect are not clear at 
this time, lead crfects on calcium homeostasis may have 
played an il11pOl13nt mle, Intracellular and nuclear transp0l1 
of calcium are involved in elaboration ofaxons and dendrites, 
Calcium release Ii'om intracellular stores stabilizes dendrites 
during the 11criod of synapse fOlmatiol1 [20'1, Local calcium 
release is a mechanism by which ,lrterel1l activity (e,g" 
neurotransmission evoked calcium rele,lse) can regulate 
dendritic siructure and arborilations that are critical to 
allaining a nornul1 pattern or adult synaptic connections 
[20J, Since lead suppresses activity associated "ith cal
cium-dependent release of neurotransmitters [9,18], affects 
presynaptic calcium channels involved in transmilter release 
[22J and essentially substitutes for calcium in a multitude or 
physiological functions l2j, it is not surprising that lead 
would also affeel calcium-dependent arborization oi'neuritcs, 
What was sUll)"ising was the low level or lead (0,00 1,0,01 
11M) needed to adversely affect neurites, However, lead is 
known to affect physiological processes at levels below that 
required by endogenous activators, For example, lead at 

picoll1olar concentrations activates protein kinase C. an 
<1ctiol1 nOimally induced by nanomolar concentration" or 
calciUlll [I). 

Lead may also have affected neurite mOlvhology by 
directly interacting with cytoskelellil proteins, Previously, 
le~d exposure, in the absence of serum, altered cytoskclelal 
protein expression (tHu, MAP-2b, MAP-2c, and GAI'-43) 
after only a 3-h exposure to 3 01' 6 ,LM lead 1261, i'rolongell 
lead exposure in vivo (through age 15 months) also modi
fied ilstrocyte cytoskeletul proteins (e,g" GFAP, vimentin) 
['28 i. Slow axonal transport of ncuronlmncnt proteins a11(1 
tubulins was impaired in animals exposed to lead in their 
drinking water for 13 weeks [32]. 

Previous stndies hHve described a ,igniiicant inhibitury 
effect of high (I mM) and low (111M) concentrJtiolls (bul 
not at intermediate concentrations) of lead on ncunte 
initiation in fetal (E-18) hippocampal and cortiui1 neurons 
grown in culture [J41, Eflects 01' leHd 011 axon length, 
number of dendrites/cell and number of bruncheslaxon were 
complex and dependent upon the concentration or serum in 
the l11"dia 1141, Leilu's inhibitory effects 011 neurite devel
opment in cultured hippocampal neurons were altribulcct at 
least in part 10 an inappropnate stimulation by lead of' 
p1'lltein phosphorylation by c,d,:jul11/call11()dulin-dcpel1d~nt 

protein kinase or cyclic AMP-dependent protein kinase 113'1-
OUler studies have reported impainnen: of' gmwtll or r'~IHlal 
,lxons (e,g" reduced area and lmll1chtip number of retinal 
ganglion cell axon ar\)orizatiol1s in the oplic tedum) with a 
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6-week in vivo exposure to nanomolar concentrations of 
lead [7]. In contrast to the inhibitory effects of lead on 
neurite growth in vivo or in plimary cells in culture, various 
concentrations of lead (e.g" 0.025-0.05 ItM in one study 
[8]; 0.1-100 pM in another study [31]) were shown to 
promote neurite outgrowth Irom PC 12 cells in the presence 
or in the absence of NGF, while higher lead concentrations 
(1-10 mM) were less ef!·ective. At low concentrations, lead 
did not cause neurite outgrowth in NGF-treated PC 12 cells 
but enhanced NGF-induced neurite outgrowth and promoted 
the formation of multiple neurites per cell [31]. These latter 
results, however, are difficult to compare with the present 
findings due to differences in the type of cells (e.g., primary 
neurons VS. tumor cell line) and culture conditions utilized. 

The finding that neurite morphology is significantly 
altered fit lead concentrations 111 OOOth to 111 OOth of th;lt 
necessary to stimulate overt cell death may have significant 
implications for fetal brain development and the hard wiring 
of the brain under conditions of lead exposure. Mobilization 
of matemal bone lead stores is a m!lior source of fetal lead 
exposure [II] with a strong cotTelationbetween matemal and 
umbilical cord blood lead levels. Emphasizing the danger of 
transfer oflead from mother to fetus [12], a recent prospecti ve 
study found increased levels of lead inmatemal bone and 
umbilical cord blood (mean 6.7 ~Lg/dl) that were associated 
with lower Mental Development Index scores on the Bayley 
Scales ofInHmtDevelopment at 24 months orage [II]. These 
findings, together with the CUtTent results, underscore the 
potential danger of even vety low levels of lead on fetal 
neuronal development. 
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(i-week in vivo exposure to nanoIl1oiar concentrations of 
I<:a(i [71, In contrast to the inhibitory effects of lead on 
neurite growth in vivo or in pl;mary cells in culture, various 
concentrations of lead (e,g .. 0,025-0,05 ItM in one study 
[8J; 0, I-I 00 pM in another study [J I]) were shown to 
promote neurite outgrowth !l'om PC 12 cells in the presence 
or in the absence of NGF, while higher lead concentrations 
(I - 10 mM) were less ellecli ve, A t low concentrations, lead 
did not cause neurite outgrowth in NGF-treated PC 12 cells 
but enhanced NGF-induced neurite outgrowth and promoted 
the formation of multiple neurites per cell 131], These latter 
results, however, are difficult to compare with the present 
Hndings due to differences in the type of cells (e.g., primary 
neurons VS, tumor cell line) and culture conditions utilized. 

The finding that neurite morphology is significantly 
altered at lead concentrations III OOOthlO 1Il00th of· that 
necessary to stimulate overt cell death may have significant 
implications l'or fetal brain development and the hard wiring 
of the brain under conditions of lead exposure. Mobilization 
of matemal bone lead stores is a major source of fetal lead 
exposure (I J J with a strong cOlTeiation between matemal and 
umbilical cord blood lead levels. Emphasizing the danger of 
transferofJead from mother to fetus [12], a recent prospective 
study fOllnd increased levels of lead in mate11lal bone and 
umbilical cord blood (mean 6.7 ~1g/dl) that were associated 
with lower Mental Development Index scores on the Bayley 
Scales ofiniant Development at24 months orage [11]. These 
lindings, together with the CUlTent results, underscore the 
potential danger of even very low levels of lead on fetal 
neuronal development. 
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Date: October i, 2013 

To: Washington County Board of Commissioners 

From: Miki Barnes 

Topic: Testimony urging Washington County Commissioners to rejec€ance~ 
The Sunset Residential Airpark file reveals that there are many confusing issues that have not 
been fully addressed in the current ordinance. In the interest of allowing the public additional 
time to understand the full impact and implications ofa decision of this nature, please reject this 
ordinance. 

Residential Airport Overlay in Violation of State License 

Under the terms of the "Airport License" granted to the Sunset Airpark on 1120170 by the Oregon 
State Board of Aeronautics, "No more than 25 families with aircraft shall have easements for the 
use of this airstrip at anyone time." Adding 18 residential units to the existing 16 will exceed this 
limit by 9. (See attached) 

Ordinance 772 - Out of Compliance with Comprehensive Plan 

The RurallNatural Resources section of the county's Comprehensive Plan recognizes land "as a 
vital long-term resource and not solely a shol1-term commodity." It further states that, "In the 
decision making process, the public interest is served only when environmental, social, energy, 
and economic factors are balanced and interrelated with consideration of short and long range 
impacts.'" 

The plan also explains that the rural comprehensive plan was initially formulated due in part to 
concerns over urban sprawl. J submit that airport incursions, expansions and development into 
traditionally rural areas is one of the most insidious and noxious forms of urban sprawl in 
Washington County. In any case, Ordinance 772 failed to consider environmental, social, energy 
or economic considerations. 

Rural Natural Resource Policy 4 states that, "It is the policy of Washington County to maintain or 
improve existing air quality.lll Yet this issue was not addressed in the ordinance, even though 
Hillsboro's air toxic levels are currently 120 times above benchmark levels while surrounding 
areas are 81 to 120 times above benchmarks,' an alarming situation that puts residents at a 
significantly heightened risk of cancer. From January through April, then again from October to 
December, much of the pollution generated by Sunset Airpark activity will blow directly over 
North Plains due to the prevailing winds b.!!!r/lww'N.wr~~-,-Q.r:.LedlJlll1rnlfil~§I.'w~..!VjmL9jI.,I1tmI. 
Since the state law allows unlimited take-ofTs and landings and the ordinance is promoting 
unlimited based aircraft ancl hangars on the site, it will be necessary to prepare for unlimited 
pollution. 

Policy 5 noise impact considerations were also ignored despite the fact that residents in the 
surrounding area will inevitably be impacted by the noise generated by an unlimited number of 
operations and based aircraft at this facility. Though this policy states that the county will 
"Coordinate with the Depal1mcnt of Environmental Quality, Oregon Department of 
Transportation, and the P0I1 of Portland when establishing land lise designations near airpoI1s," 
there was no documented evidence in the tile that this had occurred, other than a few emails 
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between Jason Gately at the Port of Portland and Jeff Caines at the Department of Aviation. 
Neither DEQ nor ODOT weighed in at all. Thankfully, the Comprehensive Plan does 
acknowledge that, "Noise can be a significant hazard to health, mOre serious than usually 
recognized. Noise is defined as unwanted sound and can result in loss of sleep, general 
discomfort and a reduction in the quality of life. Source reduction, buffering, and careful location 
of noise producing and noise-sensitive activities are important methods of minimizing noise
related problems.,,4 

The ordinance also failed to address Policy 6 on Water Resources.s According to the EPA, a 17.2 
mile stretch of McKay Creek that flows through North Plains is listed as impaired.6 This water 
source is located less than one mile from the Sunset Airstrip. Ordinance 772 includes a proposal 
to store aviation fuel on the residential sites of individual property owners. There was no 
information in the record regarding the potential negative impacts of fuel and other chemical 
hazard storage. Aviation fuel contains lead, a neurotoxin and suspected carcinogen that is linked 
with a number of serious and irreversible health conditions. In addition, there are other toxic 
elements in aviation fuel. Yet there was no discussion whatsoever regarding the possible impact 
of fuel tank leakage or toxic emissions from this pollutant. 

In addition to McKay Creek, seven other Washington County water sources are listed by the EPA 
as impaired - Dawson Creek (4.1 miles from Sunset Residential Airpark), Council Creek (6.2 
miles), Dairy Creek (3.5 miles), Bronson Creek (6.5 miles), Beaverton Creek (9.8 miles), Rock 
Creek (22.9 miles), and the Tualatin River (2.9 miles). 

Economic Factors 

Washington County's Airport Policy 287states that it is county policy "to protect the function and 
economic viability of existing public use airports." Sunset Airpark is not a public use airport As 
a private residential facility, Sunset Residential Airpark does not promote the economic viability 
of the community. A residential airpark "is a collection of homeowners who own airplanes and 
prefer the convenience offly-in parking."g Oregon already has 25 residential ail'parks9, more than 
all but foUl' other states (California, Texas, Florida, and Washington). There is no mandate in the 
Oregon Revised Statutes that requires the county to facilitate the expansion of this facility. No 
jobs are created by promoting this development. The sole purpose is to increase the rights of a 
miniscule minority while diminishing the livability and quality of life of surrounding 
communities and neighborhoods as well as the environment. 

In both the U.S. and in Oregon, pilots comprise less than 115 of one percent of the population as a 
whole.IO,11 A substantially smaller fraction of the population has the discretionary wealth to live 
in a residential airpark. I urge county commissioners to focus on the greater good rather than the 
narrow interests of this extraordinarily small minority. 

In addition, the passage of this ordinance could set the stage for upwards of 100, perhaps more, 
aircraft to be based at this facility. By contrast, a number of established commercial and general 
aviation airports in Oregon have far fewer based aircraft, including, but not limited to, Portland 
International (87), Southwest Oregon Regional (56), Eastern Oregon Regional (46), Robert's 
Field (91), Scappoose Industrial Airpark (58), Mulino State Airport (44), Cottage Grove State 
Airport (47), Lebanon State Airport (55), Albany Municipal Airport (5}), Astoria Regional (49), 
Sportsman Airpark (59), Chchalcm Airpark (31), and Tillamook Airport (40). 
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Sportsman Airpark (59), Chcbalcm Airpark (3 I), and Ti I/umook Ail'port (40). 
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between Jasun Gately at the Port uf Portland and Jeff Caines at the Department of Aviation. 
Neither DEQ nor ODOT weighed in at all. Thankfully, the Comprehensive Plan does 
acknowledge that, "Noise can be a significant hazard to health, more serious than usually 
recognized. Noise is defined as unwanted sound and can result in loss of sleep, general 
discomfort and a reduction in the quality of life. Source reduction, buffering, and careful location 
of noise producing and noise-sensitive activities are impoltant methods of minimizing noise
related problems.,,4 

The ordinance also failed to address Policy 6 on Water Resources. l According to the EPA, a 17.2 
mile stretch of McKay Creek that f10ws through North Plains is listed as impaired.6 This water 
source is located less than one mile from the Sunset Airstrip. Ordinance 772 includes a proposal 
to store aviation fuel on the residential sites of individual property owners. There was no 
information in the record regarding the potential negative impacts of fuel and other chemical 
hazard storage. Aviation fuel contains lead, a neurotoxin and suspected carcinogen that is linked 
with a number of serious and irreversible health conditions. In addition, there are other tox.ic 
elements in aviation fuel. Yet there was no discussion whatsoever regarding the possible impact 
of fuel tank leakage or tox.ic emissions from this pollutant. 

In addition to McKay Creek, seven other Washington County water sources are listed by the EPA 
as impaired - Dawson Creek (4. I miles f!'Om Sunset Residential Airpark), Council Creek (6.2 
miles), Dairy Creek (3.5 miles), Bronson Creek (6.5 miles), Beavelton Creek (9.8 miles), Rock 
Creek (22.9 miles), and the Tualatin River (2.9 miles). 

Economic Factors 

Washington County's Airport Policy 281statcs that it is county policy "to protect the function and 
economic viability of existing public use airpotts." Sunset Airpark is not a public use airport. As 
a private residential facility, Sunset Residential Airpark does not promote the economic viability 
of the community. A residential airpark "is a collection of homeowners who own airplanes and 
prefer the convenience of fly-in parking. ,,8 Oregon already has 25 residential airparks9, more than 
all but four other states (California, Texas, Florida, and Washington). There is no mandate in the 
Oregon Revised Statutes that requires the county to facilitate the expansion of this facility. No 
jobs are created by promoting this development. The sole purpose is to increase the rights of a 
miniscule minority while diminishing the livability and quality of life of surrounding 
communities and neighborhoods as well as the environment. 

In both the U.S. and in Oregon, pilots comprise less than 1/5 of one percent of tile population as a 
whole.lo,11 A substantially smaller fraction of the population has the discl'etionary wealth to live 
in a residential airpark. I urge county commissioners to focus on the greater good rather than the 
narrow interests of this extraordinarily small minority. 

In addition, the passage of this ordinance could set the stage for upwards of 100, perhaps more, 
aircraft to be based at this facility. By contrast, a number of established commercial and general 
aviation airports in Oregon have far fewer based airel'aft, including, but not limited to, Portland 
International (87), Southwest Oregon Regional (56), Eastern Oregon Regional (46), Robert's 
Field (91), Scappoose Industrial Airpark (58), Mulino State Airport (44), Cottage Grove State 
Airport (47), Lebanon State Airport (55), Albany Mt:nicipal Airport (51), Astoria Regional (49), 
Sportsman Airpark (59), Chcbilicill Airpark (31), and Tillamook AiI'port (40). 
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More Air Traffic in Washington County Thall Any Other County in the State 

Washington County residents are already burdened by more air traffic than any other county in 
the state. Hillsboro Airport (HIO), the second largest airport in the Oregon, which logs almost as 
many annual operations as Portland International Airport (POX), is only 4 miles from the Sunset 
Airpark, N0I1h Plains Gliderpo11 is within 2 miles, Olinger Airpark is within 2.5 miles. Apple 
Valley airstrip, which has created enormOllS controversy and led to ongoing legal challenges, is 
10.5 miles from Sunset. Both Stark's Twin Oaks and the Scappoose Airport are less than 15 miles 
away. Clearly this entire area is already inundated with relentless aviation activity. 

Lack of Compliance with State Planning Goal 12: Transportation 

Goal 12 states that, "The planning and development of transportation facilities in rural areas 
should discourage urban growth while providing transpo11ation service necessary to sustain rural 
and recreational uses in those areas so designated in the comprehensive plan." A residential 
airpark on a rllral subdivision solely to serve those wealthy enough to own and store mUltiple 
aircraft hardly meets the definition of "necessary to sustain" criteria. 

This goal also states that, "Plans for new or for the improvement of major transportation facilities 
should identify the positive and negative impacts on: (J) local land use patterns, (2) 
environmental quality, (3) energy use and resources, (4) existing transportation systems and (5) 
fiscal resources in a manner sufficient to enable local governments to rationally consider the 
issues posed by the construction and operation of such facilities." In the case of Ordinance 772, 
this analysis did not take place. 

Failure to Consider Alternatives 

The ordinance did not consider alternatives beyond establishing an airpo11 overlay zone, which 
was denied, or a residential overlay zone. 

During the 9/4/13 Washington County Planning Commission meeting on the ordinance, 
Commissioner Manseau asked, "Rather than creating a new code section, why isn't this handled 
through 430-1, accessory use and structures, because is a taxiway really any different from a 
private road? Is a hanger really any different f1'0111 a garage or a barn? And are tie downs really 
any different than a paved parking lot? They aren't really specific to an airport.'d2 This inquiry 
deserves further exploration. Paul Schaefer's response regarding '389', the new county code 
proposed by ordinance 772, is of concern: "And the way it's written is 389 really tailored to 
Sunset airstrip but that doesn't mean it could not be applied to other proposed or requested airpark 
areas." This suggests that the addition of 389 to county code could lead to other airport expansion 
plans throughout the county, yet the short and long term impacts of this potentiality were never 
discussed in the ordinance. 

In a 5128113 email from Jason Gately at the Port of Portland to Washington County planner Aisha 
Willits, Gately recommended that Sunset Airpark pursue a through-the-fence arrangement to 
accommodate residential expansion of the airpark. In this regard Gately stated, "I know the FAA 
is generally against residential airparks and what are considered 'through the fence operations.'" 
He then provided the FAA definition for this arrangement. "Through-the-fence operations are 
those activities permitted by an airpo11 sponsor through an agreement that permits access to the 
public landing area by independent entities or operations offering an aeronautical activity or to 
owners of aircraft based on land adjacent to, but not pal1 of, the airpo11 property." 
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More Ail' Traffic ill Washington County Than Any Other County in the State 

Washington County residents are already burdened by more air traffic than any other county in 
the state. Hillsboro Airport (HIO), the second largest airport in the Oregon, which logs almost as 
many annual operations as Portland International Airport (PDX), is only 4 miles from the Sunset 
Airpark, NOith Plains Gliderpolt is within 2 miles, Olinger Airpark is within 2.5 miles. Apple 
Valley airstrip, which has created enormous controversy and led to ongoing legal challenges, is 
10.5 miles from Sunset. Both Stark's Twin Oaks and the Scappoose Airport are less than 15 miles 
away. Clearly this entire area is already inundated with relentless aviation activity. 

Lack of Compliance with State Planning Goal 12: Transportation 

Goal 12 states that, "The planning and development of transportation facilities in rural areas 
should discourage urban growth while providing transpoltation service necessary to sustain rural 
and recreational uses in those areas so designated in the comprehensive plan." A residential 
airpark on a rural subdivision solely to serve those wealthy enough to own and store mUltiple 
aircraft hardly meets the definition of "necessary to sustain" criteria. 

This goal also states that, "Plans for new or for the improvement of major transportation facilities 
should identify the positive and negative impacts on: (I) local land use patterns, (2) 
environmental quality, (3) energy use and resources, (4) existing transportation systems and (5) 
fiscal resources in a manner sufficient to enable local governments to rationally consider the 
issues posed by the construction and operation of such facilities." In the case of Ordinance 772, 
this analysis did not take place. 

Failure to Consider Alternatives 

The ordinance did not consider alternatives beyond establishing an airpolt overlay zone, which 
was denied, or a residential overlay zone. 

During the 9/4113 Washington County Planning Commissionllleeting on the ordinance, 
Commissioner Manseau asked, II Rather than creating a new code section, why isn't this handled 
through 430-1, accessory use and structures, because is a taxiway really any different from a 
private road? Is a hanger really any different from a garage or a barn? And are tie downs really 
any different than a paved parking lot? They aren't really specific to an airport. Jll2 This inquiry 
deserves further exploration. Paul Schaefer's response regarding '389', the new county code 
proposed by ordinance 772, is of concern: "And the way it's written is 389 really tailored to 
Sunset airstrip but that doesn't mean it could not be applied to other proposed or requested airpark 
areas." This suggests that the addition of 389 to county code could lead to other airport expansion 
plans throughout the county, yet the short and long term impacts of this potentiality were never 
discussed in the ordinance. 

In a 5/28/13 email from Jason Gately at the Port of Portland to Washington County planner Aisha 
Willits, Gately recommended that Sunset Airpark pursue a through-tile-fence arrangement to 
accolllmodate residential expansion of tile airpark. In this regard Gately stated, "I know the FAA 
is generally against residential airparks and wl1at are considered 'through the fence operations."' 
He then provided the FAA definition for tbis arrangement. "Through-the-fence operations are 
those activities permitted by an airport sponsor through an agreement that permits access to the 
public landing area by independent entities or operations offering an ael'Onautica I activity or to 
owners of aircraft based on land adjacent to, but not palt of, the airport property." 
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Washington County residents are already burdened by more air traffic than any other county in 
tbe state. Hillsboro Airport (HIO), the second largest airport in the Oregon, which logs almost as 
many annual operations as Portland International Airport (PDX), is only 4 miles from the Sunset 
Airpark, NOith Plains Gliderport is within 2 miles, Olinger Airpark is within 2.5 miles. Apple 
Valley airstrip, which has created enormolls controversy and led to ongoing legal challenges, is 
10.5 miles from Sunset. 80th Stark's Twin Oaks and the Scappoose Airp0l1 are less than 15 miles 
away. Clearly this entire area is already inundated with relentless aviation activity. 

Lack of Compliance with State Planning Goal 12: Transportation 

Goal 12 states that, "The planning and development of transportation facilities in rural areas 
should discouragc urban growth while providing transpOltation service necessary to sustain rural 
and recreationaiuses in those areas so designated in the comprehensive plan." A residential 
airpark on a rural subdivision solely to serve those wealthy enough to own and store multiple 
aircraft hardly meets the definition of "necessary to sustain" criteria. 

This goal also states that, "Plans for new or for the improvement of major transportation facilities 
should identify the positive and negative impacts on: (I) local land lise patterns, (2) 
environmental quality, (3) energy use and resources, (4) existing transportation systems and (5) 
fiscal resources in a manner sufficient to enable local governments to rationally consider the 
issues posed by the construction and operation ofsllch facilities." In the case of Ordinance 772, 
this analysis did not take place. 

Failure to Consider Alternatives 

The ordinance did not consider alternatives beyond establishing an ail'pol"! overlay zone, which 
was denied, or a residential overlay zone. 

During the 9/4113 Washington County Planning Commission meeting on the ordinance, 
Commissioner Manseau asked, "Rather than creating a new code section, why isn't this handled 
through 430-1, accessory use and structures, because is a taxiway really any different from a 
private road? Is a hanger really any different frolll a garage or a barn? And are tie downs really 
any different than a paved parking lot? They aren't really specific to an airport.,,12 This inquiry 
deserves further exploration. Paul Schaefer's respollse regarding '389', the new county code 
proposed by ordinance 772, is of concern: "And the way it's written is 389 really tailored to 
Sunset airstrip but that doesn't mean it could not be applied to other proposed or requested airpark 
areas." This suggests that the addition of 389 to county code could lead to other airport expansioll 
plans throughout the county, yet the short and long term impacts of this potentiality wcre never 
discussed in the ordinance. 

In a 5/28/13 email from Jason Gately at the Port of Portland to Washington County planner Aish:1 
Willits, Gately recommended that Sunset Airpark pursue a through-tile-fence arrangement to 
accommodate residential expansion of tile airpark. In this regard Gately stated, "I know the FAA 
is generally against residential airparks and wIlat are considered 'through the fence operations.'" 
He then provided the FAA definition for this arrangement. "Through-the-fence operations are 
those activities permitted by an airport sponsor through an agreement that permits access to the 
public landing area by independent entities or operations offering an aeronautical activity or to 
owners of aircraft based on land adjacent to, but nol pal1 of, the airport property." 
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A 7110113 email from Jeff Caines at the Oregon Department of Aviation echoed Gately's 
recommendation to pursue a through-the-fence arrangement. "By complying with FAA TTF 
development requirements, you can ensure that potential issues will be minimized and future 
potential funding options won't be compromised; however as a private, non-federally funded 
airport, this is only a recommendation." It would appear that if Gately and Caine's 
recommendations were followed there would be no need to create a residential overlay zone. 

Lack of Clarity 

Another confusing point in the county's planning documents relates to a 7/24/13 email from 
Caines to Schaefer stating that Caines was unable to find a list of the activities that existed at the 
airpark in 1968 when the airpark was established. (See attached) He went on to note that "New 
uses can be established via a public hearing." Thus the claim that the current airpark is authorized 
by ORS 836.616 to engage in flight instruction, sightseeing tours and other commercial activity is 
spurious and misleading. In fact, the record indicates that a 2009 effort to seek approval for 
expansions of this nature at the Sunset Airpark was denied. In the interest of transparency and 
accountability, this issue needs to be clarified. 

In short, Ordinance 722 is poorly conceived. As written it is at odds with the recommendations of 
both the Port and ODA. The Washington County Planning Commission also recommended 
rejecting the ordinance. For al.l the reasons stated above, J urge you to reject this ordinance. In 
addition, it runs counter to previous LUBA rulings regarding the separation between airport 
zoning and residential activity. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

/Jf{v tJ;?pU.e7 
Miki Barnes 

I Washington County RurallNatural Resource Plan Element. Preface. (11123/06). Pg. 1-2 
2 Ibid. Policy 4. Air Quality. Pg. I. 
J Coalition for a Livable Future. Air Quality. Available at http://clfuture.org/atlas-maps/air-quality-all
sources. 
4 Washington County RurallNatural Resource Plan Element. Policy 5. Noise. (11/23/06). Pg. 1-2 
5 Ibid. Policy 6. Water Resources. Pg. 1. 
6 EPA. My Environment. North Plains, Oregon. Available at 
http://www.epa.gov/myenv/myenview2.html?minx=-123.02061&miny=45.59002&maxx=-
122.97297&maxy=45.60533&ve= 14,45.59762,-122.99958&pSearch=North Plains, OR 
7 Policy 28, Airports. Washington County Board of Commissioners. September 24,2013 Meeting 
Materials. Ordinance No.772. Exhibit 2. (711 8/13). Pg. ]-6). 
8 Coyne, James K. The Future of Residential Airparks. National Air Transportation Association. 
9 Living With Your Plane. Available at http://livingwithyourplane.com/directory/searchl?state _id=46. 
10 FAA Website. Available at 
http://www.faa.gov/data_research/aviation_ data_ statistics/civi 1_ airmen_ statistics/20 12/med ial A irO 1-
2012.xls 
II U.S. Censlis Website. Available at http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/41000.html. 
12 Ordinance No. 772 Transcript 9/4/13 Planning Commission Hearing. Washington COllnty Board of 
Commissioners. September 24,2013 Meeting Materials. Ordinance No.772. (Pg.3). 
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A 7/10/13 email from Jeff Caines at the Oregon Department of A v iation echoed Gately's 
recommendation to pursue a through-the-fence arrangement. "By complying with FAA TTF 
development requirements, you can ensure that potential issues will be minimized and future 
potential funding options won't be compromised; however as a private, non-federally funded 
airport, this is only a recommendation." It would appear that if Gately and Caine's 
recommendations were followed there would be no need to create a residential overlay zone. 

Lack of Clarity 

Another confusing point in the county's planning documents relates to a 7/24/13 email from 
Caines to Schaefer stating that Caines was unable to find a list of the activities that existed at the 
airpark in 1968 when the airpark was established. (See attached) He went on to note that "New 
uses can be established via a public hearing." Thus the claim that the current airpark is authorized 
by ORS 836.616 to engage in flight instruction, sightseeing tours and other commercial activity is 
spurious and misleading. In fact, the record indicates that a 2009 effort to seek approval for 
expansions of this nature at the Sunset Airpark was denied. In the interest of transparency and 
accountability, this issue needs to be clarified. 

In short, Ordinance 722 is poorly conceived. As written it is at odds with the recommendations of 
both the Port and ODA. The Washington County Planning Commission also recommended 
rejecting the ordinance. For all the reasons stated above, I urge you to reject this ordinance. In 
addition, it runs counter to previous LUBA rulings regarding the separation between airport 
zoning and residential activity. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
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by ORS 836.616 to engage in flight instruction, sightseeing tours and other commercial activity is 
spurious and misleading. In fact, the record indicates that a 2009 effort to seek approval for 
expansions of this nature at the Sunset Airpark was denied. In the interest of transparency and 
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SUNSET AIR STRIP 

North Plains 

HAS SeEN ISSUED THIS LICENSE UNDER THE PROVISIONS 

OF CHAPTER 492, OREGON REVISED STATUTES 
SUBJECT TO THE CONDITIONS 

NOTED ON THE REVERSE SIDE 

~~L~ 
OREGON STATE BOARD OF AERONAUTICS 
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Salem, Oreg~m97310 
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CONDITIONS: 

1. No more than 25 families with aircraft;: shall have easements £;or the use of this airstrip at anyone time. 

2. In the event it becomes necessary for the operation of Portland-Hillsboro Airport, Roth Development, Inc., 
agrees to grant to the p·ort',of Portland, without charge, airspace easements over the runway and taxiways 
at Sunset Air Strip. 

3, The Sunet Air Strip shall be cQn;$t'rV,cted to meet at least the minimum airport standards established by 
the Board of Aeronautics.; 

4. Ingress and egress to the airport will be conducted in accordance with procedures coordinated with the 
Chief, Hillsboro Airport 'rraffic Control 'rower, and the Oregon State Board of Aeronautics. 'rhese procedures 
will include, but are 'not restricted 1;:0: Cal Arrival paths; (b) Departure paths; (c) Traffic pattern; Cd) 
Communication requir~nt; (e) Communication procedures; (f) Air traffic control instructions. 

THIS CERTIFICATE IS THE PROPERTY OF 
OREGON STATE BOARD OF AERONAUTICS 
AND MUST BE RETURNED IF NOT RENEWED 
BY JANUARY 1st OF EACH YEAR, 

RENEWAL WILL BE EVIDENCED BY LmER 
AFTER PAYMENT OF THE ANNUAL FEE OF 
ONE DOLLAR. 

N? 16 
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CONDITIONS: 

1. No more than 25 families with aircraft shall have easements for the use of this airstrip at anyone time. 

2. In the event it becomes necessary for the operation of Portland-Hillsboro Airport, Roth Development, Inc., 
agrees to grant to the Port ',of Portland, without charge, airspace easements over the runway and taxiways 
at Sunset Air Strip. 

3. The Sunet Air Strip shall be constructed to meet at least the minimum airport standards established by 
the Board of Aeronautics. 

4. Ingress and egress to the airport will be conducted in accordance with procedures coordinated with the 
Chief, Hillsboro Airport Traffic Control Tower, and the Oregon State Board of Aeronautics. These procedures 
'I.rill include, but 'are 'not restricted to: (a) Arrival paths; (b) Departure paths; (c) Traffic pattern; Cd) 
Communication requir~nt; (e) Communication procedures; (f) Air traffic control instructions. 

THIS CERTIfiCATE IS THE PROPERTY OF 
OREGON STATE BOARD OF AERONAUTICS 
AND MUST BE RETURNED IF NOT RENEWED 
BY JANUARY 1st OF EACH YEAR. 

RENEWAL WILL BE EVIDENCED BY LETTER 
AFTER PAYMENT OF THE ANNUAL FEE OF 
ONE DOLLAR. 
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CONDITIONS: 

1. No more than 25 families with aircraft shall have easements for the use of this airstrip at anyone time. 

2. In the event it becomes necessary for the operation of Portland-Hillsboro Airport, Roth Development, Inc., 
agrees to grant to the Port~of Portland, without charge, airspace easements over the runway and taxiways 
at Sunset Air Strip. 

3. The Sunet Air Strip shall be constructed to meet at least the minimum airport standards established by 
the Board of Aeronautics. 

4. Ingress and egress to the airport· will be conducted in accordance with procedures coordinated with the 
Chief, Hillsboro Airport Traffic Control Tower, and the Oregon State Board of Aeronautics. These procedures 
"rill include, but are not restricted to: (a) Arrival paths; (b) Departure paths; (c) Traffic pattern; Cd) 
Comounication requir~nt; (e) Cotmmlnication procedures; (f) Air traffic control instructions. 

THIS CERTIFICATE IS THE PROPERTY OF 
OREGON STATE BOARD OF AERONAUTICS 
AND MUST BE RETURNED IF NOT RENE'NED 
BY JANUARY 1st OF EACH YEAR. 

RENE'NAL WILL BE EVIDENCED BY LETTER 
AFTER PAYMENT OF THE ANNUAL FEE OF 
ONE DOLLAR. 

N? 16 



Paul Schaefer 

From: CAINES Jeff [Jeff.CAINES@aviation.state.or.us] 

Sent: Wednesday, July 24,2013 11 :54 AM 

To: Paul Schaefer 

Subject: RE: Residential Airpark Overlay District (Ordinance 772) 

Paul: 

Page 1 of 1 

Do you know what uses are currently going on at the Sunset Airstrip? I want to make sure that the uses 
already in existence will be allowed to continue. ODA has records that this airfield was established in 
1968 with 10 based aircraft, but at quick glance I did not see a list of activities. I just want to make sure 
that the activities listed in ORS 836.616(2) are allowed. New uses can be established via a public 
hearing. 

Also, on Page 3 of 6 on exhibit 2, the Skyport Airport (4S4) was recognized by ODA during the 2007 
update of the Oregon Aviation Plan. I am not sure if the County wants to move it up to list 3 or not. 

Thank you for allowing me to review the ordinance. 

Jeff 

Jeff Caines, AICP 
Aviation Planner / SCIP Coordinator 
503-378-2529 - Office 
503-507-6965 - Cell 

From: Paul Schaefer [mallto:Paul_Schaefer@co.washington.or.us] 
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2013 12:47 PM 
To: jason.gately@portofportland.com; CAINES Jeff 
Cc: Paul Schaefer 
Subject: Residential Airpark Overlay District (Ordinance 772) 

Good afternoon. 

I wanted to make sure that you both got a copy of the filed ordinance to establish a Residential Airpark Overlay 
District near Sunset Airstrip. This ordinance is scheduled to be considered by the Planning Commission on 9/4 
and the Board of County Commissioners on 9/24. I am writing the PC staff report at this time. 

Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information. 

Thank you 

Paul 
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Subject: RE: Residential Airpark Overlay District (Ordinance 772) 

Paul: 

Page 1 of 1 
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update of the Oregon Aviation Plan. I am not sure if the County wants to move it up to list 3 or not. 

Thank you for allowing me to review the ordinance, 

Jeff 

Jeff Caines, AICP 
Aviation Planner 1 SCIP Coordinator 
503-378-2529 - Office 
503-507-6965 - Cell 

From: Paul Schaefer [mailto:Paul_Schaefer@co.washington,or.us] 
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Paul 
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that the activities listed in ORS 836.616(2) are allowed. New uses can be established via a public 

hearing. 
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Jeff Caines, AICP 
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503-507-6965 - Cell 
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To: jason.gately@portofportland.com; CAINES Jeff 
Cc: Paul Schaefer 
Subject: Residential Alfpark Overlay District (Ordinance 772) 
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District near Sunset Airstrip. This ordinance is scheduled to be considered by the Planning Commission on 9/4 
and the Board of County Commissioners on 9/24. I am writing the PC staff report at this time. 

Please let me know If you have any questions or need additional information. 
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AGENDA 

WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

Public Hearing - First Reading and First Public Hearing 
Agenda Category: Land Use & Transportation; County Counsel (CPO 8) 

Agenda Title: 

Presented by: 

SUMMARY: 

PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO. 772 - AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING THE RURALINATURAL RESOURCE PLAN AND 
THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE TO DEVELOP A 
RESIDENTIAL AIRPARK OVERLAY DISTRICT 

Andrew Singelakis, Director of Land Use & Transportation 
Alan Rappleye~ County Counsel 

Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the Washington County 
Community Development Code relating to a new Residential Airpark Overlay District. The new 
district would authorize hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an 
existing dwelling. 

The ordinance also proposes to amend Policy 28 (Airports) ofthe Washington County 
RurallNatural Resource Plan to add text relating to the Residential Airpark Overlay District and 
to replace the existing Sunset Airstrip map with a new map that shows the Residential Airpark 
Overlay District boundaries. Ordinance No. 772 is posted on the county's land use ordinance web 
page at the following link: 
http://www.co.washington.or.usILUTlDivisions/LongRangePlanning/2013-land-use-ordinances.cfm 

On September 4, 2013, the Planning Commission (PC) conducted a public hearing for this 
ordinance. The PC voted 4-1 to recommend that the Board reject Ordinance No. 772. The Board 
staff report will be posted on the above land use ordinance web page prior to the hearing. 

Consistent with Board policy, testimony about the ordinance is limited to three minutes for 
individuals and 12 minutes for a representative of a group. 

Clerk's Desk Item: Staff Report (click to access electronic copy) 

DEPARTMENT'S REQUESTED ACTION: 

Read Ordinance No. 772 by title only and conduct the first public hearing. At the conclusion of 
the hearing, direct engrossment of the ordinance to include the changes as shown in 
Attachment A. Continue the hearing to October 15 and 22, 2013 and direct staff to prepare and 
mail notice of the amendments consistent with the requirements of Chapter X of the County 
Charter. Staff is also directed to prepare and mail an additional Type III Public Hearing Notice to 
owners of property within 1000 feet of the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

I concur with the requested action. 

Agenda Item No. 4.d. 
Date: 09/24/13 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

Public Hearing - First Reading and First Public Hearing 
Agenda Category: Land Use & Transportation; County Counsel (CPO 8) 

Agenda Title: 

Presented by: 

SUMMARY: 

PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO. 772 - AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING THE RURALINATURAL RESOURCE PLAN AND 
THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE TO DEVELOP A 
RESIDENTIAL AIRPARK OVERLAY DISTRICT 

Andrew Singelakis, Director of Land Use & Transportation 
Alan Rappleyel!, County Couns('!l __ _ 

Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the Washington County 
Community Development Code relating to a new Residential Airpark Overlay District. The new 
district would authorize hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an 
existing dwelling. 

The ordinance also proposes to amend Policy 28 (Airports) of the Washington County 
RurallNatural Resource Plan to add text relating to the Residential Airpark Overlay District and 
to replace the existing Sunset Airstrip map with a new map that shows the Residential Airpark 
Overlay District boundaries. Ordinance No. 772 is posted on the county's land use ordinance web 
page at the following link: 
http://\\'WW.co.washington.or.usILUTlDivisions/LongRangePlanning/20 13-land-use-ordinauces.cfrn 

On September 4,2013, the Planning Commission (PC) conducted a public hearing for this 
ordinance. The PC voted 4-1 to recommend that the Board reject Ordinance No. 772. The Board 
staff report will be posted on the above land use ordinance web page prior to the hearing. 

Consistent with Board policy, testimony about the ordinance is limited to three minutes for 
individuals and 12 minutes for a representative of a group. 

Clerk's Desk Item: Staff Report (click to access electronic copy) 

DEPARTMENT'S REQUESTED ACTION: 

Read Ordinance No. 772 by title only and conduct the first public hearing. At the conclusion of 
the hearing, direct engrossment of the ordinance to include the changes as shown in 
Attachment A. Continue the hearing to October 15 and 22, 2013 and direct staff to prepare and 
mail notice of the amendments consistent with the requirements of Chapter X of the County 
Charter. Staff is also directed to prepare and mail an additional Type III Public Hearing Notice to 
owners of property within 1000 feet of the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

I concur with the requested action. 

Agenda Item No. 4.d. 
Date: 09/24/13 
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Agenda Category: Land Use & Transportation; County Counsel (CPO 8) 
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PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO. 772 - AN ORDINANCE 
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THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE TO DEVELOP A 
RESIDENTIAL AIRPARK OVERLAY DISTRICT 

Andrew Singelakis, Director of Land Use & Transportation 
Nan Rappl~~ County Counsj!l ---

Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the Washington County 
Community Development Code relating to a new Residential Airpark Overlay District. The new 
district would authorize hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an 
existing dwelling. 

The ordinance also proposes to amend Policy 28 (Airports) of the Washington County 
RuralINatural Resource Plan to add text relating to the Residential Airpark Overlay District and 
to replace the existing Sunset Airstrip map with a new map that shows the Residential Airpark 
Overlay District boundaries. Ordinance No. 772 is posted on the county's land use ordinance web 
page at the following link: 
http://www.co.washington.or.usILUTlDivisionslLongRangePlanning/2013-1and-use-ordinances.cfm 

On September 4, 2013, the Planning Commission (PC) conducted a public hearing for this 
ordinance. The PC voted 4-1 to recommend that the Board reject Ordinance No. 772. The Board 
staff report will be posted on the above land use ordinance web page prior to the hearing. 

Consistent with Board policy, testimony about the ordinance is limited to three minutes for 
individuals and 12 minutes for a representative of a group. 

Clerk's Desk Item: Staff Report (click to access electronic copy) 

DEPARTMENT'S REQUESTED ACTION: 

Read Ordinance No. 772 by title only and conduct the first public hearing. At the conclusion of 
the hearing, direct engrossment of the ordinance to include the changes as shown in 
Attachment A. Continue the hearing to October 15 and 22, 2013 and direct staff to prepare and 
mail notice of the amendments consistent with the requirements of Chapter X of the County 
Charter. Staff is also directed to prepare and mail an additional Type III Public Hearing Notice to 
owners of property within 1000 feet of the proposcd Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

COUNTY ADMINISTRA TOR'S RECOMMENDATION: 

I concur with the requested action. 

Agenda Item N~--4.d.-l 
Date: 09/24(13 --.J 



TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

WASHINGTON COUNTY 

Inter-Department Correspondence 

September 24,2013 
Recording Division 

Barbara Hejtmanek 

MINUTE ORDER 13-266 
PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO. NO. 772 - AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING THE RURALINATURAL RESOURCE PLAN 
AND THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE TO 
DEVELOP A RESIDENTIAL AIRPARK OVERLAY 
DISTRICT 

At its regular meeting on September 24,2013, the Board continued this public hearing to 
October 1,2013. 

APPROVED WASHINGTON COUNTi 

BOAliD OF COMMISSIONERS 

MINUTE ORDER 1# .... M.L:; -2 G" 
DATE • ___ .. , 9'-:;;;':'i"~"""'-

~~ BY' • • ;:;='::-__ m_ 
~OFnm AIm 
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SUBJECT: 
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Inter-Department Correspondence 

September 24,2013 
Recording Division 

Barbara Hejtmanek 

MINUTE ORDER 13-266 
PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO. NO. 772 - AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING THE RURALINATURAL RESOURCE PLAN 
AND THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE TO 
DEVELOP A RESIDENTIAL AIRPARK OVERLAY 
DISTRICT 

At its regular meeting on September 24,2013, the Board continued this public hearing to 
October 1,2013. 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 

Inter-Department Correspondence 
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Recording Division 

Barbara Hejtmanek 

MINUTE ORDER 13-266 
PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO. NO. 772 - AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING THE RURALINATURAL RESOURCE PLAN 
AND THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE TO 
DEVELOP A RESIDENTIAL AIRPARK OVERLAY 
DISTRICT 

At its regular meeting on September 24, 2013, the Board continued this public hearing to 
October 1,2013. 
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MINUTES 

WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

SEPTEMBER 24,2013 

CONVENED: 6:33 p.m. 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS: 
Chair Andy Duyck 
Vice Chair Greg Malinowski 
Commissioner Dick Schouten 
Commissioner Roy Rogers 
Commissioner Bob Terry 

STAFF: 
Robert Davis, County Administrator 
Alan Rappleyea, County Counsel 
Andy Back, Planning and Development Services Manager 
Suzanne Savin, Senior Planner, LUT 
Anne Kelly, LUT - Development Svcs., Current Planning 
Andrew Singelakis, LUT - Office of the Director 
Sia Lindstrom, County Administrative Office 
Stephen Roberts, LUT - Office of the Director/Admin Svcs. 
Jonathan Schlueter, County Administrative Office 
Steve Kelley, LUT Long Range Planning 
Michelle Pimentel, HHS Solid Waste & Recycling 
Carine Arendes, LUT - Current Planning 
Nate Cullen, Water Treatment Department Director, CWS 
Tom Stow, Operations Division Manager, CWS 
CJ Baxter, Plant Manager, CWS 
Jim Thiessen, Audiovisual Technician 
Barbara Hejtmanek, Recording Secretary 
Minutes by Michelle Rubio 

PRESS: 
None. 

1. ORAL COMMUNICATION (2 MINUTE OPPORTUNITy) 

Chair Duyck stated 4.c.2 is an off docket item which is a continuance of the hearing on 
Ordinance No. 771 from last week. He said the Board decided the slopes issue in the 
buffer areas will not be taken up this year and will be addressed in the spring if the Board 
directs it. 
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on the area. She said there isn't a comparable provision in the rest of County code and the 
prohibition is unique to North Bethany. 

Commissioner Terry said he went through this issue with his property recently and found 
that legally a property owner cannot make an easement within his own property. He said 
this is what would have happened if the easement was made prior to selling it to West 
Hills and West Hills couldn't make the easement because they couldn't place the 
easement as the development hadn't been decided by the County. In essence, he noted 
K&R Holdings is stuck in a catch 22. 

Chair Duyck asked the Board about the proposed language by K&R Holdings on the 
easement issue and the Board concurred to have the language added. He also asked the 
Board about going back to the original language on the half street improvements for 
parks, striking Exhibits 4 and 6. The Board concurred with THPRD's proposal to go back 
to the original language and deferring changes on the linear parks issue until next year. 
He said they will also be replacing the word "brugger" with "buffer". 

It was moved to engross Ordinance No. 771 to include the changes incorporated in 
Attachment A to the staff report dated September 18, 2013 removing Exhibits 4 and 6; 
direct replacement ofthe word "Brugger" with the word "Buffer" in Exhibit 1, page 4 of 
Attachment A; add the stub street language proposed by K&R; direct staff to consider the 
buffer slope issue and the Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation half street improvement 
issue for the work plan. Continue the hearing to October 15 and October 22,2013; Direct 
staff to prepare the mailed notice of the amendments consistent with the requirements of 
Chapter X of the County Charter. 

Commissioner Schouten asked if they've discussed building on steep slopes outside the 
Natural Features Buffer. 

Ms. Savin said that is part of Attachment A which includes language allowing 25 percent 
slopes outside the Natural Features Buffer to be developable. 

Commissioner Malinowski said the public utilities are still being covered. He said it also 
includes the developers build map streets if on property 95 percent of the time. 

Motion - Rogers 
2nd Terry 

/

ote 5-0 

4.d. 
MO 13-266 
Proposed Ordinance No. 772 an Ordinance Amending the RuraIJNatural Resource Plan 
and the Community Development Code to Develop a Residential Airpark Overlay 
District (CPO 8) 
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It was moved to read Ordinance No. 772 by title only. 

Motion Terry 
2nd 

- Malinowski 
Vote -5-0 

Alan Rappleyea, County Counsel read Ordinance No. 772 by title only. 

Suzanne Savin said this ordinance was requested by property owners adjacent to the 
Sunset airstrip and also requested by Air Acres Homeowners Association. She said the 
proposed amendments are contained in the following two exhibits: 

• Exhibit 1 adds Community Development Code section 389 (Residential Airpark 
Overlay District) 

• Exhibit 2 amends policy 28 of the Rural Natural Resource Plan for airports 

She said the key provisions for the Rural Natural Resource Plan are that the ordinance 
would allow a residential airpark overlay district and allow residential airpark 
development. She said the Sunset airstrip map would be updated to apply the Residential 
Airpark Overlay District to certain rural lands adjacent to the airstrip. She cited the 
following key Community Development Code provisions: 

• Adding Section 389 (Residential Airpark Overlay District) 
• Allow limited airport related accessory uses (hangars, tie down areas, aviation 

fuel storage and aircraft taxiways). 
• Applies to the lots within the overlay district and the accessory uses would be 

allowed on lots that contain an existing dwelling. 
• Requires an existing dwelling 
• Does not authorize new dwelling units 

Ms. Savin reported that in 2003, Ordinance No. 609 created private use airport overlay 
(CDC Section 385) which applied to several areas in the County, including Sunset airstrip 
and Air Acres 1 and 2. She said in 2009 the property owners adjacent to the north and 
south sides of the Sunset airstrip requested the private use airport overlay that applied to 
the airstrip be expanded to include additional properties (referenced on a map that was 
submitted). She said the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) 
objected to this request (Ordinance No. 721) because of the larger list of uses that would 
be allowed on these lands under the private use airport overlay. She added the Board had 
the same concerns and rejected Ordinance No. 721. She said existing Air Acres 1 and 2 
and the airstrip are private use airport overlay districts. She said the land use designations 
of the new proposed district are rural residentiaI5,AF5, Exclusive farm use, and AF20. 
She said they received a letter from DLCD after this ordinance was filed objecting to the 
inclusion of the EFU and AF20 parcels within the Residential Airpark Overlay District. 
DLCDsaid it's contradictory to the statutory requirements. She displayed a chart 
comparing the allowed uses in a private use airport overlay with the proposed residential 
airpark overlay. She said the Planning Commission recommended rejection of Ordinance 
No. 772. She explained their concerns with the adequacy of public notice for the proposal 
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Motion - Terry 
2nd 

- Malinowski 
Vote -5-0 
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• Exhibit 1 - adds Community Development Code section 389 (Residential Airpark 
Overlay District) 

• Exhibit 2 - amends policy 28 of the Rural Natural Resource Plan for airports 

She said the key provisions for the Rural Natural Resource Plan are that the ordinance 
would allow a residential airpark overlay district and allow residential airpark 
development. She said the Sunset airstrip map would be updated to apply the Residential 
Airpark Overlay District to certain rural lands adjacent to the airstrip. She cited the 
following key Community Development Code provisions: 

• Adding Section 389 (Residential Airpark Overlay District) 
• Allow limited airport related accessory uses (hangars, tie down areas, aviation 

fuel storage and aircraft taxiways). 
• Applies to the lots within the overlay district and the accessory uses would be 

allowed on lots that contain an existing dwelling. 
• Requires an existing dwelling 
• Does not authorize new dwelling units 

Ms. Savin reported that in 2003, Ordinance No. 609 created private use airport overlay 
(CDC Section 385) which applied to several areas in the County, including Sunset airstrip 
and Air Acres 1 and 2. She said in 2009 the property owners adjacent to the north and 
south sides of the Sunset airstrip requested the private use airport overlay that applied to 
the airstrip be expanded to include additional properties (referenced on a map that was 
SUbmitted). She said the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) 
objected to this request (Ordinance No. 721) because of the larger list of uses that would 
be allowed on these lands under the private use airport overlay. She added the Board had 
the same concerns and rejected Ordinance No. 721. She said existing Air Acres 1 and 2 
and the airstrip are private use airport overlay districts. She said the land use designations 
of the new proposed district are rural residential 5, AF5, Exclusive farm use, and AF20. 
She said they received a letter from DLCD after this ordinance was filed objecting to the 
inclusion of the EFU and AF20 parcels within the Residential Airpark Overlay District. 
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No. 772. She explained their concerns with the adequacy of public notice for the proposal 



if the process was quasi-judicial or a combination of quasi-judicial and legislative. She 
said they were also concerned the ordinance didn't prohibit commercial aviation 
activities and were concerned the ordinance didn't limit the number of hangars and tie 
down areas. Regarding adequacy of public notice, staff recommends Ordinance No. 772 
receive the standard noticing they do for all ordinances. She stated this proposal received 
a Type III notice where property owners within l,OOO feet receive notice. She said 
because this is changing the Community Development Code and Comprehensive 
Framework Plan, the process would be legislative. She said staff recommends removal of 
the three EFU parcels and one Af20 parcel; Clarify that only one hangar and one tie
down are allowed per lot; Prohibit commercial aviation activities, except as may be 
allowed in the AF5 and RR Districts; Prohibit renting of personal hangars. 

Chair Duyck asked if the EFU and AF20 were removed prior to the Planning 
Commission recommendation. 

Ms. Savin said they were proposed for removal prior to the Planning Commission 
recommendation. 

Commissioner Terry asked why they decided to limit it to one hangar. She said it's not 
unusual for aviators to have more than one plane. He asked if it's okay to have a hangar 
than can accommodate more than one plane. 

Ms. Savin said the original filed ordinance said "a hangar" and "a tie down" and the 
Planning Commission was concerned this wasn't specific enough. She said the ordinance 
is silent on size requirements on the hangar. 

Commissioner Schouten said the concern was making sure the volume of air traffic in 
that area was limited. 

Ms. Savin said it didn't seem the Planning Commission articulated that as the reason for 
their stated concerns but their thinking might have been different. 

Commissioner Schouten asked for further explanation of the Planning Commission's 
recommendation to allow one hangar. 

Ms. Savin said the rational~ wasn't articulated to that level so she couldn't say. 

Commissioner Terry asked if this is just residential. 

Ms. Savin said yes. 

Linda Peters submitted written testimony from Ellen Saunders. She said she's in 
agreement with the exclusion of the EFU and AF20 properties from the overlay district. 
She also agrees with the specific language, excluding commercial uses from the zone. 
She said she's concerned about the effect the increased air traffic has on the air around 
North Plains, lead emissions from the fuel, and the noise among other issues. She would 
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like to have this brought back next year with more thought and a notice process that 
covers a larger range. If the Board were to decide on it tonight, she proposed that 389-3 
be changed to a Type II procedure because of the fuel storage containers. She said 
because the fuel is leaded gas that would be stored on private property it would be hard to 
monitor and notice needs to be made available to people of something that could possibly 
cause a toxic leak near them. 

Henry Oberhelman said he represents CPO 8 and said they talked about this ordinance at 
their last meeting. He said 23 members of CPO 8 at that meeting voted to support the 
Planning Commission recommendation to carry this ordinance over to next year. He 
commended Suzanne Savin for her hard work and communication. He said he's confused 
as he thought there would an opportunity to modify the ordinance as there are things they 
would like to have considered. He asked if the ordinance is engrossed tonight, if that 
would prevent them from proposing changes. He said if it does then they would like this 
issue to be held over to next year. He said the ordinance doesn't refer to the FAA being 
asked about their opinion of this kind of activity at the Sunset airstrip. He noted there are 
sixteen homes and hangars in the southwestern corner of the airstrip. He said this 
application will be platted out to have 18 subdivision plats that more than double the 
potential for individual hangars on that airstrip. He said with today's technology and the 
sizes of the lots in the neW development, those hangars could be immense. He said 
they're not sure of the intent of putting the phrase "one hangar" into the ordinance. He 
said if it's intended to limit the operation, that's not going to get the job done because it's 
not the number but the frequency of that aircraft. He stated the existing 16 lots are 
approved for commercial aviation activities (flight training). He said the new ones are 
limited but it's probable an owner can purchase a new lot and swap with an existing lot 
and be able to do flight training. He said from what has happened with the Apple Valley 
Airport that could happen with new ownership bombarding the neighborhood with noise 
impacts. Lastly he stated additional time is needed for more testimony and revisions to 
the ordinance. 

Bill McCandless said he's a resident of the Sunset airpark and as of April 2013, when the 
residents purchased out their absentee landlord, he's now president of Roth Development. 
He said the conditions imposed are reasonable because the existing CC&R's prohibit 

. commercial activity including prohibition against flight instruction. He said they are also 
prohibited against night ops because the airport doesn't have lighting. He said if an 
easement is granted to one of the new Sunset Orchard properties the CC&R conditions 
would be extended. He said they are aware of the intensive flight training activity out of 
the Hillsboro Airport and go out of their way to avoid it. He said they are sensitive to 
North Plains and will avoid taking off in that direction unless increased wind dictates 
otherwise. He said landings take place in that direction because they try to avoid the 
intensive glider activity at the North Plains glider port. It's a quiet activity. He said they 
are also sensitive to the issue of aviation fuel and lead. He .shared there are two planes 
that run on car gas and one is electric. He said they coordinate with the FAA and the 
proposed ordinance is sufficient He said if the proposed development happens, they 
would prefer they are pilots and these airparks provide a unique environment and 
welcome new neighbors. 
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Chair Duyck asked if the new neighbors would be required to be part of the Homeowners 
Association. 

Mr. McKindles said they are still debating that issue. 

Chair Duyck asked how they could be subject to the same CC&R's if they aren't part of 
the HOA. 

Mr. McKindles said the CC&R's are posed by Roth Development Corp. and not the 
HOA. He said they haven't worked out how to phrase it with the easements but they 
would tie the restriction with granting the easement to use the runway. 

Commissioner Schouten asked how the restrictions with regards to commercial flights be 
extended to the vacant subdivided parcels that would be part of the airpark. 

Mr. McKindles said they would not grant an easement to the runway without imposing 
those conditions. 

Miki Barnes expressed her support of the Planning Commission recommendation to 
reject this ordinance. She said it's confusing for new development having to go through 
Roth Development to obtain an easement. She said when she went through the file for 
both the Port and the Department of Aviation, they recommended a through the fence 
arrangement between the residential airpark and the airport. She stated that Jason Gately 
provided an FAA definition of through the fence which says, "those activities permitted 
by an airport sponsor through an agreement that permits access to the public landing area 
by independent entities or operations offering an aeronautical activity where two owners 
of aircraft based on land adjacent to but not part of the airport property". She said the 
difference between the through the fence and granting an easement needs clarification. 
She said policy 28 states its County policy to protect the function and economic viability 
of existing public use airports. She noted Sunset Airport isn't public and so it doesn't 
serve the economic viability of the community but only the developer and the individual 
owners of the properties in that area. She added there is no mandate in the Oregon revised 
statutes requiring the County to facilitate the expansion of this facility. She said if this 
ordinance is passed, the rights of others around the community will be diminished at the 
benefit of a few. She expressed that Washington County residents are burdened by more 
air traffic than any other County in the state. She said that due in part to the County's 
focus on accommodating aviation interests, developers and industry, Washington County 
residents breathe some of the most toxic air in the country. She stated the toxic levels 
above Hillsboro are 120 times above benchmark levels with the surrounding areas are 81 
to 120 times above. In closing she said residential airparks are what we need to address 
major environmental concerns in the County. 

Richard VanGtunsven, 9899 NW 316th Place, Hillsboro, stated that he's been a resident 
ofthe Sunset airpark for the past 32 years. He said he's a pilot and flies a plane that gets 
25 mpg using automobile unleaded fuel on a regular basis. He noted this isn't typical but 
it's the trend. He said Hillsboro Aviation last year logged 65,000 flight hours. In 
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above Hillsboro are 120 times above benchmark levels with the surrounding areas are 81 
to 120 times above. In closing she said residential airparks are what we need to address 
major environmental concerns in the County. 

Richard VanGiunsven, 9899 NW 316th Place, Hillsboro, stated that he's been a resident 
of the Sunset airpark for the past 32 years. He said he's a pilot and flies a plane that gets 
25 mpg using automobile unleaded fuel on a regular ba.,is. He noted this isn't typical but 
it's the trend. He said Hillsboro Aviation last year logged 65,000 flight hours. In 



comparison, he said the Sunset airpark was less than 1,000 hours which is well under one 
percent of the activity in this area. He said if they doubled or tripled the activity it would 
still be insignificant. He said his home is on the east end along the Sunset Highway and 
he hears more noise coming from the highway than from the planes flying out of the 
airpark. He noted there are a number of people who travel on the highway pulling or 
driving recreational vehicles. He said he's subjected to a lot more hazard from the 
highway than from the few airplanes flying out of the airpark. He didn't understand the 
reasoning of limiting a hangar to one airplane when a garage can hold more than one car. 
He said he favors approval of this ordinance because it will create a harmonious 
community. 

Commissioner Terry asked if someone had a hangar with two or more airplanes in it, how 
many planes could be flown at one time. 

Mr. VanGrunsven said one. 

Commissioner Terry asked if his wife flies. 

Mr. VanGrunsven said no but in some cases there are two pilots per family but because 
of the commercial limitations on the airport. They can't rent space to other pilots to store 
their airplanes. 

Commissioner Terry asked if the CC&R prohibits renting your plane to someone else. 

Mr. VanGrunsven said yes. 

Commissioner Terry asked if there is no commercial possibility. 

Mr. VanGrunsven said yes there is no possibility. 

Public hearing closed. 

Chair Duyck asked for a summary of Attachment A. 

Ms. Savin said Attachment A has proposed language for restriction of commercial 
aviation activity. She said it also clarifies having one airplane per hangar and one tie 
down per lot. She said they also recommended removal of the EFU and AF20 parcels. 
She said if the Board chooses to engross the ordinance as outlined in the staff report 
attachment,· staff recommends the Board direct staff to provide an additional Type III 
public notice for the 1,000 foot area in addition to the customary notice of engrossment. 

Chair Duyck said there are a lot of different issues that have been raised today. He said 
he's concerned with a commercial fuel station but under the existing language this is 
preempted and asked if they would have to go through a special process for that. 
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Ms. Savin said the ordinance proposes allowing aviation fuel storage as an accessory use 
and thus is limited to the property owner. 

Chair Duyck noted that isn't any different than agricultural fuel and doesn't see why they 
should have different restrictions in this case. He noted the flight path for this airport is a 
non-standard path. He said this is significant because the risk of flight training is not 
likely to happen at this airport because it's a non-standard path. He added this airpark is 
under Hillsboro's flight pattern and doesn't allow the same altitude of a normal flight 
pattern. He said the flight pattern is on the south side away from North Plains at a lower 
elevation making it unfavorable for flight training. 

Commissioner Schouten stated that the CC&R prohibits flight training. 

Chair Duyck said that is true for the existing development. He would like to have no 
restrictions on the tie downs. He said he believes having enough tie downs for each plane 
someone owns is a personal landowner decision and doesn't think it encourages the 
ownership of more aircraft. He noted in general people like to keep their airplanes in 
hangars because of the investment involved. He said the restriction of the number of 
planes in a hangar shouldn't be an issue because you can only fly one airplane at a time. 
He agreed with the restriction of having only one hangar but the size shouldn't be 
restricted. He shared that many aircrafts bum far less fuel than driving your car and it's 
not necessarily a polluting hobby. He encouraged passing the ordinance with the tie down 
changes. He said while the Planning Commission voted to reject the ordinance, there was 
barely a majority of them to hear that ordinance. 

Commissioner Terry said he's been around aviation since he was 16 and the number of 
airplanes someone can hold in their hangar should be up to the property owner. He said if 
there is a storm or heavy wind, those planes are turned away from the wind and tied 
down. He added that more than one tie down to place the plane in the safest direction is a 
necessity. He said he doesn't see any reason why this ordinance can't be passed. 

Commissioner Malinowski asked if there are restrictions on the existing airpark for tie 
downs. 

Commissioner Schouten said today's decision is not approving the ordinance and they 
will be continuing the hearing for two additional hearings. 

Andy Back said the ordinance wouldn't be approved today but if the Board engrosses 
today they wouldn't have the opportunity to engross again. 

Commissioner Schouten said that important questions were raised and some of the 
activities at the Hillsboro Airport have colored people's wariness about air activity in the 
County. He noted many of the concerns that were raised were addressed by other 
testimony. He said at this point he feels comfortable continuing this ordinance. 
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Commissioner Malinowski said CPO 8 had requested further time to explore some of 
these issues and is not sure if additional time would gain more than what was heard 
tonight. He asked if they did that, if they would need to wait until October 1,2013 and 
engross then. 

Mr. Back said yes, the Board could do that as October 1, 2013 is the last date for 
engrossment. He stated the language would need to be set by October 1, 2013 as there 
isn't sufficient time to change the language after that date. 

Commissioner Terry asked if they could engross tonight making amended language. 

Mr. Back said the Board can engross tonight, which limits the ability to make any 
changes for the rest of the ordinance season because they need to hold the two required 
hearings. He said the Board has one opportunity to engross the ordinance which can be 
done tonight or on October 1,2013. 

Commissioner Terry asked if they want to make revisions to the section on the tie downs, 
would it need to be done now. 

Mr. Back said that is so specific that staff can change that language tonight. 

Ms. Savin responded to Commissioner Malinowski's previous question about the current 
tie down allowance at the Sunset airstrip. She said Community Development Code 
section 385-3a uses the words "hangars" and "tie downs" in the plural as customary and 
usual aviation related activities. That code section discusses expansions that are permitted 
through a Type I procedure of which one is the construction of additional hangars and tie 
downs which would apply to the Sunset airstrip. 

Chair Duyck said according to current code, existing residents can build an additional 
hangar. He added that this ordinance limits the number of hangars to one. He said the 
goal is to limit those activities that are incident to a residential airpark making sure there 
are no commercial activities at the airpark, and by limiting it to one hangar that can be 
accomplished. 

Commissioner Terry asked ifthey could get the language from that portion of code that 
would apply to this ordinance to have more than one tie down. 

Ms. Savin said if the Board recommended engrossment to allow a certain number of tie 
downs in the plural or have it say tie downs without calling out a quantity that is 
something that can be done. 

Commissioner Terry attempted a motion to direct engrossment of the ordinance to 
include the changes as shown in Attachment A, with the exception of changing the 
number of tie downs to plural and to continue the hearing to October 15 and 22,2013. 
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Andy Back said right now they are recommending the addition of language that says no 
more than one hangar and one paved tie down may be allowed. He said they could strike 
the words "and one paved tie down" and change that to read however many tie downs 
the Board recommends. 

Commissioner Terry said that would be adequate. 

Commissioner Rogers seconded the motion for discussion purposes. He would like to 
clarify this and bring it back next week. He stated that the tie down issues are not fully 
clear in his mind. 

Commissioner Malinowski didn't think it would hurt to put off the engrossment to the 
next meeting. 

Commissioner Schouten said additional tweaks may arise in the next week and if they 
engross tonight they won't be able to make them. 

Chair Duyck said he didn't hear specifically what we're waiting to find out and carrying 
this over to next week draws those that testified out again. 

Commissioner Rogers asked ifthere are any other changes that need to be addressed. 

Commissioner Schouten said he understands the time concern of those that have come 
and testified, but believes if all involved care enough about this issue can come back next 
week. 

It was moved to continue the hearing on Ordinance No. 772 to October 15 and 22, 2013. 

Commissioner Terry said there aren't any issues that need to be addressed and doesn't 
see why they are continuing to next week. 

Commissioner Rogers said if that's the case, he would vote yes next week. 

Motion - Schouten 
2nd 

- Malinowski 
Vote - 3-2 
(Nay: Duyck, Terry) 

/4.e. 
ij MO 13-267 

Proposed Ordinance No. 773 - an Ordinance Amending Home Occupation Standards of 
the Community Development Code (All CPOs) 

It was-moved to read Ordinance No. 773 by title only. 
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Joe Rayhawk, 15248 NW Gennantown Road, Portland, OR 97231, apologized if he 
overstepped the bounds during Ordinance No. 771. He said there was ambiguity but a lot 
is at stake. He said he may be paranoid and quoted Andy Grove (head of Intel) saying 
only the paranoid have any chance of surviving. 

The Board commented they didn't take offense to anything he said in his prior testimony. 

8. BOARD ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Chair Duyck said the next meeting is on October 1,2013 with a work session at 8:30 a.m. 
and the Board meeting at 10:00 a.m. 

Commissioner Schouten said there is no meeting on October 8, 2013 as some ofthe 
Commissioners will be busy with Clean Water Services business. 

9. ADJOURNMENT: 

Motion - Malinowski 
2nd -Rogers 
Vote - 5-0 

9:32 p.m. 

MINUTES APPROVED THIS , 5~DAY _~O-L.l:::G1o~bl:loLe_· ..l...( ___ 2013 

.fj~~ 
RECORDING SEC Y CHAIRMAN 
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IF YOU WISH TO MAKE STATEMENTS TO THE BOARD ON PUBLIC HEARINGS 
. PLEASE SIGN BELOW 

NAME ADDRESS PUBLIC HEARING ITEM 
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INDIVIDUAL SIGN-IN FORM 

IF YOU WISH TO ADDRESS THE BOARD 
AND WERE UNABLE TO SIGN IN PRIOR TO THE MEETING, 

PLEASE CLEARLY PRINT YOUR NAME, ADDRESS AND 
TOPIC YOU WISH TO DISCUSS ON THIS SHEET. 

PLEASE GIVE THIS FORM TO THE CLERK OF THE BOARD, 
LOCATED AT THE DESK TO THE LEFT OF THE DAIS. 

THANK YOU. 

PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY. 

DATE: 1" -- 21-- /-1 

FIRST NAME LAST NAME Or d J\ Ie {ruff< ~~ll G /'c/ i171/ ~r1 

ADDRESS: 

STREET CITY ZIP 
lj'i rr N-W .9/~ r/t /t~e __ 

Jltllsh~/~ '17/,(1-' 

STATE YOUR TOPIC: 
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ADDRESS: 

I STREET I· CITY , m 

STATE YOUR TOPIC: 



WASHINGTON COUNTY 

September 19, 2013 

TO: Washington County Board of Commissioners 

FROM: Andy Back, Manager 29 1>-/ R§3 
Planning and Development Services l(J(YO" 

RE: Additional September 24 Meeting Materials for Ordinance No. 772 

The following additional items are provided for your September 24 meeting: 

Ordinance No. 772 - Development of a Residential Airpark Overlay District 

• New Testimony Letter: 

Letter from Ed Chadwick, received on September 18,2013 

• Public Notice (inadvertently omitted from September 16 meeting materials): 

- Type III Public Hearing Notice, mailed on August 14,2013 

S:\PLNGI WPSHARE12013ordIOrd772 _ AirportOverlayIStaff_ReportsIBCCI092413IOrd772BCC _transmittal_Type III_Notice _ 09241313,doc 

OREGON 

Department of Land Use & Transportation' Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 

155 N First Avenue, Ste. 350 MS 14 . Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
phone: (503) 846-3519 . fax: (503) 846-4412' ITY: (503) 846-4598 . www.co.washington.or.us 
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FROM: Andy Back, Manager 29 / -r tf> 
Planning and Development Services ~r 

RE: Additional September 24 Meeting Materials for Ordinance No. 772 
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FROM: Andy Back, Manager .~~ 
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• WASHINGTON COUNTY 
OREGON 

September 16, 2013 

TO: 

FROM: 

Washington County 0,~TV 

Andy Back, Managij C1\l 
Planning and Development Services 

RE: September 24 Meeting Materials 

The following items are provided for your meeting. 

1. A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 768 - Amendments to the Transportation Plan (TSP) 

• Public Hearing agenda 

• Staff Report with draft January 2013 TSP Update Existing Conditions and Future 
Needs Report 

• Engrossment Notices: 

- Individual Notice No. 2013-22 

- Cities and Special Service Districts Notice 

• A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 768 filed on September 6,2013 with CPO Notice 

2. A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 - Comprehensive Plan amendments relating to the 
Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act lRLUIP A) 

• Public Hearing agenda 

• Staff Report 

• Engrossment Notices: 

- Individual Notice No. 2013-23 

- Cities and Special Service Districts Notice 

• A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 769 filed on September 6,2013 with CPO Notice 

3. A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 770 - Community Development Code (CDC) amendments 
relating to Solar and Wind Energy 

• Public Hearing agenda 

• Staff Report 

• Engrossment Notices: 

- Individual Notice No. 2013-24 

- Cities and Special Service Districts Notice 

• A-Engrossed Ordinance No. 770 filed on September 6,2013 with CPO Notice 

Department of Land Use & Transportation· Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 

155 N First Avenue, Ste. 350 MS 14· Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
phone: (503) 846-3519· fax: (503) 846-4412 . TIY: (503) 846-4598 . www.co.washington.or.us 
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Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act lRLUIP A) 

• Public Hearing agenda 

• Staff Report 
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Board of Commissioners 
September 24, 2013 Meeting Materials 

Page 2 of2 

4. Ordinance No. 772 - Development of a Residential Airpark Overlay District 

• Public Hearing agenda 

• Staff Report 

• Testimony 

• Draft September 4,2013 Planning Commission Hearing Transcript 

• Public Notices: 

Individual Notice No. 2013-17 

Cities and Special Service Districts Notice 

• Ordinance No. 772 filed on July 18,2013 with CPO Notice 

5. Ordinance No. 773 - CDC amendments relating to Home Occupation Standards 

• Public Hearing agenda 

• Staff Report 

• Draft September 4,2013 Planning Commission Hearing Transcript 

• Public Notices: 

Individual Notice No. 2013-18 

Cities and Special Service Districts Notice 

• Ordinance No. 773 filed on July 19,2013 with CPO Notice 

S:\PLNG\WPSHARE\20130rd\Ord768_TPU\StafCReports\BCC\9_24_13\A-EngOrds768-769-770-_772-773_BCC_transmittal_0924I 3.doc 
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To: 

From: 

WASHINGTON COUNTY 

Washington County Bn~rr;1jion/ _____ --

Andy Back, Manage~-lV~l! a/'~ 
Planning and Development Services 

OREGON 

September 16, 2013 

Subject: PROPOSED LAND USE ORDINANCE NO. 772 - An Ordinance amending the 
RurallNatural Resource Plan and the Community Development Code to develop 
a Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

STAFF REPORT 

For the September 24, 2013 Board of Commissioners Hearing 
(The public hearing will begin no sooner than 6:30 pm) 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Read Ordinance No. 772 by title only and conduct the first public hearing. At the conclusion of 
the hearing, direct engrossment of the ordinance to include the changes as shown in Attachment 
A and continue the hearing to October 15 and 22, 2013. Direct staff to prepare and mail notice of 
the amendments consistent with the requirements of Chapter X of the County Charter; and direct 
staff to prepare and mail an additional Type III Public Hearing Notice to owners of property 
within 1000 feet of the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District consistent with CDC 
Section 204-4. 

II. PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Planning Commission (PC) held its public hearing on Ordinance No. 772 on September 4, 
2013. Following the staff report, an opportunity for public testimony was provided. After receiving 
public testimony, the PC deliberated on the ordinance and voted 4-1 to recommend the Board of 
County Commissioners (Board) reject Ordinance No. 772 based on the following concerns: 

1. Adequacy of public notice 
2. Appropriate process: quasi-judicial or a combination of legislative/quasi-judicial 
3. Ordinance does not clearly prohibit commercial aircraft activities 
4. Ordinance does not limit number of hangars and tie-down areas to one per dwelling unit 

Department of Land Use & Transportation' Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 

155 N First Avenue, Ste. 350 MS 14· Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
phone: (503) 846-3519' fax: (503) 846-4412 . TTY: (503) 846-4598' www.co.washington.oLus 
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Andy Back, Manage~-lV~l!'V~ 
Planning and Development Services 
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Board of Commissioners Staff Report 
Ordinance No. 772 

September 16, 2013 
Page 2 of8 

Staffs responses to the Planning Commission's concerns are as follows: 

1. Level of public notice 

Staff provided notice required for legislative land use ordinances. Ordinance No. 772 and an 
accompanying summary were mailed to citizen participation organizations (CPOs) and 
interested parties on August 1,2013. Cities, including North Plains, were also provided a copy 
of the hearing notice. A display advertisement regarding the proposed ordinance was published 
in The Oregonian and in the Hillsboro Argus on August 16,2013. Individual Notice 2013-17 
describing proposed Ordinance No. 772 was mailed to 254 people on the General Notification 
List on August 21, 2013. A copy of this notice was also mailed to the Planning Commission at 
that time. In addition, a public hearing notice (Type III Notice) was mailed to owners of 
property within 1000 feet of the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District on August 14, 
2013 consistent with CDC Section 204-4 (Type III Actions). 

If the proposed ordinance were engrossed, a minimum of two additional public hearings by 
the Board of Commissioners would be held. At the direction of the Board, staff would also 
mail new notice of the engrossed ordinance consistent with the requirements of Chapter X of 
the County Charter. The Board could also direct staff to mail a Type III Public Hearing 
Notice to owners of property within 1000 feet (or greater) of the proposed Residential 
Airpark Overlay District consistent with CDC Section 204-4. 

2. Appropriate process: quasi-judicial or a combination of legislativelquasi-judicial 

The changes proposed in Ordinance No. 772 qualify as legislative because the changes include 
the adoption of new Community Development Regulations (Code changes) and new plan 
policies (RurallNatural Resource Plan changes). The proposed Plan policy revisions will allow 
the application of the Residential Airpark Overlay District to other parcels or lots in the county 
in the future. Changes to the RlNRP also affect numerous parcels/tax lots. There are also four 
legally distinct property ownership interests. They are: East Orchards, LLC, April l. lossy 
Revocable Trust, Robert D. lossy, and Robert D. lossy Revocable Trust. 

Notwithstanding the above, an additional Type III Public Hearing Notice was mailed to owners 
of property within 1000 feet of the proposed Overlay District. The same Type III notice was 
also provided to owners of property within 1000 feet of the proposed overlay district expansion 
in Ordinance No. 721 in 2009. 

3. Ordinance does not clearly prohibit commercial aircraft activities 

Staff recommends that proposed CDC Section 389 be amended to more clearly state that all 
commercial aviation activities are prohibited (see Attachment A). 
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legally distinct property ownership interests. They are: East Orchards, LLC, April J. Jossy 
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Notwithstanding the above, an additional Type III Public Hearing Notice was mailed to owners 
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4. Ordinance does not limit the number of hangars and tie-down areas to one per dwelling unit 

The Planning Commission expressed concerns with the possibility that multiple hangars and 
tie-down areas could be developed on a single lot/parcel and that multiple aircraft could be 
stored on a single lot/parcel ifthe ordinance was approved as filed. For the filed ordinance, staff 
intentionally did not propose limits on the number of personal aircraft but rather defer to the 
needs of the property owner. Staff did however recommend a limit of the number of hangars 
and tie-downs to one per lot or parcel, provided that a dwelling unit already exists on the lot or 
parcel. Notwithstanding, staff recommends that proposed CDC Section 389-3 (Use Permitted 
Through a Type I Procedure) in the filed ordinance be amended to read as follows (new 
sentence shown in bold): 

A. Residential Airpark Development (RAOl may be authorized to allow for the 
addition of an individual aircraft hangar and a paved tie-down area on the same 
lot or parcel as an existing detached single family dwelling unit as the primary 
use. Each lot or parcel may be provided with a hanger and a paved tie down 
area. The hanger can be attached or detached to the dwelling unit. No more 
than one hangar and one paved tie-down may be allowed on a lot or parcel 
with an existing dwelling unit. Hangars shall not be rented out. 

II. OVERVIEW 

Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the Washington County 
Community Development Code (CDC) to create a new Residential Airpark Overlay District. The 
new district would authorize hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with 
an existing dwelling. 

Ordinance No. 772 also proposes to amend Policy 28 (Airports) of the Washington County 
Rural/l'l"atural Resource Plan to add text relating to the Residential Airpark Overlay District and to 
replace the existing Sunset Airstrip map with a new map that shows the Residential Airpark 
Overlay District boundaries. 

III. BACKGROUND 

In 2003, the Private Use Airport Overlay District (CDC Section 385) was applied to Air Acres 
No.1 & 2, including the airstrip, and tax lot IN311AA01200 via Ordinance No. 609. Then in 
2009, Bob and April Jossy received preliminary land use approval through Case file 09-050-
SIPLA (Sunset Orchards Estates 1) for a 15-lot subdivision and property line adjustment. Sunset 
Orchards Estates also included tax lots IN31 10001200 and IN3110001300. Thus, Sunset 
Orchards Estates included a total of 18 lots/parcels. Casefile 09-050-S/PLA involved lands 

I Subdivision plat shows 1610ts. However, 'proposed' Lot 7 is an existing lot of record; and therefore, does not 
constitute a 'new' lot. Subsequently, the County approved time extension for Casefile 09-050-SIPLA and Casefile 
09-308-MR. Approved phases shall be recorded by June 8, 2018. Phase I has been recorded. 
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designated Agriculture and Forest District (AF-5) and Rural Residential Five Acre Minimum 
District (RR-5). Sunset Orchards Estates was approved to be platted in three phases: Phase I, 
Lots 1-5; Phase II, Lots 6-10, plus tax lots lN311000l200 and lN311 0001300; and Phase III, 
Lots 11-16. Phase I has been recorded. 

In 2009, Bob and April Jossy requested that the Board expand the existing Private Use Airport 
Overlay district to include Sunset Orchards Estates, as well as four contiguous parcels under 
their ownership; three of these parcels are designated as Exclusive Farm Use District (EFU) and 
one parcel is designated as Agriculture and Forest District (AF-20). The Board authorized the 
filing of Ordinance No. 721 to expand the existing Private Use Airport Overlay district as 
requested. The existing Private Use Airport Overlay District authorizes a greater number of uses 
commonly associated with airports. These include air passenger and air freight services, flight 
training, aircraft sales and rentals. 

In 2009, the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) did not support 
expanding the existing overlay. DLCD submitted a letter objecting to expanding the number and 
types of airport uses to an area primarily intended for rural residential or residential airpark 
development. Although DLCD's letter expressed support for limited residential airpark 
development, the letter objected to the county " ... authorizing the full range of airport uses or 
treating this area as part of the [Sunset Airstrip} airport boundary. " 

The Board and staff did not support the request to expand the private airport land use overlay to 
include Sunset Orchards Estates and the contiguous EFU and AF-20 parcels. Staff recommended 
denial of the ordinance based on DLCD's comments and Board concerns. The Board rejected 
Ordinance No. 721 and the existing district was not expanded. 

On January 25, 2013 Bob and April Jossy submitted a request to the 2013 Work Program to 
allow the development of a residential airpark overlay and apply it to Sunset Orchards Estates 
and the three contiguous EFU parcels and one contiguous AF-20 parcel under their ownership. 
There were two additional requests for the same ordinance. Air Acres HOA (dated February 19, 
2013) and Cliff Gerber (dated January 14,2013) both requested that the Board allow the 
development of a residential airpark overlay and apply it to Sunset Orchards Estates. 

On March 26,2013 the Board approved the 2013 Work Program (Minute Order #13-68) and also 
authorized the filing of Tier 1 and Tier 2 ordinances. The residential airpark overlay district 
ordinance was a Tier 1, Rural Priority task. In addition, as is the practice concerning a property 
owner requested legislative ordinance, Bob Jossy remitted an ordinance processing deposit and 
fee contract on July 10,2013. 

The lands proposed to be designated with the Residential Airpark Overlay District are owned by 
Bob and April Jossy, and consist of approximately 79 acres that are designated AF-5 and RR-5, 
and approximately 20 acres that are designated EFU (three parcels) and AF-20 (one parcel). The 
lands are located on the south side of Highway 26 (south of the City of North Plains), west of 
Glencoe Road and on either side of Sunset Airstrip. 
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The three EFU parcels and one AF-20 parcel referenced previously are not in Sunset Orchards 
Estates. Consequently, when Phases II and III of Sunset Orchards Estates are platted and if the 
proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District is adopted to include the EFU and AF-20 parcels, 
a total of 22 lots/parcels would be designated with the new overlay district. 

After coordination with the Port of Portland, Oregon Department of Aviation, and DLCD as well 
as Bob Jossy and Air Acres representatives, county staff filed Ordinance No. 772 on July 18, 
2013. 

IV. ANALYSIS 

Description of Proposed Changes in Filed Ordinance 

Exhibit 1 - CDC Changes: new Section 389 
The proposed regulations would apply to rural lands adjacent to Sunset Airstrip (see proposed 
new map in Exhibit 2). The proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District (RAOD) would allow 
limited accessory uses commonly associated with the adjacent airstrip. Uses identified in 
proposed CDC Section 389-3 include limited accessory uses and structures, such as aircraft 
hangars, aviation fuel storage, and aircraft taxi-ways. These uses would only be allowed when 
constructed on a lot or parcel with an existing dwelling. 

By way of contrast, the existing private airport land use overlay in CDC Section 385, which 
applies to Sunset Airstrip and Air Acres No.1 & 2 and tax lot IN311AA01200, authorizes a 
greater number of uses commonly associated with airports. These include air passenger and air 
freight services, flight training, aircraft sales and rentals. As stated previously, DLCD objected to 
expanding this district to include Sunset Orchards Estates. 

The proposed RAOD in new CDC Section 389 does not authorize the same broad list of airport 
uses allowed under existing CDC Section 385. The RAOD only permits limited accessory uses, 
such as an aircraft hangar, when constructed on a lot or parcel that has an existing dwelling unit. 
The RAOD does not authorize new residential uses on vacant parcels; rather, the allowance of a 
new residential use on any parcel within the RAOD is subject to the requirements of that parcel's 
underlying land use district. 

When a dwelling unit is allowed on a property in accordance with the requirements of the 
underlying land use district, proposed CDC Section 389-4 will require the property owner to 
submit a copy of a signed and recorded waiver of the right to remonstrate against customarily 
accepted airstrip and airpark uses to the Department of Land Use and Transportation prior to 
issuance of a building permit for the dwelling. The purpose of this requirement is to ensure that 
current and future residents are aware ofthe adjacent airstrip activities and allowed airpark uses. 

Lastly, the RAOD does not automatically allow lots and parcels to access the existing airstrip. If 
Ordinance No. 772 is adopted, owners of property with the airpark overlay district designation 
must obtain permission to access the airstrip from Air Acres HOA. 
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Exhibit 2 - Rural/Natural Resource Plan Changes: amended Poliey 28 
Proposed amendments to Policy 28 are needed to allow the designation of properties with the 
Residential Airpark Overlay District. New implementing strategies g. and h. (shown below) 
constitute enabling provisions that may be utilized to authorize the Residential Airpark Overlay 
District. 

g. Allow Residential Airpark Development in a Residential Airpark Overlav District. 

h. Ensure that future Residential Airpark Development is compatible with the continued 
operation of adiacent private airstrips. 

The existing Sunset Airstrip map would also be replaced with a new map showing the 
Residential Airpark Overlay District boundaries if Ordinance No. 772 is approved. 

Agency Responses to the Filed Ordinance 

Prior to filing the ordinance, staff contacted the following agencies. Staff also provided a copy of 
the filed ordinance for their review and comment. 

Port of Portland: Jason Gately, Planning and Development, commented that the Port of Portland 
does not have any concerns with the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District regulations 
or boundaries. 

Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA): Jeff Caines, Aviation PlannerlSCIP Coordinator, 
reviewed the filed ordinance, and commented that ODA does not have any concerns with either 
the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District regulations or boundaries. 

DLCD: In a letter dated August 20, 2013, Anne Debbaut, DLCD's Metro Regional 
Representative, expressed concerns with the proposed RAOD's inclusion of four parcels having 
exclusive farm use designations (EFU and AF-20). Ms. Debbaut stated that non-farm uses (e.g., 
aircraft hangars) are not permissible accessory uses on land with an exclusive farm use 
designation, and requested that the ordinance be revised as necessary to make it clear that 
exclusive farm use lands were not included in the proposed overlay district. Ms. Debbaut 
concluded that the overlay district may not allow uses that are not allowed in the base zone, and 
that the overlay district map should be amended to include only those areas having a rural 
residential land use designation. 

Staff Response to DLCD Comments 
As noted previously, the proposed RAOD in the filed ordinance includes three EFU parcels and 
one AF-20 parcel. Their inclusion was requested by Bob lossy, who owns the properties and 
who requested the filing of this ordinance. When Ordinance No. 772 was filed, staff believed 
that inclusion of these exclusive farm use properties within the RAOD was appropriate for the 
following reasons: 

• In 2009, DLCD submitted a comment letter in response to Ordinance No. 721, which was 
a proposal to expand the existing Private Use Airport Overlay District to the same group 

264

Board of Commissioners Staff Report 
Ordinance No. 772 

September 16, 2013 
Page 6 of8 

Exhibit 2 - RurallNatural Resource Plan Changes: amended Policv 28 
Proposed amendments to Policy 28 are needed to allow the designation of properties with the 
Residential Airpark Overlay District. New implementing strategies g. and h. (shown below) 
constitute enabling provisions that may be utilized to authorize the Residential Airpark Overlay 
District. 

q. Allow Residential Aimark Development in a Residential Aimark Overlay District. 

h. Ensure that future Residential Aimark Development is compatible with the continued 
operation of adjacent private airstrips. 

The existing Sunset Airstrip map would also be replaced with a new map showing the 
Residential Airpark Overlay District boundaries if Ordinance No. 772 is approved. 

Agency Responses to the Filed Ordinance 

Prior to filing the ordinance, staff contacted the following agencies. Staff also provided a copy of 
the filed ordinance for their review and comment. 

Port of Portland: Jason Gately, Planning and Development, commented that the Port of Portland 
does not have any concerns with the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District regulations 
or boundaries. 

Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA): Jeff Caines, Aviation Planner/SCIP Coordinator, 
reviewed the filed ordinance, and commented that ODA does not have any concerns with either 
the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District regulations or boundaries. 

DICD: In a letter dated August 20, 20l3, Anne Debbaut, DLCD's Metro Regional 
Representative, expressed concerns with the proposed RAOD's inclusion of four parcels having 
exclusive farm use designations (EFU and AF-20). Ms. Debbaut stated that non-farm uses (e.g., 
aircraft hangars) are not permissible accessory uses on land with an exclusive farm use 
designation, and requested that the ordinance be revised as necessary to make it clear that 
exclusive farm use lands were not included in the proposed overlay district. Ms. Debbaut 
concluded that the overlay district may not allow uses that are not allowed in the base zone, and 
that the overlay district map should be amended to include only those areas having a rural 
residential land use designation. 

Staff Response to DLCD Comments 
As noted previously, the proposed RAOD in the filed ordinance includes three EFU parcels and 
one AF -20 parcel. Their inclusion was requested by Bob Jossy, who owns the properties and 
who requested the filing of this ordinance. When Ordinance No. 772 was filed, staff believed 
that inclusion of these exclusive farm use properties within the RAOD was appropriate for the 
following reasons: 

• In 2009, DLCD submitted a comment letter in response to Ordinance No. 721, which was 
a proposal to expand the existing Private Use Airport Overlay District to the same group 
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of properties that are currently proposed to be located in the RAOD - including the same 
exclusive farm use properties. DLCD's letter expressed opposition to the idea of 
authorizing the full range of airport uses or treating this area as part of the Sunset Airstrip 
airport boundary. However, DLCD's letter expressed support for limited residential 
airpark development in the area, which is consistent with the limited allowances reflected 
in the RAOD as described in Ordinance No. 772. 

• ORS 215.213(2)(h) allows establishment of personal use airports on lands with an 
exclusive farm use designation, if provisions including ORS 215.296 (the "impact test") 
are met. Personal use airports consist of a broader and more intensive array of airport 
uses than what is proposed to be allowed by the RAOD in Ordinance No. 772. A 
personal use airport use allows an airstrip for the owner's use, as well as hangar(s), 
maintenance and service facilities. In contrast, the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay 
District allows only a hangar, paved tie-downs and taxiways. 

• RAOD uses are only allowed on parcels with existing residential uses. The exclusive 
farm use parcels within the proposed RAOD would not be eligible for RAOD uses unless 
dwellings are approved on these parcels pursuant to statutory and county requirements for 
approval of dwellings on exclusive farm use lands, including the "income test" 
requirements. (Currently, the AF-20 parcel on the south side of the proposed overlay 
district has a dwelling, but the three EFU parcels on the north side of the proposed 
overlay district do not have dwellings). 

However, in response to DLCD's August 20th letter, staffhas examined the above rationale more 
closely and now believes that it may be problematic in at least two respects: 

1. The inclusion of the exclusive farm use parcels within the RAOD appears to 
require findings that address ORS 215.296 (the "impact test"), and such findings 
have not been presented by any party as part of the development of this ordinance. 

2. The proposed RAOD authorizes the limited uses of hangars, paved tie-downs and 
taxiways as uses accessory to residential uses. However, for exclusive farm use 
parcels, allowed accessory uses are limited to accessory uses in conjunction with 
farm use. Therefore, allowance ofRAOD uses on exclusive farm use parcels 
would require demonstration that the RAOD uses are in conjunction with farm 
use (e.g., the hangar is required for a crop-dusting plane and may not be used for 
sheltering recreational aircraft). This demonstration has not been made at this 
time. 

After further discussions with County Counsel, it was determined that additional legal barriers 
exist to including resource lands in the proposed Overlay District. Ownership is a key barrier to 
including the EFU and AF -20 lands in the overlay district and to construct a hangar on resource 
lands. ORS 21S.213.2.h. requires ownership interest in Sunset Airstrip. Sunset Airstrip is owned 
by Roth Development. Therefore, Bob and April lossy do not have an ownership interest in 
Sunset Airstrip. 
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Another barrier related to qualifying for a personal use airport requires findings that said airport 
will comply with ORS 215.296 (impact test). Findings demonstrating compliance with ORS 
215.213.2.h. and ORS 215.296 (impact test) have not been provided by any party. 

Larry Derr's Response to DLCD Comments 
Attorney Larry Derr represents Bob and April Jossy, proponents of Ordinance No. 772. On 
September 4,2013 he submitted written testimony responding to the objections raised in the 
August 20,2013 letter from DLCD. 

In brief, Mr. Derr contends that the proposed ordinance as filed, which includes resource lands, 
is consistent with state law because the proposed overlay district does not extend the boundaries 
of the existing Private Use Airport Overlay District (adopted 2003). The proposed ordinance 
only allows residential airpark development, as a new use. Consequently, Mr. Derr believes that 
the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District is consistent with recommendations made in 
2009 by Dale Blanton ofDLCD. 

In addition, according to Mr. Derr's reading of Mr. Blanton's 2009 correspondence, the proposed 
uses were residential and not airport uses subject to the Airport Planning statutes and rules. The 
proposed ordinance also does not authorize new dwellings, thus it is irrelevant what the 
underlying land use district is (e.g., EFU and AF-20). 

Staff Response to Larry Derr's September 4, 2013 letter: 
With the exception of the three EFU parcels and one AF-20 parcel in question, all ofthe lands 
proposed to be within the overlay district are exception lands: AF-5 and RR-5. The AF-5 and 
RR-5 Districts are rural residential lands; whereas AF-20 and EFU are not residential lands. 
They are resource lands (non-exception lands). 

Mr. Derr is correct in that the proposed overlay district is not an expansion of the existing Private 
Use Airport Overlay District. However, the proposed residential characteristics (one dwelling on 
a lot/parcel) are not consistent with uses allowed by right on resource lands. Pursuant to CDC 
Section 348-2.3, one detached dwelling unit is allowed on a lot of record or legally created lot in 
the AF-5 District through the Type I Procedure. The same is true in the RR-5 District (CDC 
Section 350-2.2). Consequently, staff believe that allowing residential (emphasis added) airpark 
development on resource lands is not consistent with state law concerning the preservation and 
protection of farm land (resource land). 

Therefore, staff continues to recommend that Ordinance No. 772 be engrossed to remove the 
four exclusive farm use parcels from the RAOD map and to add language clarifying that all 
commercial aviation activities are prohibited and that only one hangar and one tie-down area are 
allowed on a lot/parcel with an existing dwelling, as shown in Attachment A. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
Ordinance No. 722 Board of Commissioners Staff Report for September 24,2013 - Page 1 of2 

Recommended Exhibit 1 changes: 

1. Amend proposed CDC Section 389-3 (Use Permitted Through a Type I Procedure) to read 
as follows (new sentence is shown in bold): 

A. Residential Airpark Development (RAD) may be authorized to allow for the 
addition of an individual aircraft hangar and a paved tie-down area on the same 
lot or parcel as an existing detached single family dwelling unit as the primary 
use. Each lot or parcel may be provided with a hanger and a paved tie down 
area. The hanger can be attached or detached to the dwelling unit. No more 
than one hangar and one paved tie-down may be allowed on a lot or parcel 
with an existing dwelling unit. Hangars shall not be rented out. 

2. Add a new Prohibited Uses section (noting that currently proposed Property Owner 
Notification would be renumbered as 389-5 in the engrossed ordinance): 

389-4 Prohibited Uses 

Unless authorized by the process outlined for the AF-5 and RR-5 Districts, all 
commercial aviation activities, including but not limited to flight training, 
commercial aircraft sales and repairs, commercial fueling operations, are 
prohibited. 
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September 24,2013 Board of Commissioners Hearing 
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Proposed Amendments 

• Requested by property owners & Air Acres HOA 

• BCC directed staff to work on this as part of 2013 Work Program 

• Adds CDC Section 389, Residential Airpark Overlay District 

• Amends Policy 28 of the Rural/Natural Resource Plan 

270

Proposed Amendments 

• Requested by property owners & Air Acres HOA 

• BCC directed staff to work on this as part of 2013 Work Program 

• Adds CDC Section 389, Residential Airpark Overlay District 

• Amends Policy 28 of the Rural/Natural Resource Plan 

Proposed Amendments 

• Requested by property owners & Air Acres HOA 

• BCC directed staff to work on this as part of 2013 Work Program 

• Adds CDC Section 389, Residential Airpark Overlay District 

• Amends Policy 28 of the Rural/Natural Resource Plan 



Key Rural/Natural Resource 
Plan Policy 28 Revisions 

• Allows a Residential Airpark Overlay District 

• Allows Residential Airpark Development 

• Updates Sunset Airstrip map 
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Key CDC Provisions 
Adds Section 389 (Residential Airpark Overlay District): 

• Allows limited airport-related accessory uses 
• Hangars and tie-down areas 
• Aviation fuel storage 
• Ai rcraft taxi ways 

• Applies to lots within the overlay district 

• Requires an existing dwelling 

• Does not authorize new dwelling units 
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Sunset Airstrip Vicinity Map 
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Previous Sunset Airstrip Planning 
Private Use Airport Overlay (CDC Section 385) was applied to Air 
Acres 1 & 2 and 1 N311AA01200 in 2003 via Ord. No. 609 

• 16 existing homes 
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2009 Property Owner Request 
• Expand Sunset Airstrip Private Use Airport Overlay 

• OLeO objected due to number of allowed airport-related uses 

• Board rejected Ordinance No. 721 

e Airport Overlay) 
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Land Use & Proposed Residential 
Airpark Overlay District (as filed) 
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Land Use & Proposed Residential 
Airpark Overlay District (as filed) 
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AgrfQJ~lIre and Fores! . S IICr. mirimum 

Rural Industrial 

RUIIiI ReMIen~lIIl - 5 lleft minimum 

[I]]] ApproloCh Surf-.:e (20 , -'ope) 

o PriIMryS...-I_ 

- · - Ii ..... ~C ............. 

Land Use & Proposed Residential 
Airpark Overlay District (as filed) 
Use Districts 

AgriaJnur8 and Fares! . S acre rrinlrnJm 

Rurallnduslrlal 

Rurel ReslcSenllel · 5 acre minimum 

f"'7"'1 Propowo R""",nu .. ,o..p.k 
I..c....A OYertay DlsIII<:t 

CJ~:~I'I~V:-

rnm ApfO'oach Suri--=- (20 , -"'pe) 

D PrimarySIrl_ 

- • - Runw.,- C.n .... irM 

_, Din...... XI5O'.;)w 
E_Lion '2I1T' ..... "" 



Comparison of Allowed Uses 

CDC Section 385: CDC Section 389: 
Existing Private Use Airport Proposed Residential 
Overlay Airpark Overlay 

• Hangars and tie-down areas 

• Aviation fuel storage 

• Aircraft taxi ways 

• Numerous other uses, including 
flight instruction facilities 

• Hangars and tie-down areas 

• Aviation fuel storage 

• Aircraft taxi ways 

(only when constructed on a 
lot/parcel with an existing 
dwelling) 
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PC Recommendation 

• Reject Ordinance No. 772 

278

PC Recommendation 

• Reject Ordinance No. 772 

PC Recommendation 

• Reject Ordinance No. 772 



Staff Recommendation 

Engross Ordinance No. 772 to include the 
following changes: 
• Remove the three EFU parcels and one AF-20 parcel 

• Clarify that only 1 hangar and 1 tie-down are allowed per lot 

• Prohibit commercial aviation activities, except as may be allowed in 
the AF-5 and RR-5 Districts 

• Prohibit renting of personal hangars 
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Questions? 

For more information , please contact: 

Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner 

PauLSchaefer@co.washington .or.us 

503-846-8817 
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The End The End 
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P.O. Box 579 
BANKS, OREGON 97106-0579 

September 18,2013 

CHADWICK COYfPANY 
REAL ESTATE LLC 

Washington County, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
155 N. First Ave., Suite 350-14 
Hil1sboro, OR 97124-3072 

RE: Ordinance 772 

To Whom It May Concern: 

(503) 324-7255 
chadco@chadcorealestate.com 

RECEIVED 
[!EP 18~~ 

Long Range Planning 
Land Use & Transportation 

r would like to register my support of Ordinance 772 as it pertains to the property owned by 
Bob Jossey at Sunset Airstrip. I live at 17130 NW Hofer Road. Banks, Oregon where we own a 
private airstrip, 0R27, six miles northwest of Sunset Airstrip. I have been flying airplanes for 50 
years and been an Oregon licensed real estate broker for over 42 years. There is an extreme 
shortage ofland for people that want to live and fly at a residential airstrip in the Portland 
Metropolitan Area. Sunset Airstrip is the best residential airstrip in that area. Aviation needs to 
be supported to keep the public flying and maintain that national asset. 

Sincerely, 

Ed Chadwick 
cc: Paul Schaefer by fax 

17962Washington County.1tr 
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RE: Ordinance 772 

To Whom It May Concern: 

(503) 324-7255 
chadco@chadcorealestate.com 

RECEIVED 
[!EP 181~ 

Long Range Planning 
Land Use & Transportation 

I would like to register my support of Ordinance 772 as it pertains to the property owned by 
Bob Jossey at Sunset Airstrip. I live at 17130 NW Hofer Road, Banks, Oregon where we own a 
private airstrip, 0R27, six miles northwest of Sunset Airstrip. I have been flying airplanes for 50 
years and been an Oregon licensed real estate broker for over 42 years. There is an extreme 
shortage ofland for people that want to live and fly at a residential airstrip in the Portland 
Metropolitan Area. Sunset Airstrip is the best residential airstrip in thai area. Aviation needs to 
be supported to keep the public flying and maintain that national asset. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Ed Chadwick 
cc: Paul Schaefer by fax 

17962Washington County.ltr 
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(503) 324·7255 
chadGo@chadcorealcstate.com 

RECEIVED 
rEP 181nD] 

Long Range Planning 
Land Use & Transportation 

I would like to register my support of Ordinance 772 as it pertains to the property owned by 
Bob Jossey at Sunset Airstrip. I live at 17130 NW Hofer Road, Banks, Oregon where we own a 
private airstrip. 0R27, six miles northwest of Sunset Airstrip. I have been flying airplanes for 50 
years and been an Oregon licensed real estate broker for over 42 years. There is an extreme 
shortage ofland for people that want to live and fly at a residential airstrip in the Portland 
Metropolitan Area. Sunset Airstrip is the best residential airstrip in that area. Aviation needs to 
be supported to keep the public flying and maintain that national asset. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Ed Chadwick 
cc: Paul Schaefer by fax 

17962Washington County.!tr 
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CHADWICK COMPANY 

REAL ESTATE LLC 

RECEIVED 
I SEP 18 2013 
\ I i..,Jug Ranie Planning, 
l Land Use & nansportatlon 

P.O. Box 579 
BANKS, OREGON 97106 

(503) 324-7255 
FAX (503) 324-3032 

EMAIL chadco@chadcorealestate.com 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

FAX 

September 18,2013 

Mr. Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner 
Washington County 
Fax: 503~846-4412 

Ed Chadwick 

Ordinance 772 

Please see attached letter regarding Ordinance 772. 

ERC 
Attachment 

TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES, INCLCDING THIS PAGE: 2 
17962Schaefer.fax 
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Sap 191301 :44p Jossy 

By Fax: 503-846-4412 

Washington County, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
155 N. First Ave., Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

Re: Proposed Ordinance No. 772 

Commissioners: 

5036470492 p.2 

RECEIVED 
[!;-~;~;;1J 

Long Range Planning 
Land Use & Transportation 

Please submit this letter to the Washington County Board of Commissioners for its 
hearing on September 24,2013. 

I am Bob Jossy; my wife April and I own the land adjacent to the Sunset Airstrip that is proposed 
for application of the new Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

We are asking that the Washington County Board of Commissioners pass Ordinance No. 722. 

We have an approved subdivision around the Sunset Airstrip. Om goal is to create a subdivision 
that is cohesive and united in conjunction with that airstrip and the 18 homes already associated 
with the Airstrip_ We want the owners of these new homes in the subdivision to be part of the 
airstrip, thus trying to minimize conflict. In Ordinance No. 772 there is language that states prior 
to issuance of a building permit for a single family dwelling, the owner must sign and record a 
waiver not to remonstrate against customarily accepted airstrip and airpark uses. That is a 
powerful tool for the homeo'wners that are currently on the airstrip and those that will be 
associated with the Sunset Airstrip. If Ordinance 772 is not passed the current homeowners win 
be associated with the airstrip and new homeovmers next to the airstrip would not be associated 
with the airstrip. These new homeowners would therefore not be bound by the regulations of the 
Airpark overlay. This situation could easily create conflict. 

We are not asking to allow the building of homes where they could not ordinarily be built, the 
underlying zoning regulates that. We are a.<;king that if a home is built" the owner be under the 
regulation of the Residential Airpark Overlay District. A change from om previous 
communication to the planning commission is that we are no longer asking for the Ef1J and AF· 
20 parcels to be part of the Residential Airpark Overlay District because of DLCD concerns 
about their land designations. 

We have been working to develop this land since 1996. We have run into many roadblocks since 
then. We have this one last governmental task, to pass ordinance 772. With the passage of 
Ordinance 772 we would be able to create a cohesive private airstrip community. 

Thank yOll for your consideration 

(: d~ ~ 
Bob Jossy 3" ~' 

v. :7 
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By Fax: 503-846-4412 

Washington COlUlty, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Deve]opment Services, Long Range Planning 
155 N. First Ave., Suite 350·]4 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

Re: Proposed Ordinance No. 772 

Commissioners: 

5036470492 p.2 

RECEIVED 
[?;;;;;I1J 

Long Range Planning 
Land Use & Transportation 

Please submit this letter to the Washington County Board of Commissioners for its 
hearing on September 24,2013. 

I am Bob Jossy; my wife April and I own the land adjacent to the Sunset Airstrip that is proposed 
for application of the new Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

We are asking that the Washington COlUlty Board. of Commissioners pass Ordinance No. 722. 

We have an approved subdivision around the Sunset Airstrip. Our goal is to create a subdivision 
that is cohesive and united in conjunction with that airstrip and the 18 homes already associated 
with the Airstrip. We want the owners of these new homes in the subdivision to be part of the 
airstrip, thus trying to minimize conflict. In Ordinance No. 772 there is language that states prior 
to issuance of a building permit for a single family dwelling, the owner must sign and record a 
waiver not to remonstrate against customarily accepted airstrip and airpark uses. That is a 
powerful tool for the homem.vners that are currently on the airstrip and those that will be 
associated with the Sunset Airstrip. If Ordinance 772 is not passed the current homeowners will 
be associated with the airstrip and new homeov.llers next to the airstrip would not be associated 
with the airstrip. These new homeowners would therefore not be bound by the regulations of the 
Airpark overlay. lhis situation could easily create conflict. 

We are not asking to allow the building of homes where they could not ordinarily be built, the 
lUlderlying zoning regulates that. We are asking that if a home is built. the owner be under the 
regulation of the Residential Airpark Overlay District. A change from our previous 
commllllication to the planning commission is that we are no longer asking for the EFU and AF· 
20 parcels to be part of the Residential Airpark Overlay District because ofDLCD concerns 
about their land designations. 

We have been working to develop this land since 1996. We have run into many roadblocks since 
then. We have this one last governmental task, to pass ordinance 772. With the passage of 
Ordinance 772 we would be able to create a cohesive private airstrip community. 

Thank you for your consideration 

Bob Jossy ./) !1 ' 
COJ-t~.~ 

Sep 191301:44p Jossy 

By Fax: 503-846-4412 

Washington C01mty, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
155 N. First Ave., Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

Re: Proposed Ordinance No. 172 

Commissioners: 

5036470492 p2 

RECEIVED 
[!~;;;o~ 

Long Range Planning 
Land Use & Transportation 

Please submit this letter to the Washington County Board of Commissioners for its 
hearing on September 24,2013. 

I am Bob Jossy; my wife April and I own the land adjacent to the Sunset Airstrip that is proposed 
for application of the new Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

We are asking that the Washington County Board of Commissioners pass Ordinance No. 122. 

We have an approved subdivision around the Sunset Airstrip. Om goal is to create a subdivision 
that is cohesive and united in conjunction with that airstrip and the 18 homes already associated 
with the Airstrip. We want the owners of these new homes in the subdivision to be part of the 
airstrip, thus trying to minimize contlict. In Ordinance No. 772 there is language that states prior 
to issuance of a building permit for a single family dwelling, the owner must sign and record a 
waiver not to remonstrate against customarily accepted airstrip and airpark uses. That is a 
powerful tool for the homeo\\TIers that are cmrently on the airstrip and those that will be 
associated with the Sunset Airstrip. If Ordinance 772 is not passed the current homeowners will 
be associated with the airstrip and new homeovomers next to the airstrip would not be associated 
with the airstrip. These new homeowners would therefore not be bounrl by the regulations of the 
Airpark overlay. This situation could easily create conflict. 

We are not asking to allow the building of homes where they could not ordinarily be built, the 
underlying zoning regulates that. We are asking that if a home is built, the owner be under the 
regulation of the Residential Airpark Overlay District. A change from our previous 
communi('2.tion to the planning commission is that we are no longer asking for the EFU and AF· 
20 parcels to be part of the Residential Airpark Overlay District because ofDLCD concerns 
about their land designations. 

We have been working to develop this land since 1996. We have run into many roadblocks since 
then. We have this one last governmental task, to pass ordinance 772. With the passage of 
Ordinance 772 we would be able to create a cohesive private airstrip community. 

Thank you for your consideration 
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Cliff Gerber 

18406 Nixon Ave 

West linn, OR, 97068 

c: 503-313-0840 

CHff@GerberDesign.biz 

September 22, 2013 

To: Board of Washington County Commissioners, 

Re: Ordinance 772 

Dear Board of Washington County Commissioners, 

RECEIVED 
I SEP 23 IOIC] 

Long Range Planning 
Land Use & Transportation 

My name is Cliff Gerber. I have lived in the Portland metropolitan area for over 20 years. I've enjoyed a 

successful career, raising my family and becoming a member of the vibrant aviation community in the 

Willamette Valley. 

I am writing today in support of Ordinance 772 for multiple reasons. Primarily, I would like to live at 

Sunset Airpark because it is within a reasonable distance to my work and family. I have visited airparks 

all over the west and find Sunset Airpark suits me best, mainly due to its proximity to Portland and the 

generous length of runway. 

Sunset Airpark is an ideal location for a residential airpark. It is in a rural area, giving it space from other 

residential neighborhoods, and it is adjacent to a Highway 26, providing access to all that the Sunset 

Corridor has to offer. 

The runway at Sunset airpark is unique in its 3,000' length, 200' width and lack of obstructions at both 

ends. This generous runway length provides for the comfort of safe take-offs and landings. Most 

Airparks have less than 3,000' runways. 

Sunset Airpark is located within the Hillsboro class D airspace, which means aircraft will not loiter in the 

area. Aircraft will communicate with Hillsboro tower for take-offs and landings and will expedite to and 

from the area. 

Sunset Airpark has been established for years as a typically quiet residential airpark community. Pilots 

tend to be willing to go out of their way to help other pilots in need, and airpark communities are 

typically tighter knit than most. Private Pilots and people who love aviation enjoy sharing their stories of 

adventures and plans to travel to common destinations. living at an airpark is not about commercial 

operations, it is about a life's passion and personal activities to pursue that passion. 

I don't think the county needs to include overly restrictive details in the RAOD text, as the HOA will self

govern the activities of the airpark. Airpark residents do enjoy seeing other aircraft. However, excessive 

use and abuse of the privilege to live at an airpark, would find quick opposition within the airpark 

community itself. 

One issue I have heard brought up, during previous hearings, is limiting the number of planes a resident 

may have in their hangar. Pilots love planes and often have more than one. They can only fly one at a 
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Dear Board of Washington County Commissioners, 

RECEIVED 
[ SEP 2310'1] 

Long Range Planning 
Land Use & Transportation 

My name is Cliff Gerber. I have lived in the Portland metropolitan area for over 20 years. I've enjoyed a 

successful career, raising my family and becoming a member of the vibrant aviation community in the 

Willamette Valley. 
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tend to be willing to go out of their way to help other pilots in need, and airpark communities are 

typically tighter knit than most. Private Pilots and people who love aviation enjoy sharing their stories of 

adventures and plans to travel to common destinations. living at an airpark is not about commercial 

operations, it is about a life's passion and personal activities to pursue that passion. 

I don't think the county needs to include overly restrictive details in the RAOD text, as the HOA will self

govern the activities of the airpark. Airpark residents do enjoy seeing other aircraft. However, excessive 

use and abuse of the privilege to live at an airpark, would find quick opposition within the airpark 
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One issue I have heard brought up, during previous hearings, is limiting the number of planes a resident 

may have in their hangar. Pilots love planes and often have more than one. They can only fly one at a 
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September 22, 2013 

To: Board of Washington County Commissioners, 

Re: Ordinance 772 

Dear Board of Washington County Commissioners, 

RECEIVED 

~ 
Long Range Planning 

Land Use & Transportation 

My name is Cliff Gerber. I have lived in the Portland metropolitan area for over 20 years. I've enjoyed a 

successful career, raising my family and becoming a member of the vibrant aviation community in the 

Willamette Valley. 

I am writing today in support of Ordinance 772 for multiple reasons. Primarily, I would like to live at 

Sunset Airpark because it is within a reasonable distance to my work and family. I have visited airparks 

all over the west and find Sunset Airpark suits me best, mainly due to its proximity to Portland and the 

generous length of runway. 

Sunset Airpark is an ideal location for a residential airpark. It is in a rural area, giving it space from other 

residential neighborhoods, and it is adjacent to a Highway 26, providing access to all that the Sunset 

Corridor has to offer. 

The runway at Sunset airpark is unique in its 3,000' length, 200' width and lack of obstructions at both 

ends. This generous runway length provides for the comfort of safe take-offs and landings. Most 

Airparks have less than 3,000' runways. 

Sunset Airpark is located within the Hillsboro class D airspace, which means aircraft will not loiter in the 

area. Aircraft will communicate with Hillsboro tower for take-ofts and landings and will expedite to and 

from the area. 

Sunset Airpark has been established for years as a typically quiet residential airpark community. Pilots 

tend to be willing to go out of their way to help other pilots in need, and airpark communities are 

typically tighter knit than most. Private Pilots and people who love aviation enjoy sharing their stories of 

adventures and plans to travel to common destinations. Living at an airpark is not about commercial 

operations, it is about a life's paSSion and personal activities to pursue that passion. 

I don't think the county needs to include overly restrictive details in the RAOD text, as the HOA will self

govern the activities of the airpark. Airpark residents do enjoy seeing other aircraft. However, excessive 

use and abuse of the privilege to live at an airpark, would find quick opposition within the airpark 
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One issue I have heard brought up, during previous hearings, is limiting the number of planes a resident 

may have in their hangar. Pilots love planes and often have more than one. They can only fly one at a 



time, and having more than one aircraft does not necessarily increase flight operations. Limiting the 

number of aircraft within a single hangar, along with the increased cost of AF-5 zoning minimum of four 

acres, would limit the appeal of the airpark to potential residents. I could see the HOA limiting aircraft 

tied down outside to a single aircraft and visiting aircraft allowed for a limited period of time. Again, the 

HOA, with its voting members, would likely keep a keen eye on maintaining an enjoyable community 

environment. 

In summary, I hope the text of the RAOD is kept as simple as possible, allowing underlying zoning and 

HOA regulations to rule the land. I believe the Sunset Airpark could continue to grow as a pleasant place 

for aviators to live and enjoy their passion, as well as continuing to be a vibrant component of the 

broader community. I look forward to you passing Ordinance 772, so that I may someday live there, 

along with other like-minded aviators. 

Sincerely yours, 

~Vz--
Cliff Gerber 
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Washington County Planning & Development Services 
155 N 151 Ave, Suite 350 MS 14 
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SENT VIA E-MAIL 

Re: Notice of Proposed Amendment; Addition of Section 389 to the Community Development Code relating to the 
Residential Airpark Overlay District (RAD) and Amending Policy 28 (Airports) of the Rural/Natural Resource Plan; 
DLCD File No. PAPA 012-13; Washington County Ordinance No. 772 

Dear Suzanne, 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide additional comment on the proposed Comprehensive Plan and 
Community Development Code amendments relating to the Residential Airpark Overlay District, Policy 28 
(Airports) and including a new map showing the Residential Airpark Overlay District Boundaries. Please enter these 
comments into the record for this plan amendment and the proceedings of the September 24, 2013 Board hearing. 

These comments address the information from former DLCD staff, Dale Blanton, that was referenced in materials 
provided to the Planning Commission. Mr. Blanton's September 1, 2009 email attempted to provide guidance on 
the County's previous (2009) proposal; however, there seems to have been a misinterpretation of one of Mr. 
Blanton's comments. His email stated, "Approval of residential airpark development is a local option as long as the 
proposed residential use is permitted in the area and consistent with applicable planning requirements (e.g. inside 
an urban growth boundary, within a rural community or within an exception area)". However, the subject 
amendments proposed to the Planning Commission were not only to such lands, they also included Exclusive Farm 
Use land. The underlying zoning does affect the overlay validity. The issue with the proposed application of the 
overlay district to the EFU zone is that hangars, tie-down areas and taxiways are not accessory uses to dwellings; 
they are considered transportation-related uses that are not generally allowed in EFU zones. We concur with the 
staff recommendation to not include the EFU and AF-20 zoned lands in the Airpark Overlay District. 

Please let me know if I can provide any further information or assistance. 

Best Regards, 

f1wu--&Jj;"(uC/ 
Anne Debbaut I Metro Regional Representative 
Department of Land Conservation and Development 
anne.debbaut@state.or.us 
503.725.2182 

cc: Paul Schaefer, Washington County (email) 
Katherine Daniels, Gary Fish, Rob Hallyburton, DLCD (email) 
DLCD Staff Files (email) 
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Angie Aguilar 

From: James lubischer [annejim1@clear.net] 

Sent: Tuesday, September 24,20134:39 PM 

To: County Administrative Office 

Subject: Testimony for Ordinance No. 772, first public hearing 9-24-13 

Attachments: Nigg 2010 low low Pb ADD (hilites) .pdf; ATT706502.htm; Schneider 2003 STUDY 
highlighted.pdf; A TT706503.htm 

Washington County Board of Commissioners, 

9-24-13 (1638 PST) 

Washington County Board or Commissioners, 

Re: Ordinance No. 772 

SEP 2 4 2013 

WASHINGTON COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OFFICE 

Please accept this email as testimony regarding Ordinance No. 772. I will be unable to 
attend the Board's first public hearing tonight. 

I encourage the Board to affirm the Planning Commission's rejection of Ordinance No. 772 
because of the reasons they have stated. In addition: 

1) The record does not show that the "Sunset Airport" meets the definition of an airport as 
specified in ORS 836.605 (2) which states, "Airports" means the strip of land used for 
taking off and landing aircraft, together with all adjacent land used in 1994 in connection 
with the aircraft landing or taking off from the strip of land, including but not limited to 
land used for the existing commercial and recreational airport uses and activities as of 
December 31, 1994. [1995 c.285 §3] 

2) The record does not show that the proposed properties to be affected by Ord. No 772 
meet the "all adjacent land used in 1994" qualifier in ORS 836.605 (2). 

3) The record also does not contain evidence that the Sunset Airport and proposed 
affected properties are compliant with ORS 836.608 (1&2), which states, "(1) The 
continued operation and vitality of airports registered, licensed or otherwise recognized by 
the Department of Transportation on December 31, 1994, is a matter of state concern. (2) A 
local government shall recognize in its planning documents the location of private-use 
aimorts and privately owned public-use airports not listed under ORS 836.610 (3) if the 

airport was the base for three or more aircraft, as shown in the records of the 

Department of Transportation, on December 31,1994. Local 

9/25/2013 
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planning documents shall establish a boundary showing areas in 
airport ownership, or subject to long-term lease, that are developed 
or committed to airport uses described in ORS 836.616 (2). Areas 
committed to airport uses shall include those areas identified by the 
airport owner that the local government determines can be 
reasonably expected to be devoted to airport uses allowed under 
ORS 836.616 (2). 

4) The commissioners should be aware that aviation activity creates noise and pollution 
which extends beyond the property lines of the airport properties. One pollutant in 
particular is lead which contributes to the development of Attention Deficit Hyperactivity 
Disorder (ADHD) in children. The CDC has stated that there is NO SAFE LEVEL OF 
LEAD IN A ClllLD"S BLOOD. Allowing an expansion of aviation activity via Ordinance 
No. 772 benefits a few aviation hobbyists at the expense of our children's neurologic 
development. The costs of ADHD to the individual and to our society is 
incalculable. Please reject Ord. No. 772 for the good of Washington County. (See 
attachments below.) 

Thanks, 

Jim Lubischer 
503-828-7406 

9/25/2013 
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Abstract 

BACKGROUND-Recent studies have suggested that child ADHD and its symptom domains are 
related to blood lead level, even at background exposure levels typical in western countries. 
However, recent studies disagreed as to whether lead was related to inattention or hyperactivity
impulsivity within the ADHD domain. More definitive evaluation of these questions was sought. 

METHODS-236 children aged 6-17 years participated (61 ADHD-Combined type, 47 ADHD 
Predominantly Inattentive type, 99 non-ADHD control, 29 unclassified borderline, situational, or 
NOS cases). Formal diagnosis was reliably established by a best estimate procedure based on a 
semi-structured clinical interview and parent and teacher ratings. Lead was assayed from whole 
blood using inductively coupled plasma mass spectrometry with a method detection limit of 0.3 
Ilg/dL. 

RESU L TS-Blood lead levels were slightly below United States and Western Europe population 
exposure averages, with a mean of 0.73 and a maximum of2.2 IlgidL. This is the lowest level of 
blood lead ever studied in relation to ADHD. After statistical control for covariates including IQ 
and prenatal smoking exposure, blood lead was associated with ADHD-combined type but not 
inattentive type. Parent and teacher report indicated association of blood lead with Conners 
cognitive problems, but only teacher report showed effects on DSM-IV inattention symptoms. 
Blood lead was associated with hyperactivity-impulsivity in parent report regardless of 
measurement method, whereas teacher report effects depended on child treatment history. 

CONCLUSIONS-These findings confirm that in children with typical U.S. population lead 
exposure, careful identification of children with ADHD also identifies children with slightly 
elevated blood lead. 

Corresponding Author Infonnation: Joel Nigg, Department of Psychiatry, 3181 Sam Jackson Park Road, Mail Code OP02, Oregon 
Health & Science University, Portland OR 97239-3098, niggj@ohsu.edu; PH 517-203-3114. 
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Attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) occurs in 3 to 7% of children, with etiology 
believed to be multifactorial. The DSM-IV (APA, 2000) specifies three clinical subtypes: 
predominantly hyperactive (ADHD-PH), predominantly inattentive (ADHD-PI), and 
combined (ADHD-C). The subtypes are arrived at through combinations of two primary 
symptom dimensions: inattention-disorganization, and hyperactivity-impulsivity. These 
symptom domains may have partially distinct etiological inputs (Nigg, 2006). Because they 
appear to be an extreme of a behavioral continuum, the symptom dimensions also serve as 
useful foci to study etiology. Indeed, a factor analytic tradition has arrived at related but 
slightly different item sets than DSM-IV to capture population variation in "cognitive 
problems" and hyperactivity/impulsivity (e.g., Conners et aI., 2007). 

Lead exposure via water, soil, and other sources remains a worldwide health concern 
(Centers for Disease Control, 2005). Blood lead above 10 IlgidL has been associated reliably 
with ADHD and related behaviors, with the only real dispute being the magnitude of the 
effect (Bums et aI., 1999; Silva, Hughes, Williams, & Faed, 1988; Thomson et at 1989). 
Regulation of commercial uses of lead has markedly reduced the incidence of frank lead 
poisoning in recent decades in the U.S. (CDC, 2005), Western Europe (e.g., Delschen, 
Machtolf, Sugiri, & Wilhelm, 2008), and Scandinavia (Stromberg, Lundh, & Skerfving, 
2008). Perhaps as a result, lead exposure has not been highlighted as an ongoing concern 
related to ADHD. 

This reassuring picture, however, is eroding. Even at lower blood levels « 10 Ilg/dL) lead 
has been linked to reduced intellectual functioning (IQ; Lanphear et aI., 2005). Recent 
findings point to an association with ADHD as well, even at low exposures. Three years 
ago, Braun, et at (2006), in a US popUlation survey, found that blood lead was related to 
parent report that their child was diagnosed or treated for ADHD. This effect held even at 
blood levels below 5 Ilg/dL (Le., children with blood lead> 2 IlgidL were more like to have 
ADHD than children with blood lead <0.7 IlgldL). One year later, Chiodo et aL (2007) 
reported that blood lead was related to teacher rated symptoms of inattention and activity, 
but not impulsivity, using the Conners rating scales and other standard scales in a high-risk 
sample. The next year Nigg et al (2008) conducted the first low-level lead study of children 
formally diagnosed with ADHD. Blood lead was related to ADHD and to parent reported 
DSM-IV symptoms of hyperactivity but not inattention. Those results supported an 
association to ADHD but appeared partially to contradict Chiodo et al (2007) as to the 
affected symptom domain. 

The present study sought more definitive evaluation in a larger, well-diagnosed sample. The 
aim was to scrutinize relations with both DSM-IV and Conners ratings, by both parent and 
teacher report, so as to confirm and extend prior findings as well as to clarify the apparent 
contradiction in the last two studies reported. Dozens of potential confounds have been ruled 
out in relation to lead exposure and ADHD (Chiodo et al. 2007; Silva, et aI., 1988; Thomson 
et ai. 1989), but mostly at higher lead exposure levels. Thus, an expanded set of confounders 
and co variates was also considered here, as outlined in Methods. 

Confirmation of the association of ADHD with lead exposure even at very low blood lead 
levels would be of major importance to public health, because exposure levels in the range 
of 1-5 Ilg/dL remain very common. Yet, most public authorities continue to use 10 Ilg/dL as 
the criterion of concern. If the association of low levels of lead exposure with ADHD is 
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verified, it opens the potential for new insights into the etiology of ADHD, because lead can 
serve as a model insult affecting frontal-striatal circuitry in ways that are relatively well 
understood. It also could open potential new opportunities for study of susceptibility-insult 
or gene by experience models. It could also provide clues.to prevention via dietary 
supplementation (Kordas et aI., 2007), via renewed caution before introducing new toxins 
into children's environments, or via aggressive efforts to continue to eliminate all lead 
exposure. 

METHODS 

Participants 

Recruitment and Evaluation-Participant recruitment and characterization followed the 
same procedures as Nigg et al. (2008), but this was an entirely new sample. In all, 236 
children aged 6-17 completed the study. Because some of these children also participated in 
our sib-pair study of genetics of ADHD, the sample included 78 sibling pairs (n=156 
siblings). All children were recruited via mailings to parents in regional school districts, 
public advertisements, and outreach to local clinics. Parents provided written informed 
consent and children provided written informed assent. All procedures were approved by the 
University Institutional Review Board and complied with NllI and APA guidelines for 
protection of human participants. 

Families entered a multi-stage screening process to establish diagnostic groupings. To 
confirm ADHD and comorbid diagnoses, a semi structured clinical interview (Kiddie 
Schedule for Affective Disorders and Schizophrenia (K-SADS-E) was completed with a 
parent by a trained clinician. Interviewers had a master's degree in clinical psychology or 
social work. Each interviewer double coded 20 tapes with a criterion interviewer to ensure 
process fidelity and inter-interviewer reliability (all disorders k >.80 in this report). In 
addition, parents and teachers completed the ADHD Rating Scale (DuPaul et aI., 1998) and 
the Conners et al (1997) ADHD Rating Scale, Revised (hereafter, Conners). 

Exclusion criteria-Rule outs were long-acting psychotropic medication (e.g. 
antidepressants), history of seizure, neurological impairments, a prior diagnosis of mental 
retardation or autistic disorder, head injury with loss of consciousness, sensorimotor 
handicap, or other major medical conditions in the child, as reported by the parent. At the 
diagnostic interview youth were ruled out if they had substance addiction, bipolar disorder, 
history of psychosis, sleep disorder, medical or neurological condition discovered at the 
clinical screen, or IQ <75. Control children were also excluded for ADHD, learning 
disability, or conduct disorder. 

Establishment of Final ADHD and Other Diagnoses-Using all available data, a 
best estimate diagnosis was arrived at independently by two experienced clinicians (a board 
certified child psychiatrist and a fully licensed child clinical psychologist) blind to study 
hypotheses and blood lead levels. Their agreement rates for ADHD, conduct disorder, and 
oppositional defiant disorder were acceptable (all k> .80). Disagreements were resolved by 
discussion. Consistent with DSM-IV ADHD criteria, the clinicians required that another 
disorder did not better account for symptoms, evidence of impairment, and evidence of 
cross-situational symptoms. When ADHD symptoms were situational (only noticeable at 
home or school) or were subthreshold (5 symptoms), a diagnosis of ADHD-NOS was 
assigned. Those youth were included in this report for purposes of regression analysis of 
symptom scores but not for between-group analyses. 
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Blood Lead-Over 90% of children approached agreed to the blood draw for the lead 
assay. Children had 2 ml whole blood drawn through venipuncture in the arm. The blood 
was drawn into a 2 ml purple-top Vacutainer tube (tubes were lot checked for lead by lab 
prior to use). Blood samples were labeled with a study number, frozen and stored at -20C 
prior to analysis. Samples were assayed using the process of inductively coupled plasma 
mass spectrometry (lCPMS). This method had a detection limit for lead of 0.3 Ilg/dL; inter
run precision was 5.8% (coefficient of variation) at a lead value of2.9 Ilg/dL. The process 
began with whole blood samples brought to room temperature and vortexed so no particulate 
matter remained at the bottom of the sample. Samples were diluted 1 :50 with a diluent 
composed of 1.0% tetramethylammonium hydroxide, internal standard (iridium), 1.0% 
isopropyl alcohol, 0.01 % ammonium pyrrolidene dithiocarbamate (APDC), and 0.05% 
wetting solution (Triton X). Samples were then mixed by inverting 3-4 times. The analysis 
then entailed quantitating the sum of masses 206, 207, and 208 based on three replicates per 
sample on a Perkin Elmer Elan DRC Plus ICP-MS. Three children were below the limit of 
detection. Following Braun et al (2006; p. 1905), those levels were scored as 0.2 (0.3/./2). 
Following Burns et aI. (1999), the blood lead score was 10glO transformed to reduce 
influence of outliers. 

IQ and achievement-To estimate full scale IQ, children completed a 3-subtest short 
form of the Wechsler (2003) Intelligence Scales for Children-4th Edition comprised of 
Vocabulary, Block Design, and Information,l with reliability of .93 and validity in relation 
to the full WISC-IV ofr=.88 (Sattler, 2001, p. 771). All completed the word reading and 
spelling subtests of the Wechsler (2005) Individual Achievement Test-2nd edition to 
estimate academic achievement and enable evaluation of learning disability by the team. 

Behavior Disorders and Symptoms-Total KSAD symptom counts were used for 
parent DSM-IV ADHD symptom dimensions. To reduce collinearity, oppositional and 
conduct symptom scores (r=.63) were summed into an "externalizing" total score. For 
teachers, ADHD symptoms were assessed on the ADHD Rating Scale (symptoms scored as 
absent if rated 0, 1 and as present if rated 2, 3) and summed. The Conners ratings served as 
additional dimensional measures. Age and sex adjusted T scores were computed for 
oppositional, hyperactive-impulsive, and cognitive problems/inattention for teachers and 
mothers. 

Other Covariates and Confounders-Total gross annual income in the child's primary 
household was reported by parents. Maternal smoking during pregnancy has been of keen 
interest as a possible contributor to ADHD, yet also tends to be correlated with low income 
and thus with lead exposure (Braun et aI., 2006). Maternal smoking during pregnancy was 
reported retrospectively by the mother and coded as "none" (0) or "any" (1). Although 
retrospective recall limits the ability to verify these reports, maternal recollection of smoking 
in pregnancy at child age of six years has agreed with post-partum report at 90% (Hensley
Alford, Lappin, Peterson, & Johnson, 2008). Due to recent interest in nutritional status, 
particularly the role of iron in the lead-ADHD relationship (Kordas et aI., 2007), blood 
hemoglobin was assayed by standard methods to assess iron status. Normal hemoglobin 
values for children are 11-13 grnldL, and in adolescents, 12-16 (women) or 14-18 (men). 
Values in the current sample ranged from 11.0-15.6. Child history of stimulant medication 
treatment was reported by mothers on the KSADS interview, and was coded as a 0 or 1 (no 

I Children over the age of 16 completed the same 3 subtests on the WAIS-III; it has reliability=.95 and validity=.91; Sattler, 2001, p. 
825. 
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IQ and achievement-To estimate full scale IQ, children completed a 3-subtest short 
form of the Wechsler (2003) Intelligence Scales for Children-4th Edition comprised of 
Vocabulary, Block Design, and Information, I with reliability of .93 and validity in relation 
to the full WISC-IVoft=.88 (Sattler, 2001, p. 771). All completed the word reading and 
spelling subtests of the Wechsler (2005) Individual Achievement Test-2nd edition to 
estimate academic achievement and enable evaluation of learning disability by the team. 

Behavior Disorders and Symptoms-Total KSAD symptom counts were used for 
parent DSM-IV ADHD symptom dimensions. To reduce collinearity, oppositional and 
conduct symptom scores (t=.63) were summed into an "externalizing" total score. For 
teachers, ADHD symptoms were assessed on the ADHD Rating Scale (symptoms scored as 
absent if rated 0, I and as present if rated 2, 3) and summed. The Conners ratings served as 
additional dimensional measures. Age and sex adjusted T scores were computed for 
oppositional, hyperactive-impulsive, and cognitive problems/inattention for teachers and 
mothers. 

Other Covariates and Confounders-Total gross annual income in the child's primary 
household was reported by parents. Maternal smoking during pregnancy has been of keen 
interest as a possible contributor to ADHD, yet also tends to be correlated with low income 
and thus with lead exposure (Braun et aI., 2006). Maternal smoking during pregnancy was 
reported retrospectively by the mother and coded as "none" (0) or "any" (I). Although 
retrospective recall limits the ability to verify these reports, maternal recollection of smoking 
in pregnancy at child age of six years has agreed with post-partum report at 90% (Hensley
Alford, Lappin, Peterson, & Johnson, 2008). Due to recent interest in nutritional status, 
particularly the role of iron in the lead-ADHD relationship (Kordas et aI., 2007), blood 
hemoglobin was assayed by standard methods to assess iron status. Normal hemoglobin 
values for children are 11-13 gmldL, and in adolescents, 12-16 (women) or 14-18 (men). 
Values in the current sample ranged from 11.0-15.6. Child history of stimulant medication 
treatment was reported by mothers on the KSADS interview, and was coded as a 0 or I (no 

IChildren over the age of 16 completed the same 3 subtests on the WAIS-lTl; it has reliabilir.95 and validitr.91; Sattler. 2001, p. 
825. 
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history of stimulants, versus treatment history; 43 children had stimulant treatment). It was 
examined as a potential modemtor of teacher reports. 

Data Reduction and Analysis 

RESULTS 

Unless otherwise noted, analyses were conducted in MPLUS v5.1 (Muthen & Muthen, 
1998-2008), with family as a clustering value and analysis set to "type=complex;" this 
procedure removes variance due to siblings being from the same family. Missing data were 
handled using full information maximum likelihood procedures in MPLUS. Missing data 
were minimal with the exception of income (7% missing). Three extreme outliers for the 
income variable were truncated. All effects were evaluated with the following covariates: 
household income, maternal smoking, and child age, sex, and blood hemoglobin level. Low 
IQ is a possible complication yet there is controversy as to whether it represents part ofthe 
ADHD syndrome. Results are therefore reported with and without covarying IQ. For 
regression models, standardized parameter estimates were computed. For continuous 
measures, these were standardized on X and Y variables. The resulting coefficient is 
interpreted as the amount of change in Y in standard deviation units for a one standard 
deviation change in X. For the categorical (0, I) variables (sex and prenatal smoking), they 
were standardized on the Y variable--yielding amount of change in Y (in standard deviation 
units) for a change in the X variable from 0 to I. 

Descriptive Overview 

The sample comprised four groups: non-ADHD, ADHD-PI, ADHD-C, and ADHD-NOS. 
"NOS" meant subthreshold, 5 symptoms, or situational. Note that ADHD primarily 
hyperactive type was rarely identified (n=2). Those two cases were assigned to the "NOS" 
group. Table I provides a descriptive and clinical overview ofthe sample groups. It supports 
the validity of the clinical groupings. Only the ADHD-PI and ADHD-C groups consistently 
exceeded clinical cutoffs on the Conners ADHD Index. The ADHD-NOS group was 
intermediate on several clinical measures between the control group and the ADHD groups. 
Groups differed in exactly the way suggested by the diagnostic assignments in teacher and 
parent ratings. Some suppression of symptoms in teacher ratings was expected, because 
some children were in treatment (Table 1). 

The groups were similar on IQ, but they differed in age, gender ratio, and household income 
(leading to differences in rate offamilies estimated to reside in poverty). As shown in Table 
I, the sample as a whole was relatively more well off economically than the U.S. national 
average. The ethnic breakdown of the sample was 75% Caucasian, 7% African American, 
3% Latino, 1 % Native American, and 14% mixed or other. Race was unrelated to blood lead 
and was not covaried or analyzed further. 

Child blood lead ranged from less than 0.3 Ilg/dL (undetectable, n=3) to 2.20 llg/dL with a 
mean of 0.73 (SE=0.04). Table 2 shows that blood lead in the current sample was even 
lower than in Nigg et al (2008), and equal to or lower than recent averages in the U.S., 
Scandinavia, and Western Europe (Braun et al., 2006, used the NHANES sample shown in 
Table 2). Thus, the sample had typical background exposure. This blood lead level was the 
lowest ever evaluated in relation to ADHD to date. 

As expected, and as in prior studies, blood lead was related to lower family income (B=-. 
15, p<.05), male sex (B= -43, p<.Ol), and younger age p<.OI). Before covariates, 
blood lead was correlated to KSAD inattention (B=.l9, p<.Ol), hyperactivity/impulsivity, 
(B=.28, p<.O 1), the externalizing composite, (B--21, p<.O 1) and to all Conners scales. Blood 
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history of stimulants, versus treatment history; 43 children had stimulant treatment). It was 
examined as a potential moderator of teacher reports. 

Data Reduction and Analysis 

RESULTS 

Unless otherwise noted, analyses were conducted in MPLUS v5.1 (Muthen & Muthen, 
1998-2008), with family as a clustering value and analysis set to "type=complex;" this 
procedure removes variance due to siblings being from the same family. Missing data were 
handled using full information maximum likelihood procedures in MPLUS. Missing data 
were minimal with the exception of income (7% missing). Three extreme outliers for the 
income variable were truncated. All effects were evaluated with the following covariates: 
household income, maternal smoking, and child age, sex, and blood hemoglobin level. Low 
IQ is a possible complication yet there is controversy as to whether it represents part of the 
ADHD syndrome. Results are therefore reported with and without covarying IQ. For 
regression models, standardized parameter estimates were computed. For continuous 
measures, these were standardized on X and Y variables. The resulting coefficient is 
interpreted as the amount of change in Y in standard deviation units for a one standard 
deviation change in X. For the categorical (0, 1) variables (sex and prenatal smoking), they 
were standardized on the Y variable--yielding amount of change in Y (in standard deviation 
units) for a change in the X variable from 0 to 1. 

Descriptive Overview 

The sample comprised four groups: non-ADHD, ADHD-PI, ADHD-C, and ADHD-NOS. 
"NOS" meant subthreshold, 5 symptoms, or situational. Note that ADHD primarily 
hyperactive type was rarely identified (n=2). Those two cases were assigned to the "NOS" 
group. Table I provides a descriptive and clinical overview of the sample groups. It supports 
the validity of the clinical groupings. Only the ADHD-PI and ADHD-C groups consistently 
exceeded clinical cutoffs on the Conners ADHD Index. The ADHD-NOS group was 
intermediate on several clinical measures between the control group and the ADHD groups. 
Groups differed in exactly the way suggested by the diagnostic assignments in teacher and 
parent ratings. Some suppression of symptoms in teacher ratings was expected, because 
some children were in treatment (Table 1). 

The groups were similar on IQ, but they differed in age, gender ratio, and household income 
(leading to differences in rate of families estimated to reside in poverty). As shown in Table 
I, the sample as a whole was relatively more well off economically than the U.S. national 
average. The ethnic breakdown of the sample was 75% Caucasian, 7% African American, 
3% Latino, 1% Native American, and 14% mixed or other. Race was unrelated to blood lead 
and was not covaried or analyzed further. 

Child blood lead ranged from less than 0.3 j.lg/dL (undetectable, n=3) to 2.20 Ilg/dL with a 
mean of 0.73 (SE=0.04). Table 2 shows that blood lead in the current sample was even 
lower than in Nigg et al (2008), and equal to or lower than recent averages in the U.S., 
Scandinavia, and Western Europe (Braun et aI., 2006, used the NHANES sample shown in 
Table 2). Thus, the sample had typical background exposure. This blood lead level was the 
lowest ever evaluated in relation to ADHD to date. 

As expected, and as in prior studies, blood lead was related to lower family income (B=-. 
15, p<.05), male sex (B= -43, p<.Ol), and younger age (B=-.23, p<.OI). Before covariates, 
blood lead was correlated to KSAD inattention (B=.19, p<.Ol), hyperactivity/impulsivity, 
(B=.28, p<.O I), the externalizing composite, (B=.21, p<.O I) and to all Conners scales. Blood 
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history of stimulants, versus treatment history; 43 children had stimulant treatment). It was 
examined as a potential moderator of teacher reports. 

Data Reduction and Analysis 

RESULTS 

Unless otherwise noted, analyses were conducted in MPLUS v5.1 (Muthen & Muthen. 
1998-2008), with family as a clustering value and analysis set to "type=complex;" this 
procedure removes variance due to siblings being from the same family. Missing data were 
handled using full infonnation maximum likelihood procedures in MPLUS. Missing data 
were minimal with the exception of income (7% missing). Three extreme outliers for the 
income variable were truncated. All effects were evaluated with the following covariates: 
household income, maternal smoking, and child age, sex, and blood hemoglobin level. Low 
IQ is a possible complication yet there is controversy as to whether it represents part of the 
ADHD syndrome. Results are therefore reported with and without co varying IQ. For 
regression models, standardized parameter estimates were computed. For continuous 
measures, these were standardized on X and Y variables. The resulting coefficient is 
interpreted as the amount of change in Y in standard deviation units for a one standard 
deviation change in X. For the categorical (0, I) variables (sex and prenatal smoking), they 
werc standardized on the Y variablc--yiclding amount of change in Y (in standard dcviation 
units) for a change in the X variable from 0 to I. 

Descriptive Overview 

The sample comprised four groups: non-ADHD, ADHD-PI, ADHD-C, and ADHD-NOS. 
"NOS" meant subthreshold, 5 symptoms, or situational. Note that ADHD primarily 
hyperactive type was rarely identified (n=2). Those two cases were assigned to the "NOS" 
group. Table I provides a descriptive and clinical overview of the sample groups. It supports 
the validity of the clinical groupings. Only the ADHD-PI and ADHD-C groups consistently 
exceeded clinical cutoffs on the Conners ADHD Index. The ADHD-NOS group was 
intermediate on several clinical measures between the control group and the ADHD groups. 
Groups differed in exactly the way suggested by the diagnostic assignments in teacher and 
parent ratings. Some suppression of symptoms in teacher ratings was expected, because 
some children were in treatment (Table I). 

The groups were similar on IQ, but they differed in age, gender ratio, and household income 
(leading to differences in rate offamilies estimated to reside in poverty). As shown in Table 
I, the sample as a whole was relatively more well off economically than the U.S. national 
average. The ethnic breakdown ofthc sample was 75% Caucasian, 7% African American, 
3% Latino, I % Native American, and 14% mixed or other. Race was unrelated to blood lead 
and was not covaried or analyzed further. 

Child blood lead ranged from less than 0.3 J.Ig/dL (undetectable, n=3) to 2.20 J.Ig/dL with a 
mean of 0.73 (SE=0.04). Table 2 shows that blood lead in the current sample was even 
lower than in Nigg et al (2008), and equal to or lower than recent averages in the U.S., 
Scandinavia, and Western Europe (Braun et aI., 2006, used the NHANES sample shown in 
Table 2). Thus, the sample had typical background exposure. This blood lead level was the 
lowest ever evaluated in relation to ADHD to date. 

As expected, and as in prior studies, blood lead was related to lower family income (B=-. 
15, p<.05), male sex (B= -43, p<.OI), and younger age (B=-.23, p<.OI). Before covariates, 
blood lead was correlated to KSAD inattention (B=.19, p<.O I), hyperactivity/impulsivity, 
(B=.28, p<.O I), the externalizing composite, (B=.2I, p<,O I) and to all Conners scales. Blood 
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lead in siblings was correlated at r=A7 (p<.OOI), supporting the supposition that it might be 
a shared environment effect and the importance of controlling sibling status. 

Association of ADHD Diagnosis with Blood Lead Level 

The three-group ANCOV A (omitting the "NOS" group; see Method) was conducted in 
SPSS v. 17. It yielded nearly a medium effect size for group assignment, F(2,200)=S.16, 
partial eta squared=.049, p=.007 (sibling status not controlled). Follow up simple 
comparisons were conducted using effect coding in MPLUS (controlling for sibling status; 
blood lead was the dependent variable and all covariates were included). The ADHD-C 
group had higher lead level than the control group (B=.14l, p=.033; with IQ covaried, B=. 
OS7, p=.041). The ADHD-PI group did not differ from the control group (p=.27). Thus, 
group effects were confined to ADHD-C. 

Regression Analysis of ADHD and Externalizing Symptom Dimensions 

Parent Report-Regression models were conducted for symptom domains as dependent 
variables (n=236, see Method). Table 3 summarizes the results for parents for both DSM-IV 
symptoms (KSADS) and the Conners, with and without IQ as a covariate. As it shows, 
blood lead level was marginally associated with attention problems, but not after covarying 
IQ. Blood lead was reliably associated with hyperactivity/impulsivity regardless of 
covariates. On the Conners, both cognitive problems and hyperactivity/impulsivity were 
reliably related to blood lead. 

The KSADS externalizing composite was also related to blood lead (B=.2l, p<.Ol; with IQ 
covaried, B=.20, p<.OS); the same held for oppositional behavior on the Conners (B=.22, p<. 
01, with IQ covaried, B=.2l, p<.Ol). Specificity was examined for each model by making 
blood lead the outcome variable. To conserve power, IQ was omitted and other covariates 
removed in stepwise fashion (income, p>.SO, and hemoglobin, p>.20, were thus removed in 
all models). In the DSM-IV model, hyperactive symptoms were specifically related to blood 
lead (B=.144, p=.043), whereas externalizing symptoms were shy of significant (B=.I36, 
p=.121). The same held using the Conners: blood lead was related to hyperactivity (B=.18, 
p=.034) but not oppositional behaviors (B=.09, p=.34) or cognitive problems (p=ns). 

Teacher Report-Table 4 shows the complete models for teacher reported DSM-IV 
symptoms and Conners ratings. On the ADHD Rating Scale, blood lead was unrelated to 
inattention or hyperactivity-impulsivity. On the Conners Rating Scale, results were similar 
to those reported for teachers by Chiodo et al (2007) and different from the ADHD Rating 
Scale results. As Table 4 shows, cognitive problems were related to blood lead level, 
whereas hyperactivity-impulsivity was related to blood lead prior to covarying IQ, but not 
after. 

Conners oppositional behavior was also related, weakly, to blood lead (B=.l3, p<.OS), 
though not after IQ was covaried (B=.ll, p=.07). The specificity model was computed just 
as with parent data. Cognitive problems were uniquely related to blood lead (B=.16, p=. 
031), whereas oppositional behavior (p=.76) and hyperactivity (p=.34) were not. 

Interaction of Teacher Findings with Child Treatment Status-The interaction of 
child treatment history with blood lead was examined (all covariates included). For DSM-IV 
inattention, there was no interaction (p>.SO), but for DSM-IV hyperactivity/impulsivity, 
there was (B=-.193, p=.009). For children never treated (including controls), there was a 
reliable relation of blood lead to hyperactivity (with all covariates; B=.lSl, p=.0 17). For the 
children who had been treated, the relation disappeared (B=-.I77, p=.19). This result 
suggested that medication treatment masked the relation oflead to teacher-rated DSM-IV 
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lead in siblings was correlated at r=.47 (p<.OOI), supporting the supposition that it might be 
a shared environment effect and the importance of controlling sibling status. 

Association of ADHD Diagnosis with Blood Lead Level 

The three-group ANCOV A (omitting the "NOS" group; see Method) was conducted in 
SPSS v. 17. It yielded nearly a medium effect size for group assignment, F(2,200)=S.16, 
partial eta squared=.049, p=.007 (sibling status not controlled). Follow up simple 
comparisons were conducted using effect coding in MPLUS (controlling for sibling status; 
blood lead was the dependent variable and all covariates were included). The ADHD-C 
group had higher lead level than the control group (B=.141, p=.033; with IQ covaried, B=. 
OS7, p=.041). The ADHD-PI group did not differ from the control group (p=.27). Thus, 
group effects were confined to ADHD-C. 

Regression Analysis of ADHD and Externalizing Symptom Dimensions 

Parent Report-Regression models were conducted for symptom domains as dependent 
variables (n=236, see Method). Table 3 summarizes the results for parents for both DSM-IV 
symptoms (KSADS) and the Conners, with and without IQ as a covariate. As it shows, 
blood lead level was marginally associated with attention problems, but not after covarying 
IQ. Blood lead was reliably associated with hyperactivity/impulsivity regardless of 
covariates. On the Conners, both cognitive problems and hyperactivity/impulsivity were 
reliably related to blood lead. 

The KSADS externalizing composite was also related to blood lead (B=.21, p<.O I; with IQ 
covaried, B=.20, p<.OS); the same held for oppositional behavior on the Conners (B=.22, p<. 
01, with IQ covaried, B=.21, p<.OI). Specificity was examined for each model by making 
blood lead the outcome variable. To conserve power, IQ was omitted and other covariates 
removed in stepwise fashion (income, p>.SO, and hemoglobin, p>.20, were thus removed in 
all models). In the DSM-IV model, hyperactive symptoms were specifically related to blood 
lead (B=.144, p=.043), whereas externalizing symptoms were shy of significant (B=.I36, 
p=. J 21). The same held using the Conners: blood lead was related to hyperactivity (B=.18, 
p=.034) but not oppositional behaviors (B=.09, p=.34) or cognitive problems (p=ns). 

Teacher Report-Table 4 shows the complete models for teacher reported DSM-IV 
symptoms and Conners ratings. On the ADHD Rating Scale, blood lead was unrelated to 
inattention or hyperactivity-impulsivity. On the Conners Rating Scale, results were similar 
to those reported for teachers by Chiodo et al (2007) and different from the ADHD Rating 
Scale results. As Table 4 shows, cognitive problems were related to blood lead level, 
whereas hyperactivity-impulsivity was related to blood lead prior to covarying IQ, but not 
after. 

Conners oppositional behavior was also related, weakly, to blood lead (B=.13, p<.OS), 
though not after IQ was covaried (B=.ll, p=.07). The specificity model was computed just 
as with parent data. Cognitive problems were uniquely related to blood lead (B=.I6, p=. 
031), whereas oppositional behavior (p=.76) and hyperactivity (p=.34) were not. 

Interaction of Teacher Findings with Child Treatment Status-The interaction of 
child treatment history with blood lead was examined (all covariates included). For DSM-IV 
inattention, there was no interaction (p>.SO), but for DSM-IV hyperactivity/impulsivity, 
there was (B=-.193, p=.009). For children never treated (including controls), there was a 
reliable relation of blood lead to hyperactivity (with all covariates; B=.151, p=.OI7). For the 
children who had been treated, the relation disappeared (B=-.I77, p=.19). This result 
suggested that medication treatment masked the relation oflead to teacher-rated DSM-IV 
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lead in siblings was correlated at r=.47 (p<.OOI), supporting the supposition that it might be 
a shared environment effect and the importance of controlling sibling status. 

Association of ADHD Diagnosis with Blood Lead Level 

The three-group ANCOVA (omitting the "NOS" group; see Method) was conducted in 
SPSS v. 17. It yielded nearly a medium effect size for group assignment, F(2,200)=5.16, 
partial eta squared=.049, p=.007 (sibling status not controlled). Follow up simple 
comparisons were conducted using effect coding in MPLUS (controlling for sibling status; 
blood lead was the dependent variable and all covariates were included). The ADHD-C 
group had higher lead level than the control group (8=.141, p=.033; with IQ covaried, 8=. 
057, p=.041). The ADHD-Pl group did not differ from the control group (p=.27). Thus, 
group effects were confined to ADHD-C. 

Regression Analysis of ADHD and Externalizing Symptom Dimensions 

Parent Report-Regression models were conducted for symptom domains as dependent 
variables (n=236, see Method). Table 3 summarizes the results for parents for both DSM-1V 
symptoms (KSADS) and the Conners, with and without lQ as a covariate. As it shows, 
blood lead level was marginally associated with attention problems, but not after covarying 
IQ. 8100d lead was reliably associated with hyperactivity/impulsivity regardless of 
covariates. On the Conners, both cognitive problems and hyperactivity/impulsivity were 
reliably related to blood lead. 

The KSADS externalizing composite was also related to blood lead (8=.21, p<.OI; with lQ 
covaried, 8=.20, p<.05); the same held for oppositional behavior on the Conners (8=.22, p<. 
01, with IQ covaried, 8=.21, p<.OI). Specificity was examined for each model by making 
blood lead the outcome variable. To conserve power, IQ was omitted and other covariates 
removed in stepwise fashion (income, p>.SO, and hemoglobin, p>.20, were thus removed in 
all models). In the DSM~IV model, hyperactive symptoms were specifically related to blood 
lead (8=.144, p=.043), whereas externalizing symptoms were shy of significant (8=.136, 
p=. J 21). The same held using the Conners: blood lead was related to hyperactivity (8=. I 8, 
p=.034) but not oppositional behaviors (8=.09, p=.34) or cognitive problems (p=ns). 

Teacher Report-Table 4 shows the complete models for teacher reported DSM-IV 
symptoms and Conners ratings. On the ADHD Rating Scale, blood lead was unrelated to 
inattention or hyperactivity-impulsivity. On the Conners Rating Scale, results were similar 
to those reported for teachers by Chiodo et al (2007) and different from the ADHD Rating 
Scale results. As Table 4 shows, cognitive problems were related to blood lead level, 
whereas hyperactivity-impulsivity was related to blood lead prior to covarying lQ, but not 
after. 

Conners oppositional behavior was also related, weakly, to blood lead (8=.13, p<.OS), 
though not after IQ was covaried (B=.II, p=.07). The specificity model was computed just 
as with parent data. Cognitive problems were uniquely related to blood lead (8=.16, p=. 
031), whereas oppositional behavior (p=.76) and hyperactivity (p=.34) were not. 

Interaction of Teacher Findings with Child Treatment Status-The interaction of 
child treatment history with blood lead was examined (all covariates included). For DSM-IV 
inattention, there was no interaction (p>.SO), but for DSM-IV hyperactivity/impulsivity, 
there was (8=-.193, p=.009). For children never treated (including controls), there was a 
reliable relation of blood lead to hyperactivity (with all covariates; 8=.151, p=.017). For the 
children who had been treated, the relation disappeared (8=-.177, p=.19). This result 
suggested that medication treatment masked the relation oflead to teacher-rated DSM-IV 
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hyperactive symptoms. For the Conners ratings, the interaction of treatment status with 
blood lead was shy of significance for hyperactivity (B=-.11, p=.064), but robust for 
cognitive problems (B=-.18, p=.002). Again, for children not in treatment, the effect of 
blood lead on cognitive problems was easily seen (with all covariates, B=.17, p=.004); but 
not in the treated children (B=-.13, p=,446). These interactions did not reproduce when 
checked in the smaller Nigg et al (2008) sample (all p> .20). 

DISCUSSION 

Whereas ADHD carries well-established genetic influences on susceptibility (Waldman & 
Gizer, 2006), environmental risk factors may interact with that susceptibility in complex 
ways (Purcell, 2002). Several studies have linked blood lead with ADHD, but usually in 
samples with lead levels much higher than current population averages in the U.S. or 
Western Europe. More recent studies have begun to show that even very low levels oflead 
exposure « 5 Ilg/dL) , blood lead is associated with ADHD. Nigg et al. (2008) was the first 
low-lead study to look at children formally diagnosed with ADHD by standardized methods 
and the first to use ICPMS technology to measure blood lead. That technology is important 
because it has detection limits 3-8 fold lower than other methods typically used clinically or 
in most prior studies of ADHD. ICPMS was used again in the current report in a new 
sample. 

The present study provides a more definitive confirmation ofNigg et al (2008) in a larger 
sample, with additional covariates, with more examination of teacher ratings, and at the 
lowest levels of blood lead ever measured in relation to ADHD. It confirms that in a sample 
selected for ADHD, there are reliable relations of blood lead with lifetime symptoms of 
hyperactivity-impulsivity as assessed by structured clinical interview of the parent. 
Hyperactivity effects are either weak or are moderated by treatment history when based on 
teacher report. On the other hand, the association of blood lead with inattention (or cognitive 
problems) was observed in parent and teacher Conners ratings and in teacher but not parent 
DSM-IV ratings. 

Thus, like Nigg et al (2008), we found that blood lead was reliably associated with 
hyperactivity but not inattention when using DSM-IV ratings. However, like Chiodo et al 
(2007), we also found that Conners ratings revealed a clearer association of blood lead with 
cognitive problems than with hyperactivity-impulsivity in teacher ratings. This apparent 
disagreement across methods and raters could be readily understood. The Conners scales 
have slightly different items than the DSM-IV and are selected to be sensitive to 
intervention effects (lead may be an intervention). The Conners scales also had somewhat 
better normal distribution properties (for inattention, Shapiro-Wilk > .90 for maternal and>. 
80 for teacher ratings, versus weaker values for the respective DSM-IV scales). 
Furthermore, it is sensible to expect that teachers would have more opportunity to observe 
cognitive problems (relevant to classroom behavior), whereas parents and teachers might be 
equally good observers of hyperactive or impulsive behaviors. 

With all that in mind, the pattern that emerges is still rather clear. Inattention/cognitive 
problems were related to blood lead when measured via the Conners but not when measured 
via DSM-IV symptoms. This finding, which explains the prior difference between Chiodo et 
al (2007) and Nigg et al (2008), is due to either the different item set or the better 
psychometric properties of the Conners T score. Further study to see which of those events 
is true will be ofinterest. In contrast, hyperactivity/impulsivity is related to blood lead when 
rated by parents, but based on these data we tentatively suggest that this effect may be 
suppressed in teacher ratings by child treatment history. Overall, the conclusion is that both 
ADHD symptom domains are related to blood lead, but that further consideration of the 
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hyperactive symptoms. For the Conners ratings, the interaction of treatment status with 
blood lead was shy of significance for hyperactivity (B=-.11, p=.064), but robust for 
cognitive problems (B=-.18, p=.002). Again, for children not in treatment, the effect of 
blood lead on cognitive problems was easily seen (with all covariates, B=.17, p=.004); but 
not in the treated children (B=-.13, p=.446). These interactions did not reproduce when 
checked in the smaller Nigg et al (2008) sample (all p> .20). 

DISCUSSION 

Whereas ADHD carries well-established genetic influences on susceptibility (Waldman & 
Gizer, 2006). environmental risk factors may interact with that susceptibility in complex 
ways (Purcell, 2002). Several studies have linked blood lead with ADHD, but usually in 
samples with lead levels much higher than current population averages in the U.S. or 
Western Europe. More recent studies have begun to show that even very low levels of lead 
exposure « 5 Ilg/dL), blood lead is associated with ADHD. Nigg et al. (2008) was the first 
low-lead study to look at children formally diagnosed with ADHD by standardized methods 
and the first to use ICPMS technology to measure blood lead. That technology is important 
because it has detection limits 3-8 fold lower than other methods typically used clinically or 
in most prior studies of ADHD. TCPMS was used again in the current report in a new 
sample. 

The present study provides a more definitive confirmation ofNigg et al (2008) in a larger 
sample, with additional covariates, with more examination of teacher ratings, and at the 
lowest levels of blood lead ever measured in relation to ADHD. It confirms that in a sample 
selected for ADHD, there are reliable relations of blood lead with lifetime symptoms of 
hyperactivity-impulsivity as assessed by structured clinical interview ofthe parent. 
Hyperactivity effects are either weak or are moderated by treatment history when based on 
teacher report. On the other hand, the association of blood lead with inattention (or cognitive 
problems) was observed in parent and teacher Conners ratings and in teacher but not parent 
DSM-IV ratings. 

Thus, like Nigg et al (2008), we found that blood lead was reliably associated with 
hyperactivity but not inattention when using DSM-IV ratings. However, like Chiodo et al 
(2007), we also found that Conners ratings revealed a clearer association of blood lead with 
cognitive problems than with hyperactivity-impulsivity in teacher ratings. This apparent 
disagreement across methods and raters could be readily understood. The Conners scales 
have slightly different items than the DSM-TV and are selected to be sensitive to 
intervention effects (lead may be an intervention). The Conners scales also had somewhat 
better normal distribution properties (for inattention, Shapiro-Wilk > .90 for maternal and>. 
80 for teacher ratings, versus weaker values for the respective DSM-IV scales). 
Furthermore, it is sensible to expect that teachers would have more opportunity to observe 
cognitive problems (relevant to classroom behavior), whereas parents and teachers might be 
equally good observers of hyperactive or impulsive behaviors. 

With all that in mind, the pattern that emerges is still rather clear. Inattention/cognitive 
problems were related to blood lead when measured via the Conners but not when measured 
via DSM-IV symptoms. This finding, which explains the prior difference between Chiodo et 
al (2007) and Nigg et al (2008), is due to either the different item set or the better 
psychometric properties of the Conners T score. Further study to see which of those events 
is true will be of interest. In contrast, hyperactivitylimpulsivity is related to blood lead when 
rated by parents, but based on these data we tentatively suggest that this effect may be 
suppressed in teacher ratings by child treatment history. Overall, the conclusion is that both 
ADHD symptom domains are related to blood lead, but that further consideration of the 
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measurement scale and treatment effects remains important in quantifYing these 
associations. 

Page 8 

Limitations of this study should be noted. Most important, it is unclear how well concurrent 
lead levels reflect risks that probably occurred earlier in development. Effects oflead on the 
brain may depend on age of exposure (Manton et aI., 2000). The ages of exposure and the 
peak early exposure level ofthe children in this study are unknown. However, the exposure 
levels observed are consistent with U.S. national levels in children at this age. Those U.S. 
surveys indicate that even preschool children average less than 5 Jlg/dL of exposure (CDC, 
2005). Second, it is possible that hypemctive children ingested more lead, rather than that 
lead influenced hyperactivity. However, the only study we are aware of to test that question 
(David et aI., 1977) found that lead levels were not elevated in hypemctive children with a 
known organic etiology (e.g., head injury), but were elevated in other hyperactive children. 
Further, an extensive animal experimental literature suggests lead has causal effects on 
neurodevelopment that make it a plausible influence on ADHD (Cory-Slechta, 1995). Thus, 
the most parsimonious summary of the data is likely that lead influenced ADHD rather than 
the reverse. 

Last, this was not a random population sample, so sampling biases cannot be ruled out 
(characteristics ofrefusers were unknown). The sample was economically somewhat more 
well off, less representative of minority groups, and less lead-exposed than the nation as a 
whole. This may have resulted in under-estimation of effect magnitudes in relation to lead 
exposure and ADHD, although effect sizes reported were similar to those reported by 
Chiodo et al (2007) in a lower income, African American sample. In short, this study 
confirms that ADHD, both as a diagnosis and as symptom dimension, is associated with 
blood lead level at low exposure levels, even below 2.5 Jlg/dL. 

In conclusion, background-levels oflead exposure were associated with ADHD in a 
clinically characterized sample, at the lowest levels of blood lead ever studied in relation to 
ADHD, and in both parent and teacher reports. This evidence that ADHD and its symptom 
domains are associated with blood lead has rather significant implications, because 
exposures in the range studied here remain widespread by definition. Lead exposure is a 
plausible neurobiological candidate for involvement in ADHD because it disrupts midbrain 
dopamine and other neurotmnsmission circuitry (Cory-Slechta, 2005), systems that are also 
implicated in ADHD (Nigg, 2006). It contributes to what is now an emerging body of 
literature linking ADHD to lead exposure even at population typical exposures. Implications 
for prevention, practice, and policy warrant further discussion. 

Key points 

Lead is a known neurotoxicant previously associated with ADHD at high exposure 

Recent studies suggested low, population typical exposures may also related to 
ADHD 

Current study obtained fresh confirmation in a sample with very low, population 
typical lead exposure 

Children with ADHD had higher lead level than children without ADHD 

Both parent and teacher reports confirm the association of blood lead with ADHD 
symptoms. 

Further review of actionable lead level exposure in children is indicated 
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Table 1 

Sample Summary Statistics (Mean and Standard Deviation) 
~ 
~ 

Control "NOS" ADHD-PI ADHD-C P ~ 

l"-
N 99 29 47 61 

% male 43%" 48%a 68%b 74%b <.05 

..... % White 73%" 33%b 81%" 81%" <.05 

~ Child age (years) 11.8(2.5)" 11.8(2.4)'0 12.4 (2.5)' 10.6(2.6)° .05 
~ 
~ Annual bome income ($k) 87.1(41)" 67.4(27)8b 81.4(42)"b 63.9(42)° .05 

I % under poverty line ($21,200) 4.0%" 3.1%' 4.2%" 21.1%b <.01 

~ 
'?I 

Child FuJI Scale IQ 107.9(12) 104.9(13) 102.2(15) 103.4(15) ns 

::,. KSADS Inattention Lifetime 0.6(1.1)" 4.5(2.7)b 7.6(1.1)< 7.8(1.5)' <.01 
~. 

KSADS Hyperactive Lifetime 0.4(0.8)" 2.8(2.9)b 2.1(2.l)b 6.9(1.7)C <.01 

~ KSADS Inattention Current 0.6(1.1)" 4.3(2.7)b 7.4(1.1)' 7.8(1.5)' <.01 :>" 
Q 
9 KSADS Hyperactive Current 0.4(0.8)a 2.7(2.8)b 1. 7(1.8)° 6.6(1.8)' <.01 
§ 

Teacher ADHD RS Inatt Sx 0.33(l.1)a 3.1(3.3)b 4.3(3.4)b <.01 ~ 1.4(2.6)" 
:::I. 

Teacher ADHD RS Hyp Sx 0.2(0.8)a 1.1 (2.4)b 0.7(1.9)b <.01 ~ 3.2(3.4)C 

i % Conduct Disorder (Life) O%a 9.4%b 7.4%b 13%' <.01 

!} % ODD (Lifetime) 2% 19%b 15%0 38%' <.01 .. 
S· P-Conners Cognitive 46.5(6)" 61.9(II)b 71.6(9)' 71.4(1I)C <.01 
'"tI 
:!: P-Conners Hyperactivity 46.7 (4)" 59.1(l4)b 58.2(12)b 72.7(12)' <.01 ~ 
to.> ::: P-Conners Oppositional 45.7(7)" 55.7(I3)b 58.7 (14)b 64.3(15)' <.01 

;;; P-Conncrs ADHD Index 46.4(6)' 61.5(10)" 70.2(IO)b 72.7(10)0 <.01 ::> 

~ T -Conners Cognitive 48.2(7)" 55.3(10)0 57.4(9)b 60.2(IO)b <.01 
:-

T-Conners Hyperactive 53.8(II)ao 54.2(II)b <.01 49.5(9)' 61.7( 13)C 

T-Conners Oppositional 47.1(4)' 52.8(12)b 51.3(9)b 57.7(12)' <.01 

T-Conners ADHD Index 49.1(9)' 57.3(13)b 60.4(IO)b 66.3(11)' <.01 

% treated stimulants (lifetime) 0% 7% 25% 48% <.01 

% pregnancy smoke 8.2% 13.8% 10.6% 13.1% ns 

Child unadjusted blood lead 0.2(.30)8 O. 78( .24 lab .72(.35)00 .88(.44)0 <.01 

~ 
~ 
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KSADS symptom scores and diagnoses are lifetime unless otherwise marked. For dimensional scores, post-hoc Tukey tests were conducted if variances were homogenous; or the Dunnet 
13 post hoc if variances were not homogenous. Different superscripts indicate pair-wise differences on post-hoc test~ at p<.05. For example, "a" under control Conners' Cognitive indicates a significant 
difference from "b" for ADHD-PI for the same variable; because ADHD-C also has a "b" it differs from controls also, but not from ADHD-PL "ab" indicates does not differ from the group with the "a" or 
"b" superscript. ADHD-PI =Inattentive type; ADHD-C=combined type. Poverty is defmed as < 50% of the median household income of $50,233 in the U ,S, in 2007 (16% of national popUlation below that 
cutoff), in keeping with one type of convention for defining poverty, The comparisons in this table do not control for sibling non-independence, z 
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Notes to Table I: KSADS symptom scores and diagnoses are lifetime unless otherwise marked. For dimensional scores, post-hoc Tukey tests were conducted if variances were homogenous; or the Dunnet 

13 post hoc ,fvariances were not homogenous. Different superscripts indicate pair-wise differences on post-hoc test< at p<.05. For example, "aU under control Conners' Cognitive indicates a significant 

difference from "b" for ADHD-PI for the same variable; because ADHD-C also has a "b" it differs from controls also. but not from ADHD·PI. "ab" indicates docs not differ from the group with the "a" or 
"b" superscript ADHD-PI =Inattentive type; ADHD-C=combined type. Poverty is defined as < 50% of the median household income of $50,233 in the U.S. in 2007 (16% of national population below that 
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Table 2 

Median Blood Lead Level of Current Replication Sample, Nigg et al (2008), U.S. National Sample, and 
Selected European Data By Two Age Groups 

Sample Years Surveyed %Male Age in years Mean/median blood lead pgldL 

Adolescents 

U.S.A. (CDci NHANES) 1999,2002 50% 12-19 0.94-1.10 

Western Europe-? 1996-2000 50% 0-18 3.5 

Nigg etal2007 (n=1I5) 2005-2006 64% 12-17 1.03 (SE=.05) 

Current sample (n=96) 2006-2008 53% 12-17 0.68 (SE=.03) 

Children 

U.S.A. (CDC NHANES) 1999,2002 50''/0 6-11 1.25-1.51 

Sweden3 2005,2007 50"10 7-11 1.31-1.32 

Chiodo et al (2007) 1996-1997 51% 6-7 5.0 

Nigg et a12007 (n=35) 2005-2006 63% 8-11 1.04 (SE=.09) 

Current sample (n=140) 2006-2008 63% 6-11 0.77(SE=.03) 

Page 13 

lCDC=Centers for Disease Control; the U.S. national (from the CDC NHANES sample) reflect surveys at two points in time, one in 1999 and one 

in 2002. The lower value represents the 2002 value, and the higher value represents the 1999 value. 

2Westem Europe represents a meta-analytic average computed by Fewtrell et al (2004) from studies in Denmark, Sweden, Germany, France, Israel, 

and Greece in the late 1990's. 

3 Stromberg et al. 2007. The recent data represent two cities measured two years apart. 
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Table 3 

Regression Analyses of Lead association with Parent-Reported ADHD Symptoms, Standardized Results 
Showing Parameter (standard error) 

KSADS Lifetime Conners 

Inattention Hyp-Imp Cognitive Hyp-Imp 

Without IQ covaried 

Age .06(.07) -.09(.07) .13(.07)+ .07(.08) 

Sex - ... 3Ct5) .... -.30(.U)" -.01(5) -.Of(.H) 

Income -.14(06)" -.19(07) .... -.09(.06) -.IBLOn .... 

Hemoglobin -.02(.07) .02(.07) -.!H.OB) -.07(.08) 

Smoking .29(.20) .03(.23) .27(.22) -.19(.19) 

Blood lead . 12(.07)+ .19(.06)**· .21(.07) •• .26(.07)··· 

With IQ ~ovaried 

Age .05(.07) -.10(07) .12(.07) .06(.08) 

Sex -.HeU) .... -.30(.1·0" -.02(.15) -.05(.U) 

Income -.10(.06) -.17COn" -.05(.06) -.17(.OB)" 

Smoking .24(.21) .01(.23) .22(.22) -.20(.19) 

Hemoglobin .01(.06) .04(.07) -.09(.OB) -.06(.00) 

IQ -.12(.07)+ -.09(.06) -.12(.07)+ -.05(.07) 

Blood Lead .11(.07) .18(.06)**· .20(.07)** .25(.07)··· 

Parameter estimates are standardized as explained in Method. Sex is coded I =male. 2=female. 

+ 
p<.\O; 

p<.05, 

** 
jl~.O\, 

**0 
p~.OO1. 
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Table 4 

Regression Results for Association of Child Blood Lead with Teacher Behavior Ratings, Showing 
Standardized Parameter Estimates (standard error) 

ADHD Rating Scale Conners 

Inattention Hyp-Imp Cognitive Hyp-Imp 

Without IQ covaried 

Age -.06(.07) -.25(.07) 1/11/11/1 .10(.08) .08(.08) 

Sex -.60(.12)1/11/11/1 -.43(.10)1/11/11/1 -.02(.13) .32(.13)-

Income -.16(,07)1/1 -.07(.07) -.33(.07) 1/11/11/1- .20(.07)--

Hemoglobin -.05(.07) -.05(.06) .01(.08) .02(.09) 

Smoking -.03(.24) -.07(.20) .12(.27) -.42(.17)1/1 

Blood lead .09(.06) .11(.06)+ .19(.07)-· .14(.06) -

With IQ !:;Qvaried 

Age -.10(.07) -.26(.06)1/11/11/1 .02(.02) .06(.08) 

Sex -.62(.12) 1/11/11/1 -.H(.10) -.03(.06) .30(.13)-

Income -.12(.06) -.04(.07) -.23(.06) 1/11/11/1- .12(.07)+ 

Smoking -.11(.24) -.14(.20 -.02(,26) -.53(.15)1/11/1 

Hemogl -.02(.06) -.03(.06) .05(.07) .05(.08) 

IQ -.19(.08)1/1 -.15(.07)1/1 -.35(.06)1/11/11/1- .30(.07)··· 

BJoodLead .06(.06) .09(.06) .15(.06)· .11(.06)+ 

Parameter estimates are standardized as explained in Method. Sex is coded 1 =male. 2=femaJe. 

+ 
p<.lO; 

-p<.05, 

.pS.OI, 

n. 
p~.OOI. 
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Abstract 

The effects of low-level lead exposure on survival and neurite length of rat E I 5 primary ventral mesencephalic dopaminergic neurons 
were studied. Lead acetate (0.00 I-I 0 IJM) added to primaIY cultures for 48 h (in serum-free defined media [DM]) caused a loss of tyrosine 
hydroxylase (TH)-positive neurons only at the highest concentrations (I and 10 j.LM). In contrast, significant effects on neurite length were 
observed at concentrations as low as 0.00 I j.LM. Lead-induced decrease in neurite length became more apparent at concentrations of 0.0 I j.LM 
(mean 37.9% decrease) and 0.10 j.LM lead acetate (mean 43.9% decrease). These data show that very low concentrations of lead. well below 
the level necessary to adversely affect neuronal survival, can have dramatic effects on neurite growth. These results support recent clinical 
findings of detrimental effects of low-level lead exposure on brain development 
© 2003 Elsevier Science Inc. All rights reserved. 
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1. Introduction 

The general toxic effects of lead have been known for 
centuries, yet lead is still a major environmental poison 
affecting primarily pediatric populations in the United States 
as well as in other countries worldwide. Although the level 
of concern for pediatric lead poisoning, as set by the Centers 
for Disease Control in 1991, is 10 J-Lg/dl [6], studies 
performed over the. last decade indicate that, indeed, a safe 
level of lead in the blood of children has not yet been 
identified. Evidence for detrimental effects on behavior and 
cognitive development have been reported with blood lead 
levels below 10 J-Lg/dl [17,25J. 

Although neuropsychological studies of lead's effects in 
children may differ in basic characteristics of the $tudy 
groups and in the choice of tests administered, the descrip
tion of deficits in certain functional domains, such as 
attention and fine motor skills, has been remarlcably con
sistent (see Ref. [19] for review). In fact, a number of 
cognitive deficits associated with lead poisoning, such as 

• Corresponding author. Tel.: +1-215-503-0370; fax: +1-215-923-
3808. 

E-mail address: jay.schneider@mail.tju.edu (J.S. Schneider). 

0892-0362/$ - see front matter © 2003 Elsevier Science Inc. All rights reserved. 
doi: 1 0.1016IS0892'{)362(03)OOO 18-7 

attention and executive function problems, may be due at 
least in part to lead's effects on dopamine systems. Animals 
with dopamine-depleting lesions of the cortex or striatum 
have a number of cognitive and behavioral deficits includ
ing impairments in attention, impulsivity, short-term mem
ory, cognitive flexibility (and other executive functions), as 
well as behavioral abnormalities including apathy, low 
frustration tolerance, and aggressiveness [4,5,23,24J: In 
addition to the well-documented learning and memory 
problems in lead-exposed animals, attentional problems 
have also been described [3]. Attention and executive 
functioning problems are a known consequence of lead 
poisoning in children [10,30] and are present with dopamine 
dysfunction, as in Parkinson's disease [16J. 

The effects of lead on dopaminergic cells in culture have 
been described previously [27J. Short-term exposure of 
cultures to high concentrations of lead (3-50 IJM) killed 
neurons and glia at the highest concentrations, whereas 
concentrations at the lower end (3 IJM) significantly inhib
ited [3H]dopamine uptake [27]. Lead exposure has also been 
reported to alter the concentration of dopamine and decrease 
the activity of the dopamine-synthesizing enzyme tyrosine 
hydroxylase (TH) in midbrain and diencephalic regions [21] 
as well as in rat [29] and primate retina [15]. In considera
tion of the clinical and experimental data described above 
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Abstract 

The effects of low-level lead exposure on survival and neurite length of rat E 15 primary ventral mesencephalic dopaminergic neurons 
were studied. Lead acetate (0.00 I-I 0 ~ added to primary cultures for 48 h (in serum-free defined media [DM]) caused a loss of tyrosine 
hydroxylase (TIi)-positive neurons only at the highest concentrations (I and 10 V-M). In contrast, significant effects on neurite length were 
observed at concentrations as low as 0.00 I v-M. Lead-induced decrease in neurite length became more apparent at concentrations of 0.0 I v-M 
(mean 37.9% decrease) and 0.10 v-M lead acetate (mean 43.9% decrease). These data show that vety low concentrations of lead, well below 
the level necessaty to adversely affect neuronal survival, can have dramatic effects on neurite growth. These results support recent clinical 
findings of detrimental effects of low-level lead exposure on brain development 
© 2003 Elsevier Science Inc. All rights reserved. 
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1. Introduction 

The general toxic effects of lead have been known for 
centuries, yet lead is still a major environmental poison 
affecting primarily pediatric populations in the United States 
as well as in other countries worldwide. Although the level 
of concern for pediatric lead poisoning, as set by the Centers 
for Disease Control in 1991, is 10 J-Lg/dl [6], studies 
performed over the last decade indicate that, indeed, a safe 
level of lead in the blood of children has not yet been 
identified. Evidence for detrimental effects on behavior and 
cognitive development have been reported with blood lead 
levels below 10 J-Lg/dl [17,25]. 

Although neuropsychological studies of lead's effects in 
children may differ in basic characteristics of the study 
groups and in the choice of tests administered, the descrip
tion of deficits in certain functional domains, such as 
attention and fine motor skills, has been remarkably con
sistent (see Ref. [19] for review). In fact, a number of 
cognitive deficits associated with lead poisoning, such as 
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attention and executive function problems, may be due at 
least in part to lead's effects on dopamine systems. Animals 
with dopamine-depleting lesions of the cortex or striatum 
have a number of cognitive and behavioral deficits includ
ing impairments in attention, impulsivity, short-term mem
ory, cognitive flexibility (and other executive functions), as 
well as behavioral abnormalities including apathy, low 
frustration tolerance, and aggressiveness [4,5,23,24]: In 
addition to the well-documented learning and memory 
problems in lead-exposed animals, attentional problems 
have also been described [3]. Attention and executive 
functioning problems are a known consequence of lead 
poisoning in children [10,30] and are present with dopamine 
dysfunction, as in Parkinson's disease [16]. 

The effects of lead on dopaminergic cells in culture have 
been described previously [27]. Short-term exposure of 
cultures to high concentrations of lead (3-50 J.1M) killed 
neurons and glia at the highest concentrations, whereas 
concentrations at the lower end (3 J.1M) significantly inhib
ited [3H]dopamine uptake [27]. Lead exposure has also been 
reported to alter the concentration of dopamine and decrease 
the activity of the dopamine-synthesizing enzyme tyrosine 
hydroxylase (TIl) in midbrain and diencephalic regions [21] 
as well as in rat [29] and primate retina [15]. In considera
tion of the clinical and experimental data described above 
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Abstract 

The effects of low· level lead exposure on survival and neurite length of rat E 15 prirruuy ventrnl mesencephalic dopaminergic neurons 
were studied. Lead acetate (0.001- 10 f1M) added to prirruuy cultures for 48 h (in serum-free defined media [OM]) caused a loss of tyrosine 
hydroxylase (TIf)-positivc neurons only at the highest concentrntions (I and 10 I'M). In contrnst, significant effects on neurite length were 
observed at concentrntions as low as 0.00 I ~. Lead·induced decrease in neurite length became more apparent at concentrntions of 0.0 1 ~ 
(mean 37.9% decrease) and 0.1 0 ~ lead acetate (mean 43.9"/0 decrease). These data show that very low concentrntions of lead, well below 
the level necessary to adversely affect neuronal survival. can have dramatic effects on neurite growth. These results support recent clinical 
findings of detrimental effects of low·level lead exposure on brain development. 
© 2003 Elsevier Science Inc. All rights reserved. 
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1. Introduction 

The general toxic effects of lead have been known for 
centuries, yet lead is still a major environmental poison 
affecting primarily pediatric populations in the United States 
as well as in other colUltries worldwide. Although the level 
of concern for pediatric lead poisoning. as set by the Centers 
for Disease Control in 1991. is 1 0 ~g/dl [6]. studies 
performed over the last decade indicate thaI, indeed. a safe 
level of lead in the blood of children has not yet been 
identified. Evidence for detrimental effects on behavior and 
cognitive development have been reported with blood lead 
levels below 10 tJ.gfdl [17,25]. 

Although neuropsychological studies of lead's effects in 
children may differ in basic characteristics of the study 
groups and in the choice of tests administered, the descrip
tion of deficits in certain functional domains, such as 
attention and fine motor skills. has been remarkably con
sistent (see Ref. [19] for review). In fact. a number of 
cognitive deficits associated with lead poisoning, such as 

• Corresponding author. Tel.: +1-2IS.S03..Q370; fax: +1-215-923-
3808. 

E-mail address: jay.schneidet@mail.tju.edu (J.S, Schneider). 

0892-0362/5 - see front matter @ 2003 Elsevier Science Inc. All rights reserved. 
do;: I 0.1 0 16!S0892'{)362(03)OOO 18·7 

attention and executive function problems. may be due at 
least in part to lead's effects on dopamine systems. Animals 
with dopamine-depleting lesions of the cortex or striatum 
have a number of cognitive and behavioral deficits includ· 
ing impainnents in attention, impulsivity, short-tenn memo 
ory. cognitive flexibility (and other executive functions), as 
well as behavioral abnormalities including apathy. low 
frustration tolerance. and aggressiveness [4.5.23.24]: In 
addition to the well·documented learning and memory 
problems in lead·exposed animals, attentional problems 
have also been described [3]. Attention and executive 
functioning problems are a known consequence of lead 
poisoning in children [10,30] and are present with dopamine 
dysfunction, as in Parkinson's disease [16]. 

The effects of lead on dopaminergic cells in culture have 
been described previously [27]. Short-term exposure of 
cultures to high concentrations of lead (3-50 IJM) killed 
neurons and glia at the highest concentrations, whereas 
concentrations at the lower end (3 IJM) significantly inhib
ited eHJdopamine uptake [27J. Lead exposure has also been 
reported to alter the concentration of dopamine and dec!'ejlse 
the activity of the dopamine-synthesizing enzyme tyrosine 
hydroxylase (TIl) in midbrain and diencephalic regions [21] 
as well as in rat [29] and primate retina [15]. In considera
tion of the clinical and experimental data described above 
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on lead effects on the dopamine system, the present study 
was conducted to examine effects of low concentrations of 
lead (0.00 1-0.1 ~, equivalent to 0.024 and 2.40 lJ.g/dl, 
respectively) on survival and growth (e.g., elaboration of 
neurites) of fetal dopaminergic neurons in culture. 

2. Methods 

2. J. Primary cultures of ventral mesencephalic neurons 

Timed-pregnant Sprague-Dawley rats were euthanized 
with carbon dioxide. Embryos (B-15) were removed and 
the ventral mesencephalon was dissected out and placed in 
Dulbecco's phosphate-buffered saline, (OPBS; pH 7.4) on 
ice. The tissue was minced and incubated in a trypsin 
solution (0.01% in Ca2 + IMg2+ free Hank's balanced salt 
solution) with 0.05% DNAse for 20 min at 37°C with 
gentle agitation. The supernatant was removed and replaced 
with Dulbecco's modified Eagle's medium (OMEM) con
taining 10% fetal calf serum, glucose (6 mg/ml), glutamine 
(204 lJ.g/ml) and penicillin/streptomycin (100 U/ml) and the 
cells were dissociated by passage through a fire-polished 
Pasteur pipette. Dissociated cells were then passed through 
a nylon-filter cell strainer (70 ~). The number of viable 
cells were counted for trypan blue exclusion using a 
hemocytometer and plated at a density of 1.5 x lOs cells 
per well on poly-o-ornithine (pO; 0.01% in borate buffer; 
pH 8.4) coated Lab-Tek eight-well slides. After 1 h of 
stabilization at 37°C in an atmosphere containing 5% CO2, 

the media was changed to serum-free defined medium 
(OM) containing DMElFI2, 1% ITS supplement, glucose 
(6 mg/ml), glutamine (204 lJ.g/ml) and penicillin/streptomy
cin (100 Ulml). The cultures were grown at 37°C in 5% 
CO2 for 3 days before commencing experimental manipu
lations. 
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Fig. I. Effects of lead exposure on the number of TIl-positive cells in 
primary ventral mesencephalic cultures. Addition of lead acetate (0.00 I-I 0 
).1M, inserum-free DM) for 48 h caused a significant loss ofTIl+ cells at 
lead acetate concentrations of I and 10 ).1M. BIllS show mean cell 
counts±S.E.M. Ctl=control cultures (no lead); .. P<.OI vs. control. Data 
were derived from quadruplicate samples for each experimental condition, 
repeated with four independent cultures. 
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Fig. 2. Effects of lead exposure on length of primary neurites of E-15 
dopaminergic neurons in culture. The lowest concentration of lead 
acetate used (0.001 ).1M) caused a significant decrease in neurite length, 
that was exacerbated by incubation in higher concentrations of lead (0.0 I 
and 0.10 ).1M). These effects were observed at lead concentrations below 
those that caused a decrease in cell survival. Bars show mean length of 
primary neurites ± S.E.M. .. P < .0 I vs. control. Data were derived from 
quadruplicate samples for each experimental condition, repeated with 
four independent cultures. 

2.2. Lead exposure studies 

To investigate the effect of lead on cell survival and 
neurite length, lead acetate was added to media (OM) at 
different concentrations (0.001, 0.01, 0.1, 1.0 and 10 ~ 
for 48 h. 

2.3. TH immunohistochemistry and cell counts 

At the end of the lead exposure period, cultures were 
fixed in 4% paraformaldehyde and stained for the pres
ence of TH using a polyclonal TH antibody (l :2000, 4 °C 
for 24 h, Pel-Freeze, Rogers, AR), biotinylated goat anti
rabbit IgG (I: 1000, 1 h at room temperature, Pel-Freeze, 
Rogers, AR, Jackson Immunoresearch Laboratories, Inc., 
West Grove, PA). TH-positive cells were visualized after 
incubation in ABC substrate (Vector Laboratories, Burlin
game, CA) and metal-enhanced diaminobenzidine (pierce, 
Rockford, IL). Immunopositive cells were counted in 
consecutive fields across the largest diameter of the cell 
bed using an eye piece reticule at lOx magnification . 

2.4. Neurite length measurement 

Neurite length measurements were taken of the longest 
neurite present on 150 TH-positive cells from control cul
tutes and each lead-exposed culture, using a neurite length 
measurement macro (provided online by V.I. Pikov) and NIH 
Image software (v. 1.68). Fields were sampled randomly and 
the person performing the measurements was blind to 
treatment condition. Briefly, the images ofTH-positive cells 
were captured at 20x magnification and contrast was 
adjusted until neurites appeared as contiguous as possible 
with low background. The longest neurite on each cell in the 
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on lead effects on the dopamine system, the present study 
was conducted to examine effects of low concentrations of 
lead (0.001-0.1 11M, equivalent to 0.024 and 2.40 I-Lg/dl, 
respectively) on survival and growth (e.g., elaboration of 
neurites) of fetal dopaminergic neurons in culture. 

2. Methods 

2.1. Primary cultures of ventral mesencephalic neurons 

Timed-pregnant Sprague-Dawley rats were euthanized 
with carbon dioxide. Embryos (E-15) were removed and 
the ventral mesencephalon was dissected out and placed in 
Dulbecco's phosphate-buffered saline, (DPBS; pH 7.4) on 
ice. The tissue was minced and incubated in a trypsin 
solution (0.01 % in Ca2 + /Mg2+ free Hank's balanced salt 
solution) with 0.05% DNAse for 20 min at 37°C with 
gentle agitation. The supernatant was removed and replaced 
with Dulbecco's modified Eagle's medium (DMEM) con
taining 10% fetal calf serum, glucose (6 mg/ml), glutamine 
(204 I~g/ml) and penicillin/streptomycin (100 U/mI) and the 
cells were dissociated by passage through a fire-polished 
Pasteur pipette. Dissociated cells were then passed through 
a nylon-filter cell strainer (70 11M). The number of viable 
cells were counted for trypan blue exclusion using a 
hemocytometer and plated at a density of 1.5 x lOs cells 
per well on polY-D-ornithine (pO; 0.01% in borate buffer; 
pH 8.4) coated Lab-Tek eight-well slides. After 1 h of 
stabilization at 37°C in an atmosphere containing 5% CO2, 

the media was changed to serum-free defined medium 
(DM) containing DMElFI2, 1% ITS supplement, glucose 
(6 mg/ml), glutamine (204 1-Lg/m1) and penicillin/streptomy
cin (100 Ulml). The cultures were grown at 37°C in 5% 
CO2 for 3 days before commencing experimental manipu
lations. 
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Fig. \. Effects of lead exposure on the number of TIl-positive cells in 
primary ventral mesencephalic cultures. Addition of lead acetate (0.00 I-I 0 
11M. in serum-free DM) for 48 h caused a sigoificant loss of TIl+ cells at 
lead acetate concentrations of I and 10 11M. Bars show mean cell 
counts±S.E.M. Ctl = control cultures (no lead); • P<.OI vs. control. Data 
were derived from quadruplicate samples for each experimental condition. 
repealed with four independent cultures. 
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Fig. 2. Effects of lead exposure on length of primary neurites of E-15 
dopaminergic neurons in culture. The lowest concentration of lead 
acetate used (0.001 11M) caused a significant decrease in neurite length, 
that was exacerbated by incubation in higher concentrations of lead (0.0 I 
and 0.10 11M). These effects were observed at lead concentrations below 
those that caused a decrease in cell survival. Bars show mean length of 
primary neurites ± S.E.M. • P < .0 I vs. control. Data were derived from 
quadruplicate samples for each experimental condition, repeated with 
four independent cultures. 

2.2. Lead exposure studies 

To investigate the effect of lead on cell survival and 
neurite length, lead acetate was added to media (DM) at 
different concentrations (0.001, 0.01, 0.1, 1.0 and 10 11M) 
for 48 h. 

2.3. TH immunohistochemistry and cell counts 

At the end of the lead exposure period, cultures were 
fIxed in 4% paraformaldehyde and stained for the pres
ence of TH using a polyclonal TH antibody (I :2000, 4 °C 
for 24 h, Pel-Freeze, Rogers, AR), biotiny1ated goat anti
rabbit IgG (1:1000, 1 h at room temperature, Pel-Freeze, 
Rogers, AR, Jackson Immunoresearch Laboratories, Inc., 
West Grove, PA). TH-positive cells were visualized after 
incubation in ABC substrate (Vector Laboratories, Burlin
game, CA) and metal-enhanced diaminobenzidine (pierce, 
Rockford, IL). Immunopositive cells were counted in 
consecutive fields across the largest diameter of the cell 
bed using an eye piece reticule at lOx magnification . 

2.4. Neurite length measurement 

Neurite length measurements were taken of the longest 
neurite present on 150 TH-positive cells from control cul
lUtes and each lead-exposed culture, using a neurite length 
measurement macro (provided online by V.I. Pikov) and NIH 
Image software (v. 1.68). Fields were sampled randomly and 
the person performing the measurements was blind to 
treatment condition. Briefly, the images ofTH-positive cells 
were captured at 20x magnifIcation and contrast was 
adjusted until neurites appeared as contiguous as possible 
with low background. The longest neurite on each cell in the 
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on lead effects on the dopamine system, the present study 
was conducted to examine effects of low concentrations of 
lead (0.00 1-0.1 ~, equivalent to 0.024 and 2.40 !Jog/dl, 
respectively) on survival and growth (e.g., elaboration of 
neurites) of fetal dopaminergic neurons in culture. 

2. Methods 

2. J. Primary cultures oj ventral mesencephalic neurons 

Timed-pregnant Sprague-Dawley rats were euthanized 
with carbon dioxide. Embryos (E-15) were removed and 
the ventral mesencephalon was dissected out and placed in 
Dulbecco's phosphate-buffered saline, (DPBS; pH 7.4) on 
ice. The tissue was minced and incubated in a trypsin 
solution (O.o! % in Caz + /MgZ + free Hank's balanced salt 
solution) with 0.05% DNAse for 20 min at 37°C with 
gentle agitation. The supernatant was removed and replaced 
with Dulbecco's modified Eagle's medium (DMEM) con
taining 10% fetal calf serum, glucose (6 mg/ml), glutamine 
(204 ILg/ml) and penicillin/streptomycin (100 Ufml) and the 
cells were dissociated by passage through a fire-polished 
Pasteur pipette. Dissociated cells were then passed through 
a nylon-filter cell strainer (70 11M). The number of viable 
cells were counted for trypan blue exclusion using a 
hemocytometer and plated at a density of 1.5 x 105 cells 
per well on poIY-D-ornithine (pO; 0.01% in borate buffer; 
pH 8.4) coated Lab-Tck eight-well slides. After I h of 
stabilization at 37°C in an atmosphere containing 5% CO2, 

the media was changed to serum-free defined medium 
(DM) containing DMElFI2, 1% ITS supplement, glucose 
(6 mg/ml), glutamine (204 lJ.g/ml) and penicillin/streptomy
cin (100 U/ml). The cultures were grown at 37°C in 5% 
COz for 3 days before commencing experimental manipu
lations. 
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fig. 2. Effects of lead exposure on length of primaI)' neurites of E·15 
dopaminer&ic neurons in cuLture. The lowest concentration of lead 
acetate used (0.001 fJM) caused • significant decrease in neurite k"Ilgth, 
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and 0.10 fJM). These effects were observed at lead concentrations below 
those that caused a decrease in cell survival. Ba", show m03Jl length of 
primwy neurites ± S.E.M. • P < .0 I vs. control. Data were derived from 
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2.2. Lead exposure studies 

To investigate the effect of lead on cell survival and 
neurite length, lead acetate was added to media (DM) at 
different concentrations (0.001, 0.01, 0.1, 1.0 and 10 ~) 
for 48 h. 

2.3. TH immunohistochemistry and cell counts 

At the end of the lead exposure period, cultures were 
fixed in 4% paraformaldehyde and stained for the pres
ence of TH using a polyclonal TH antibody (1 :2000, 4 °C 
for 24 h, Pel-Freeze, Rogers, AR), biotinylated goat anti
rabbit IgG (1:1000, 1 h at room temperature, Pel-Freeze, 
Rogers, AR, Jackson Immunoresearch Laboratories, Inc., 
West Grove, PA). TH-positive cells were visualized after 
incubation in ABC substrate (Vector Laboratories, Burlin
game, CA) and metal-enhanced diaminobenzidine (pierce, 
Rockford, IL). Immunopositive cells were counted in 
consecutive fields across the largest diameter of the cell 
bed using an eye piece reticule at lOx magnification. 

2.4. Neurite length measurement 

Neurite length measurements were taken of the longest 
neurite present on 150 TH-positive cells from control cul
lutes and each lead-exposed culture, using a neurite length 
measurement macro (provided online by V.I. Pikov) and NIH 
Image software (v. 1.68). Fields were sampled randomly and 
the person performing the measurements was blind to 
treatment condition. Briefly, the images ofTH-positive cells 
were captured at 20x magnification and contrast was 
adjusted until neurites appeared as contiguous as possible 
with low background. The longest neurite on each cell in the 
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field was drawn using the pencil tool from the hnage 
program. The length of the outlined neurite was then 
computed by the macro from a thresholded image. 

2.5. Statistical analysis 

All experiments were run in quadruplicate and repeated on 
four separate occasions. Cell number and neurite length 
measurement data were analyzed by one-way ANOVA fol
lowed by paiIWise post hoc comparisons (Newman-Keuls t 
test). Data from four replicate studies were combined for 
analysis. Frequency histograms of neurite lengths were also· 
constructed, using GB Stat v.6.S.6 software. Comparisons of 
frequency histograms were made using a Kruskal-Wallis 
one-way ANOVA. 

3. Results 

3.1. Lead effects on cell survival 

No lead precipitation was observed in any of the media 
used in these studies. In addition, measurement of lead 
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levels (pPM, performed by ESALaboratories, Chelmsford, 
MA) in filtered and unfiltered media samples showed linear 
increases in measured lead levels after addition of I, 10 or 
100 ~ lead acetate. 

In primary mesencephalic cultures, a 48-h exposure to 
lead acetate caused a significant decrease in the number of 
TH-positive cells only in cultures exposed to high concen
trations of lead acetate (e.g., 1.0 and 10 ~, P< .05 vs. 
control) (Fig. 1). TH-positive cell number was completely 
unaffected by lower levels of lead. 

3.2. Lead effects on neurite length 

A dose-dependent effect of lead on neurite length of 
TH-positive neurons was observed (F=80.08, P<.OOI, 
Figs. 2, 3 and 4). The mean length of primary neurites of 
TH-positive neurons was decreased by an average of 
10.9% after 48 h exposure to as little as 0.001 ~ lead 
acetate (P< .01 vs. control). This detrimental effect on 
neurite length was exacerbated after exposure to 0.01 ~ 
(mean 37.9% decrease, P<.Ol vs. control) and 0.10 ~ 
lead acetate (mean 43.9% decrease, P< .01 vs. control) 
(Fig. 4). There was no significant difference between 
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field was drawn using the pencil tool from the hnage 
program. The length of the outlined neurite was then 
computed by the macro from a thresholded image. 

2.5. Statistical analysis 

All experiments were run in quadruplicate and repeated on 
four separate occasions. Cell number and neurite length 
measurement data were analyzed by one-way ANOVA fol
lowed by pairwise post hoc comparisons (Newman-Keuls t 
test). Data from four replicate studies were combined for 
analysis. Frequency histograms of neurite lengths were also 
constructed, using GB Stat v.6.S.6 software. Comparisons of 
frequency histograms were made using a Kruskal-Wallis 
one-way ANOVA. 

3. Results 

3.1. Lead effects on cell survival 

No lead precipitation was observed in any of the media 
used in these studies. In addition, measurement of lead 
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levels (pPM, perfonned by ESALaboratories, Chelmsford, 
MA) in filtered and unfiltered media samples showed linear 
increases in measured lead levels after addition of I, 10 or 
100 IlM lead acetate. 

In primary mesencephalic cultures, a 48-h exposure to 
lead acetate caused a significant decrease in the number of 
TH-positive cells only in cultures exposed to high concen
trations of lead acetate (e.g., 1.0 and 10 1lM, P< .05 vs. 
control) (Fig. I). TH-positive cell number was completely 
unaffected by lower levels of lead. 

3.2. Lead effects on neurite length 

A dose-dependent effect of lead on neurite length of 
TH-positive neurons was observed (F=80.08, P<.OOl, 
Figs. 2, 3 and 4). The mean length of primary neurites of 
TH-positive neurons was decreased by an average of 
10.9% after 48 h exposure to as little as 0.001 IlM lead 
acetate (P< .01 vs. control). This detrimental effect on 
neurite length was exacerbated after exposure to 0.01 IlM 
(mean 37.9% decrease, P<.Ol vs. control) and 0.10 IlM 
lead acetate (mean 43.9% decrease, P< .01 vs. control) 
(Fig. 4). There was no significant difference between 
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field was drawn using the pencil tool from the hnage 
program. The length of the outlined neurite was then 
computed by the macro from a thresholded image. 

2.5. Statistical analysis 

All experiments were run in quadruplicate and repeated on 
four separate occasions. Cell number and neurite length 
measurement data were analyzed by one-way ANOVA fol
lowed by pairwise post hoc comparisons (Newman-Keuls t 
test). Data from four replicate studies were combined for 
analysis. Frequency histograms of neurite lengths were also' 
constructed, using GB Stat v.6.5.6 software. Comparisons of 
frequency histograms were made using a Kruskal-Wallis 
one-way ANOVA. 

3. Results 

3.1. Lead effects on cell survival 

No lead precipitation was observed in any of the media 
used in these studies. In addition, measurement of lead 
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lead acetate caused a significant decrease in the number of 
TH-positive cells only in cultures exposed to high concen
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control) (Fig. ]). TH-positive ce!1 number was completely 
unaffected by lower levels of lead. 
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A dose-dependent effect of lead on neurite length of 
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Figs. 2, 3 and 4). The mean length of primary neurites of 
TH-positive neurons was decreased by an average of 
10.9% after 48 h exposure to as little as 0.00] ~ lead 
acetate (P < .01 vs. control), This detrimental effect on 
neurite length was exacerbated after exposure to 0.0] ~ 
(mean 37.9% decrease, P<.OI vs. control) and 0.10 ~ 
lead acetate (mean 43.9% decrease, P< .01 vs. control) 
(Fig. 4). There was no significant difference between 
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Fig. 4. Photomicrographs of TH-positive neurons in control cultures (A) 
and in cultures exposed to (8) O'()()l and (C) 0.01 tIM lead acetate for 48 h. 
Note the progressive decrease in neurite length with exposure to increasing 
concentrations of lead. 

neurite lengths measured in cultures exposed to 0.01 or 
0.10 ~ lead. The distribution of neurite lengths was 
plotted for each culture condition (Fig. 3). After 48-h 
incubation with 0.001 ~ lead acetate, the longest neurites 
were lost, although the rest of the distribution of neurite 
lengths remained essentially the same as in control cul
tures. However, in cultures exposed to 0.01 and 0.10 ~ 
lead acetate, there was a clear shift to the left (P < .05) in 
the distributions of neurite lengths. 

4. Discussion 

The present results indicate that exposure of fetal dop
aminergic neurons to very low levels oflead (0.00 1-0.1 ~, 
analogous to 0.024-2.4 J.Lg/dl of lead, using the convention 
for measuring blood lead levels) for a brief period of time 
(e.g., 48 h) causes significant disruption of neurite elabora
tion without any appreciable effect on dopamine neuron 
survival. Although the reasons for this effect are not clear at 
this time, lead effects on calcium homeostasis may have 
played an important role. Intracellular and nuclear transport 
of calcium are involved in elaboration ofaxons and dendrites. 
Calcium release from intracellular stores stabilizes dendrites 
during the period of synapse formation [20]. Local calcium 
release is a mechanism by which afferent activity (e.g., 
neurotransmission evoked calcium release) can regulate 
dendritic structure and arborizations that are critical to 
attaining a normal pattern of adult synaptic connections 
[20]. Since lead suppresses activity associated with cal
cium-dependent release of neurotransmitters [9,18], affects 
presynaptic calcium channels involved in transmitter release 
[22] and essentially substitutes for calcium in a multitude of 
physiological functions [2], it is not swprising that lead 
would also affect calcium-dependent arborization of neurites. 
What was surprising was the low level of lead (0.001,0.01 
~ needed to adversely affect neurites. However, lead is 
known to affect physiological processes at levels below that 
required by endogenous activators. For example, lead at 
picomolar concentrations activates protein kinase C, an 
action normally induced by nanomolar concentrations of 
calcium [1]. 

Lead may also have affected neurite morphology by 
directly interacting with cytoskeletal proteins. Previously, 
lead exposure, in the absence of serum, altered cytoskeletal 
protein expression (tau, MAP-2b, MAP-2c, and GAP43) 
after only a 3-h exposure to 3 or 6 ~ lead [26]. Prolonged 
lead exposure in vivo (through age 15 months) also modi
fied astrocyte cytoskeletal proteins (e.g., GFAP, vimentin) 
[28]. Slow axonal transport of neurofilament proteins and 
tubulins was impaired in animals exposed to lead in their 
drinking water for 13 weeks [32]. 

Previous studies have described a significant inhibitory 
effect of high (1 mM) and low (1 nM) concentrations (but 
not at intermediate concentrations) of lead on neurite 
initiation in fetal (E-18) hippocampal and cortical neurons 
grown in culture [14]. Effects of lead on axon length, 
number of dendrites/cell and number of branches/axon were 
complex and dependent upon the concentration of serum in 
the media [14]. Lead's inhibitory effects on neurite devel
opment in cultured hippocampal neurons were attributed at 
least in part to an inappropriate stimulation by lead of 
protein phosphorylation by calcium/calmodulin-dependent 
protein kinase or cyclic AMP-dependent protein kinase [13]. 
Other studies have reported impairment of growth of retinal 
axons (e.g., reduced area and branchtip number of retinal 
ganglion cell axon arborizations in the optic tectum) with a 
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Fig. 4. Photomicrographs of TH-positive neurons in control cultures (A) 
and in cultures exposed to (8) 0.00 I and (C) 0.0 I JIM lead acetate for 48 h. 
Note lite progressive decrease in neurite length with exposure to increasing 
concentrations of lead. 

neurite lengths measured in cultures exposed to 0.01 or 
0.10 IJM lead. The distribution of neurite lengths was 
plotted for each culture condition (Fig. 3). After 48-h 
incubation with 0.001 IJM lead acetate, the longest neurites 
were lost, although the rest of the distribution of neurite 
lengths remained essentially the same as in control cul
tures. However, in cultures exposed to 0.01 and 0.10 IJM 
lead acetate, there was a clear shift to the left (P < .05) in 
the distributions of neurite lengths. 

4. Discussion 

The present results indicate that exposure of fetal dop
aminergic neurons to very low levels oflead (0.00 I-O.IIJM, 
analogous to 0.024-2.4 \1g1dl oflead, using the convention 
for measuring blood lead levels) for a brief period of time 
(e.g., 48 h) causes significant disruption of neurite elabora
tion without any appreciable effect on dopamine neuron 
survival. Although the reasons for this effect are not clear at 
this time, lead effects on calcium homeostasis may have 
played an important role. Intracellular and nuclear transport 
of calcium are involved in elaboration ofaxons and dendrites. 
Calcium release from intracellular stores stabilizes dendrites 
during the period of synapse formation [20J. Local calcium 
release is a mechanism by which afferent activity (e.g., 
neurotransmission evoked calcium release) can regulate 
dendritic structure and arborizations that are critical to 
attaining a normal pattern of adult synaptic connections 
[20]. Since lead suppresses activity associated with cal
cium-dependent release of neurotransmitters [9,18J, affects 
presynaptic calcium channels involved in transmitter release 
[22J and essentially substitutes for calcium in a multitude of 
physiological functions [2], it is not surprising that lead 
would also affect calcium-dependent arborization of neurites. 
What was surprising was the low level of lead (0.00 I, 0.0 I 
IJM) needed to adversely affect neurites. However, lead is 
known to affect physiological processes at levels below that 
required by endogenous activators. For example, lead at 
picomolar concentrations activates protein kinase C, an 
action normally induced by nanomolar concentrations of 
calcium [1]. 

Lead may also have affected neurite morphology by 
directly interacting with cytoskeletal proteins. Previously, 
lead exposure, in the absence of serum, altered cytoskeletal 
protein expression (tau, MAP-2b, MAP-2c, and GAP-43) 
after only a 3-h exposure to 3 or 61JM lead [26]. Prolonged 
lead exposure in vivo (through age 15 months) also modi
fied astrocyte cytoskeletal proteins (e.g., GFAP, vimentin) 
[28]. Slow axonal transport of neurofilament proteins and 
tubulins was impaired in animals exposed to lead in their 
drinking water fur 13 weeks [32]. 

Previous studies have described a significant inhibitory 
effect of high (1 mM) and low (I nM) concentrations (but 
not at intermediate concentrations) of lead on neurite 
initiation in fetal (B-18) hippocampal and cortical neurons 
grown in culture [14]. Effects of lead on axon length, 
number of dendrites/cell and number of branches/axon were 
complex and dependent upon the concentration of serum in 
the media [14J. Lead's inhibitory effects on neurite devel
opment in cultured hippocampal neurons were attributed at 
least in part to an inappropriate stimulation by lead of 
protein phosphorylation by calcium/calmodulin-dependent 
protein kinase or cyclic AMP-dependent protein kinase [13]. 
Other studies have reported impairment of growth of retinal 
axons (e.g., reduced area and branchtip number of retinal 
ganglion cell axon arborizations in the optic tectum) with a 
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Fig. 4. Photomicrographs of TlI·positive neurons in control cultures (A) 
and in cultures exposed to (B) 0.001 and (C) 0.01 J1M lead .eetate for 48 h. 
Note the progressive decrease in neurite length with exposure to increasing 
concentrations of lead. 

neurite lengths measured in cultures exposed to 0.01 or 
0.1 0 ~ lead. The distribution of neurite lengths was 
plotted for each culture condition (Fig. 3). After 48-h 
incubation with 0.001 ~ lead acetate, the longest neurites 
were lost, although the rest of the distribution of neurite 
lengths remained essentially the same as in control cui· 
tures. However, in cultures exposed to 0.01 and 0.10 ~ 
lead acetate, there was a clear shift to the left (P< .05) in 
the distributions of neurite lengths. 

4. Discussion 

The present results indicate that exposure of fetal dop
arninergic neurons to very low levels of lead (0.00 1-0.1 ~, 
analogous to 0.024-2.4 l1g/dl of lead, using the convention 
for measuring blood lead levels) for a brief period of time 
(e.g., 48 h) causes significant disruption of neurite elabora
tion without any appreciable effect on dopamine neuron 
survival. Although the reasons for this effect are not clear at 
this time, lead effects on calcium homeostasis may have 
played an important role. Intracellular and nuclear transport 
of calcium are involved in elaboration ofaxons and dendrites. 
Calcium release from intracellular stores stabilizes dendrites 
during the period of synapse formation [20]. Local calcium 
release is a mechanism by which afferent activity (e.g., 
neurotransmission evoked calcium release) can regulate 
dendritic structure and arborizations that are critical to 
attaining a normal pattern of adult synaptic connections 
[20]. Since lead suppresses activity associated with cal
cium-dependent release of neurotransmitters [9,18], affects 
presynaptic calcium channels involved in transmitter release 
[22J and essentially substitutes for calcium in a multitude of 
physiological functions [21, it is not surprising that lead 
would also affect calcium-dependent arborization of neurites. 
What was surprising was the low level of lead (0.001, 0.01 
!1M) needed to adversely affect neurites. However, lead is 
known to affect physiological processes at levels below that 
required by endogenous activators. For example, lead at 
picomolar concentrations activates protein kinase C, an 
action normally induced by nanomolar concentrations of 
calcium [I]. 

Lead may also have affected neurite morphology by 
directly interacting with cytoskeletal proteins. Previously, 
lead exposure, in the absence of serum, altered cytoskeletal 
protein expression (tau, MAP-2b, MAP-2c, and GAP-43) 
after only a 3-h exposure to 3 or 6 ~ lead [26]. Prolonged 
lead exposure in vivo (through age 15 months) also modi
fied astrocyte cytoskeletal proteins (e.g., GFAP, vimentin) 
[28]. Slow axonal transport of neurofilament proteins and 
tubulins was impaired in animals exposed to lead in their 
drinking water fur 13 weeks [32]. 

Previous studies have described a significant inhibitory 
effect of high (J mM) and low (I nM) concentrations (but 
not at intermediate concentrations) of lead on neurite 
initiation in fetal (E-18) hippocampal and cortical neurons 
grown in culture [14]. Effects of lead on axon length, 
number of dendrites/cell and number of branches/axon were 
complex and dependent upon the concentration of serum in 
the media [14]. Lead's inhibitory effects on neurite devel
opment in cultured hippocampal neurons were attributed at 
least in part to an inappropriate stimulation by lead of 
protcin phosphorylation by calcium/calmodulin-dependent 
protein kinase or cyclic AMP-dependent protein kinase [13). 
Other studies have reported impairment of growth of retinal 
axons (e.g., reduced area and branchtip number of retinal 
ganglion cell axon arborizations in the optic tectum) with a 
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6-week in vivo exposure to nanomolar concentrations of 
lead [7]. In contrast to the inhibitory effects of lead on 
neurite growth in vivo or in primary cells in culture, various 
concentrations of lead (e.g., 0.025-0.05 ~ in one study 
[8]; 0.1-100 ~ in another study [31]) were shown to 
promote neurite outgrowth from PC12 cells in the presence 
or in the absence of NGF, while higher lead concentrations 
(l-IO mM) were less effective. At low concentrations, lead 
did not cause neurite outgrowth in NGF-treated PCl2 cells 
but enhanced NGF-induced neurite outgrowth and promoted 
the fonnation of multiple neurites per cell [31]. These latter 
results, however, are difficult to compare with the present 
findings due to differences in the type of cells (e.g., primary 
neurons vs. tumor cell line) and culture conditions utilized. 

The finding that neurite morphology is significantly 
altered at lead concentrations lllOOOth to l/lOOth of that 
necessary to stimulate overt cell death may have significant 
implications for fetal brain development and the hard wiring 
of the brain under conditions of lead exposure. Mobilization 
of maternal bone lead stores is a major source of fetal lead 
exposure [11] with a strong correlation between maternal and 
umbilical cord blood lead levels. Emphasizing the danger of 
transfer oflead from mother to fetus [12], a recent prospective 
study found increased levels of lead in maternal bone and 
umbilical cord blood (mean 6.7 I.I.gldl) that were associated 
with lower Mental Development Index scores on the Bayley 
Scales of Infant Development at 24 months of age [11]. These 
findings, together with the current results, underscore the 
potential danger of even very low levels of lead on fetal 
neuronal development. 
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6-week in vivo exposure to nanomolar concentrations of 
lead [7]. In contrast to the inhibitory effects of lead on 
neurite growth in vivo or in primary cells in culture, various 
concentrations of lead (e.g., 0.025-0.05 j.tM in one study 
[8];0.1-100 j.tM in another study [31]) were shown to 
promote neurite outgrowth from PCI2 cells in the presence 
or in the absence of NGF, while higher lead concentrations 
(1-10 roM) were less effective. At low concentrations, lead 
did not cause neurite outgrowth in NGF-treated PCl2 cells 
but enhanced NGF-induced neurite outgrowth and promoted 
the formation of multiple neurites per cell [31J. These latter 
results, however, are difficult to compare with the present 
findings due to differences in the type of cells (e.g .• primary 
neurons vs. tumor cell line) and culture conditions utilized. 

The finding that neurite morphology is significantly 
altered at lead concentrations I/looOth to I1IOOth of that 
necessary to stimulate overt cell death may have significant 
implications for fetal brain development and the hard wiring 
of the brain under conditions oflead exposure. Mobilization 
of maternal bone lead stores is a major source of fetal lead 
exposure [II] with a strong correlation between maternal and 
umbilical cord blood lead levels. Emphasizing the danger of 
transfer oflead from mother to fetus r 12]. a recent prospective 
study found increased levels of lead in maternal bone and 
umbilical cord blood (mean 6.7 ~gldl) that were associated 
with lower Mental Development Index scores on the Bayley 
Scales of Infant Development at 24 months of age [11]. These 
fmdings, together with the current results, underscore the 
potential danger of even very low levels of lead on fetal 
neuronal development. 
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6-week in vivo exposure to nanomolar concentrations of 
lead [7). In contrast to the inhibitory effects of lead on 
neurite growth in vivo or in primary cells in culture, various 
concentrations of lead (e.g., 0.025-0.05 j.tM in one study 
[81; O.J -100 j.tM in another study [311) were shown to 
promote neurite outgrowth from PCI2 cells in the presence 
or in the absence of NGF, while higher lead concentrations 
(1-10 roM) were less effective. At low concentrations, lead 
did not cause neurite outgrowth in NGF -treated PC 12 cells 
but enhanced NGF -induced neurite outgrowth and promoted 
the formation of multiple neurites per cell [31 I. These latter 
results, however, are difficult to compare with the present 
findings due to differences in the type of cells (e.g., primary 
neurons vs. tumor cell line) and culture conditions utilized. 

The finding that neurite morphology is significantly 
altered at lead concentrations ll1000th to 1I100th of that 
necessary to stimulate overt cell death may have significant 
implications for fetal brain development and the hard wiring 
of the brain under conditions of lead exposure. Mobilization 
of maternal bone lead stores is a major source of fetal lead 
exposure [11] with a strong correlation between maternal and 
umbilical cord blood lead levels. Emphasizing the danger of 
transfer oflead from mother to fetus (12), a recent prospective 
study found increased levels of lead in maternal bone and 
umbilical cord blood (mean 6.7 ~gldl) that were associated 
with lower Mental Development Index scores on the Bayley 
Scales of Infant Development at 24 months of age [11]. These 
findings, together with the current results, underscore the 
potential danger of even very low levels of lead on fetal 
neuronal development. 
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To: Washington County Commissioners 

From: CPO 8 

Subject, Ordinance 772 - CPO 8 Comments 

Dear Chair Duyck and Commissioners: 

26185 NW Evergreen Road 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 
September 24, 2913 

The following is written to supplement and supersede the comments made in the 
attached letter from CPO 8 dated September 12, 2913. As we've investigated 
Ordinance 772 we've found that DLUT Staff has addressed two of the four 
topics in that letter and that the other two may best fit into a different 
type of process. The CPO 8 Bylaws provide that the Steering Committee may 
develop testimony when appropriate between full CPO 8 meetings and we'll ask 
for ratification of the following at our October meeting. 

We would like to acknowledge the support that we've received from the Senior 
Planner at DLUT for further clarification of the ordinance. Her work has 
been prompt, thorough and useful. 

There remain several areas of concern and we ask that the Commissioners 
continue the public hearings through the October 22nd date in order to address 
these concerns. The areas of concern are based on the staff report dated 
September 16, 2913 and include the following: 

1. We note that the Federal Aviation Administration has not been asked for 
comments. The Sunset Airstrip and the Hillsboro Airport seem close in 
air space terms thus it would seem prudent to ask for their opinion. 

2. Section II, Paragraph 4 A. contains reference to" ... One Hanger .. 
•. ) We're not clear on the purpose of this reference. It would appear 
that this is intended to act as a limit on the aircraft based at this 
airstrip and thus some limit on the amount of activity. We note that, 
based on experience at HIO and the Apple Valley Airport that aircraft 
operations, only very indirectly related to the number of based 
aircraft, are the primary source of adverse aviation impacts. In 
addition, many of the lots in the proposed air park could contain a 
very large hangar. We would like clarification on this topic. 
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To: Washington County Commissioners 

From: CPO 8 

Subject, Ordinance 772 - CPO 8 Comments 

Dear Chair Duyck and Commissioners: 

26185 NW Evergreen Road 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 
September 24, 2013 

The following is written to supplement and supersede the comments made in the 
attached letter from CPO 8 dated September 12, 2013. As we've investigated 
Ordinance 772 we've found that DLUT Staff has addressed two of the four 
topics in that letter and that the other two may best fit into a different 
type of process. The CPO 8 Bylaws provide that the Steering Committee may 
develop testimony when appropriate between full CPO 8 meetings and we'll ask 
for ratification of the following at our October meeting. 

We would like to acknowledge the support that we've received from the Senior 
Planner at DLUT for further clarification of the ordinance. Her work has 
been prompt, thorough and useful. 

There remain several areas of concern and we ask that the Commissioners 
continue the public hearings through the October 22nd date in order to address 
these concerns. The areas of concern are based on the staff report dated 
September 16, 2013 and include the following: 

1. We note that the Federal Aviation Administration has not been asked for 
comments. The Sunset Airstrip and the Hillsboro Airport seem close in 
air space terms thus it would seem prudent to ask for their opinion. 

2. Section II, Paragraph 4 A. contains reference to " ... One Hanger .. 
•. ) We're not clear on the purpose of this reference. It would appear 
that this is intended to act as a limit on the aircraft based at this 
airstrip and thus some limit on the amount of activity. We note that, 
based on experience at HIO and the Apple Valley Airport that aircraft 
operations, only very indirectly related to the number of based 
aircraft, are the primary source of adverse aviation impacts. In 
addition, many of the lots in the proposed air park could contain a 
very large hangar. We would like clarification on this topic. 
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3. This ordinance, through its implementation of a new section (Section 
389), provides for a Residential Airpark Overlay District and to 
promulgate these districts throughout the county. We believe that 
wider notice of this affect should be provided. 

4. Attachment A paragraph 2 nSection 389-4" we request further 
clarification of this wording. 

S. lastly, we note that at full build-out, there could be 18 hangers, each 
with its aircraft capacity effectively limited only by lot sizes and 
building codes. This would add significant aviation activity and 
impact from the Sunset Air Strip. 

On behalf of CPO 8 we thank you for your consideration. 

linda Peters, CPO 8 Vice Chair 

Henry Oberhelman, CPO 8 Steering Committee 

Pat Wolter, CPO 8 Steering Committee 
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September 11, 2013 

To: Washington County Board of Commissioners 

From: CPO 8 

Re: Proposed Ordinance 772 

At the September 9th CPO 8 meeting, approximately 23 members unanimously approved 
a motion in support of the Planning Commission's decision to deny Proposed Ordinance 
772. 

We suggest that you direct staff to re-write the proposed ordinance with more specificity 
as to limits on, or exclusions of, air activity consistent with currently allowable private 
plane uses in EFU and AF20 zoning, for consideration next year. 

We further suggest that accessory uses provided in this ordinance be processed as a Type 
II application, and that notification of accessory development applications be sent to 
residents impacted by the noise, pollution, and hazards associated with increased air 
activity. 

Please find attachments with additional comments and recommendations. 

Yours truly, 

Linda Peters, Vice Chair 

Pat Wolter 
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Sept 24, 2013 

To: Washington County Commissions 
155 North First Avenue 
Hillsboro OR 97124 
Testimony on Proposed Ordinance #772 To create a new "Residential 
Air Park Overlay District" CDC Section 389 Policy 28 

If the proposed Ordinance #772 is adopted, the relentless procession of 
low flying, lead polluting, loud, private, aviation flight activities will 
increase over agriculture land being used for organic farms, equine 
facilities, dairies, and orchards. An expansion of the existing overlay 
district has already been rejected. So here we are again with another 
work-a-round attempting to thwart the already ruled upon expansion. 
Hillsboro's aerotropolis model would be extended over food production 
land, making it very difficult for our rural community to provide a 
sustainable agriculture environment. Many of the rural residents of 
Western Washington County do not want this very productive and 
economically important farmland to be contaminated with lead. This 
airpark is part of the Hillsboro airport training flight path and is subject to 
the tower at Hillsboro. This new proposed overlay district will possibly 
bring in as many as 16 new properties hOlJsing multiple plains on each 
lot. The type 1 permits allow for no notification to local residents that will 
be in the direct flight path. Much of Banks and North Plains will be 
affected by this expanded use yet the residents are made powerless. 

Since the permits on he new Sunset Orchard Estates Air Acres 2 lots for 
development will be Type 1, with no notification to surrounding 
landowners, there will be no protection in place to keep these lots from 
being used for commercially aviation activities such as fuel storage and 
visitor fly-ins and cargo. Since the already established overlay district 
allows commercial uses there will be no way to differentiate between 
uses in the older overlay district and the new overlay district. This set up 
immediate conflicts between the different uses. 

It has been the unfortunate experience of those living in the Western 
Washington County area near rural airports, that when permit have been 
granted for aviation privileges for these airports, the privileges become 
substantially expanded; either when the owner engages in activities 
beyond the permitted uses or the property changes hands and the new 
owner pays no attention to the existing permitted uses. Any future 
conflict over permitted aviation uses vs. actually occurring aviation 
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activities at rural airports can be avoided by having clear, published 
regulations that the county is willing to enforce. Since the county is now 
only addressing violations when complaints are filed, it becomes difficult 
to see how any action will be taken to enforce the regulations on this 
proposed expansion given the limited funds for enforcement. 

It seems that the Planning Commission Hearing was purposely timed to 
avoid public comment but many of us did attend and testify. After the 
hearing, the CPO 8 meeting on the 9 of Sept brought this issue to the 
attention of those most likely to be affected. Many meeting attendants 
showed concern. The Planning Commissions recommendation is to 
reject ordinance 772. I support the recommendation of the Planning 
Commission. There may be contention and possible legal action 
regarding this proposed increase in aviation activity if their 
recommendations are not regarded as the deciding factor in 
Commissioners votes on this matter. 

Ordinance #772 proposing to add a new section (389) to the CDC 
should be denied. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ellen L. Saunders 
47950 NW Dingheiser Rd 
Manning OR 97125 
Ellen_L_Saunders@me.com 

Submission includes my personal comments plus an 8 page feature story on the 
health risks of the leaded gas use in private plains published in OnEarth 
Magazine from NRDC 
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Saunders Ellen <Ellen_L_Saunders@me.com> 
SaUllciei~) [lltHl <elloll t salJtldms~l)me.\~Ofrl> 

Something in the Air I OnEarth Magazine 

FEATURE STORY 

Something in the Air 

The health risks of leaded gasoline are a thing of the past. right? Wrong. 

It's impossible to have an uninterrupted conversation with Kelly Kittleson in her home. Kittleson, who lives in Hills
boro, Oregon, is a single mom with four kids. But her children are not the distraction. The two youngest-a boy, age 
2, and a girl, age 4-sat qUietly with us at the kitchen table. They hardly made a peep while we chatted. Instead, 
about every five minutes, a low-flying plane screamed above the rooftop. "They are constantly going over all the 
time," Kittleson complained. HIt's crazy. When I first moved here, it felt like they were going to crash into our 
house." 

Kittleson's house is directly beneath the final approach for the primary runway at Hillsboro Airport The perimeter 
fence is visible from her backyard, where her kids spend countless hours. But the no~ it turns out. is just a nui
sance. What really scares Kittleson is the lead. Like most Americans, she had no idea it was still in use in airplanes
the last remaining mode of transportation in the United States to use leaded fuel. (It was banned from automobile 
gasoline in 1996 after a phase-out that commenced with the passage of the Oean Air Act in 1970.) When the Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality surveyed the airport in 2005, it found a lead cloud hovering above Hillsboro, 
a circular plume spanning 25 square miles. At its center-right about where the Kittlesons live-lead levels were 
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twice as high as the National Ambient Air Quality Standard threshold set by the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA). 

In children, lead can damage the central nervous system, resulting in learning disabilities, stunted growth, and hear
ing loss, as well as cause anemia. Recent findings indicate that children who are repeatedly exposed exhibit violent 
behavior in later life. Adults may be at risk of kidney failure, cardiovascular disease, cancer, stroke, miscarriages, 
and premature births. 

Even at infinitesimal levels in the blood, lead has been linked to ADHD. Kittleson's 8-year-old son has been diag
nosed with the disorder; she now suspects her 4-year-old daughter might be showing symptoms too. Valorie Snider, 
who lives nearby, also has a son with ADHD. "Airplanes circle over the top of our house," she told me over coffee at 
a Starbucks across the road from the airport. ''The windows rattle. Sometimes it feels like an earthquake." 

Both families have the same pediatrician, James Lubischer. "I never knew how much [lead] would impact us until 
Dr. Lubischer told me," Snider said. She herself has been diagnosed with fibromyalgia, Hashimoto's disease (a thy
roid disorder), and adrenal fatigue. She wonders if the lead has anything to do with these ailments. 

Lubischer told me later that he lives right under the flight-training path, and that his daughter, too, has ADHD. He 
acknowledges that it's challenging to prove a direct connection to lead in a specific instance-much like a case of 
lung cancer in an individual smoker. While an inordinate number of residents I met in Hillsboro have health prob
lems, the evidence is anecdotal, and there have been no longitudinal studies tracking illness in populations close to 
these "general aviation" airports (a term that covers nearly all types of flight activity except scheduled commercial 
passenger service). 

Even so, Lubischer believes the scientific evidence is clear. He cited the work of Joel Nigg, a professor of psychiatry, 
pediatrics, and behavioral neuroscience at Oregon Health & Science University, who has published two influential 
papers showing a propensity to ADHD in children with only slightly elevated lead levels. Todd Jusko, now a profes
sor in the University of Rochester's department of public health sciences, conducted an earlier study, published in 
2008 in the journal Environmental Health Perspectives. Jusko found that children's cognitive abilities declined with 
blood lead levels of 2.1 micrograms per deciliter-less than half the level currently deemed toxic by the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention. 
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It was a sunny weekday morning in mid-April when I stopped on the way to the Kittlesons to take a look at the 
Hillsboro Airport. Single-engine prop planes soared overhead in near-constant succession, dispersing lead into sur
rounding neighborhoods. 

Since 1990 the population of Hillsboro, a bedroom community 15 miles west of Portland, has nearly tripled, to more 
than 91,000, largely because semiconductor and biotech firms have moved into the area. The boom has transformed 
the town's airport Once home to weekend aviators, it has become a hub for corporate jets, a pilot training school, 
and a spillover facility for Portland International Airport. Training flights, in particular, are problematic. Student pi
lots perform touch-and-go's-repeated landings that require gunning the engine at each go-around. They also do 
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These planes operate primarily from general aviation airports, of which there are about 3,000 in the United States 
(though most are podunk airstrips that see little activity). In 2010 the EPA compiled data on avgas emissions at the 
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trance, and a day care center is situated just 800 yards from the end of the 
main runway. According to statistics gathered by the Natural Resources Defense Council, nationwide more than 
three million children attend schools in close proximity to airports where avgas is burned. 
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In 2011 Marie Lynn Miranda. a professor of pediatrics and dean of the School of Natural Resources and Environment 
at the University of Michigan, published a groundbreaking study in Environmental Hetllth Perspectives on the effects of 
aviation gasoline on children. Miranda sampled 66 airports in North Carolina where air-quality sensors had record
ed at least 448 pounds of lead emissions per year and found that blood lead levels in children living nearby were 
alarmingly high. She explained to me that lead accumulates in human tissue-every exposure adds more of the toxin 
to your body. "Children are more vulnerable because of their higher metabolic rate," Miranda said. "So if you and 
your child were exposed to the same amount of lead, your child would uptake five times as much." 

Miranda's study has galvanized efforts to ban avgas by local grassroots organizations such as Oregon Aviation 
Watch, an environmental advocacy group in Hillsboro founded by Miki Barnes, a social worker. In battles with city, 
state, and federal policy makers, citizens like Barnes are trying-so far largely without success-to stop airport ex
pansions, reroute flight paths, and curb air traffic. 

During my visit to Hillsboro, representatives from the Port of Portland and the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) held a meeting at the town's civic center to hear public comments on the port's proposal to add a third run
way to the airport Port officials brought copies of their 246-page environmental assessment, which projects a nearly 
40 percent increase in lead emissions by 2021, to 1,840 pounds annually, as a result of increased flight traffic (though 
not necessarily of the proposed runway.) 

The hearing was standing room only. More than 60 residents turned out, and nearly two dozen of them took to the 
lectern to make impassioned pleas not to approve the project liDo you know what lead does?" Barnes asked when 
she testified. lilt reduces IQ. It's linked with ADHD. It's linked with miscarriages. It's linked with birth defects. It's 
absolutely toxic. [The runway project] is shameful." Residents could each speak for five minutes, but it took Barnes 
only two before she got teary-eyed. 

During a break in the proceedings, I spoke to Renee Dowlin, the Port of Portland's manager for the project. Lead, she 
told me, "is not the Port of Portland's issue. It is a federal issue, which the EPA and FAA will deal with. Nor do we 
have control over the number of planes that can come to the airport. We are preempted by the FAA because we ac
cept federal money." 

Barnes is unconvinced. "There are legal precedents for airport operators to limit these flights," she insists. "The Port 
of Portland simply chooses not to do so because it values the revenue generated from the sale of leaded avgas over 
the well-being of the community." 
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So why has the federal government done nothing to halt the use of avgas? By law, the EPA is required to make an 
"endangerment finding" when it deems that a pollutant or toxin presents an imminent threat to public health-and 
the health risks of lead are well established. Under the Oean Air Act, the agency must promptly set rules to regulate 
or ban harmful emissions from any source once it makes such a finding. But it hasn't done so with avgas, despite 
having published dozens of studies on lead's toxicity, including a 2000 report warning that "there currently is no 
demonstrated safe concentration of lead in blood, and adverse health effects can occur at lower concentrations." 

In March 2012, Friends of the Earth filed a lawsuit against the EPA, accusing the agency of having "unreasonably de
layed" its duty to make an endangerment finding. Between the passage of the Clean Air Act in 1970 and 2007, pis
ton-powered planes burned 14.6 billion gallons of avgas, expelling 34,000 tons of lead into the environment. Each 
year avgas accounts for nearly 60 percent of tota1lead emissions in the United States. (The remainder derives mostly 
from the metals industry.) 

"We got rid of lead in cars," says John Froines, a professor of environmental health sciences at UCLA, "and there is 
no argument that says we should allow it in aircraft." Froines directed the Occupational Safety and Health Adminis
tration's Office of Toxic Substances in the 1970s, where he wrote the first lead standards. 

Meanwhile, the EPA has commenced yet another study, which it expects to complete in May 2014. Justin Cohen, 
communications director for the agency's Office of Transportation and Air Quality, would not speak about the new 
study or allow me to interview anyone at the EPA about it (or anything else avgas-related) on the record. Instead, he 
pointed me to the agency's website, where I learned how scientists will use computer models to calculate lead emis
sions at various airports. But if computers can already determine lead pollution at any airport, why does the EPA 
need another investigation to conclude that avgas is endangering public health? Cohen wouldn't comment, and Kim 
Hoang, air toxies risk coordinator for the EPA's air division, whose staff created the computer models in 2011, de
clined requests for an interview. 

Marianne Engelman Lado, an attorney with Earthjustice who is leading the legal team for Friends of the Earth, told 
me, "[The EPA] has argued that they need to do more monitoring. And after they study the results, they can think 
about doing an endangerment finding. So we could be looking many, many years down the road before there's even 
any set of deadlines for getting lead out of avgas. But when you think about the harm that lead causes, there's 
grounds to be calling for major change at a very fast pace." 

"We know what the answer to the question about the problem of lead is," Froines says. lilt's not something that 
needs further study. That's ridiculous." 

Instead of dealing directly with lead in aviation fuel, the Oean Air Act left it to the EPA administrator to decide 
whether to tackle avgas emissions; if that happened, any new regulations could not "adversely affect safety." Re
member that part about lead preventing engines from exploding? That's why industry groups, including the Aircraft 
Owners and Pilots Association, the National Air Transportation Association, and the General Aviation Manufactur
ers Association, have been reluctant to support a ban on avgas until a "drop-in" replacement fuel is available. They 
insist that such a fuel must match the performance of avgas across all parameters, cost the same or less (now about 
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$6 per gallon), and require no changes to aircraft or the fuel distribution infrastructure, such as pumping stations, 
tanker trucks, and pipelines. 

Peter White, who manages the FAA's new Fuel Programs Office-aeated specifically to focus on avgas--doubts that 
many petroleum companies would invest the cash and assets needed to develop a spec-for-spec substitute until the 
EPA is compelled to make a move. In February 2012 the FAA announced a set of formal recommendations, known as 
the Fuel Development Roadmap, to "support [the] transition to an unleaded aviation gasoline." EPA officials have 
indicated they won't ban avgas (unless forced to by a judge) until a suitable substitute is available. Doing so, they 
say, would wreak economic havoc, grounding most of the general aviation fleet The Fuel Programs Office is bring
ing the EPA and FAA together in an unprecedented partnership to resolve the stalemate. "We're trying to incen
tivize fuel producers to help develop new [unleaded] candidates," White told me. 

Nonetheless, he reckons a free-market solution is going to need some legislative prodding. So does Representative 
Henry Waxman of California. Last October Waxman, a Democrat, wrote to FAA administrator Michael Huerta, 
pleading with him to fast-track the availability of unleaded avgas. "There is a cloud of uncertainty hanging over the 
future of 100LL and it's stymieing growth," White said. "Without some sort of regulatory change, some sort of re
quirement, there's really no other force that's going to drive 100LL off the market and bring in a replacement." 

*** 

At the moment only two small firms are exploring replacements for 100LL. Swift Fuels, based in West Lafayette, In
diana,. has developed an unleaded avgas by blending isopentane, a chemical found in mouthwash, with mesitylene, 
an industrial solvent According to project co-founder Jon Ziulkowski, the fuel, called 100sF, can be manufactured 
from renewable biomass sources, such as switchgrass and sorghum, and burns cleaner than 100LL, with 30 percent 
fewer greenhouse gas emissions. 

In Ada,. Oklahoma, engineers at General Aviation Modifications Inc. (GAM!) have developed a rival fuel to the Swift 
blend called G100UL. GAMI co-founder George Braly hopes to license the formula, for which a patent is pending, to 
a major refiner, such as Phillips 66, the nation's largest producer of avgas. "But avgas is a specialty fuel," Braly said. 
"It's a pain for [Phillips and other companies] to make because the volume is so small. So they want status quo until 
there's no other alternative." Phillips declined to comment. 

Could either fuel emerge as a drop-in replacement? Brian Watt, Innospec's vice president of strategic planning and 
regulatory affairs, is doubtful. "People have been looking at 100LL replacements for 40 years, and there is still not a 
credible alternative, II he told me. "Legislation would help." 

Peter White sees things differently. "I don't want to say yes or no until we really have the chance to evaluate all the 
data," he said. It's up to the FAA to certify specific engine models permitted to bum any new fuel, but that will take 
years. "It's a huge effort," White observed. "You need to collect data, there are material compatibility issues, there 
are operability issues, there's performance, there's weight-a whole bunch of things you need to address and a very 
large number of models." 

FAA officials have said they're committed to certifying a drop-in avgas replacement by 2018. But as Waxman point
ed out in his letter to Huerta, certification is only the initial step. After 2018, he wrote, "it may be 11 years or more be
fore the new fuel will be phased in. This extended time frame is simply too long, given the certain and serious harms 
to human health from lead exposure." 

Ordinary unleaded gasoline-mogas-might, in fact, offer the Simplest and quickest interim solution. While its oc
tane is lower than that of 100LL, "it has been conclusively shown that over 80 percent of all current piston-engine air
craft can operate on mogas," notes Kent Misegades, director of the Aviation Fuel Oub, a nonprofit group formed to 
champion unleaded alternatives to l00LL. The hurdle with mogas is finding it without ethanol. Because of the EPA's 
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$6 per gallon), and require no changes to aircraft or the fuel distribution infrastructure, such as pumping stations, 
tanker trucks, and pipelines. 

Peter White, who manages the FAA's new Fuel Programs Office-<reated specifically to focus on avgas-doubts that 
many petroleum companies would invest the cash and assets needed to develop a spec-for-spec substitute until the 
EPA is compelled to make a move. In February 2012 the FAA announced a set of formal recommendations, known as 
the Fuel Development Roadmap, to "support [the] transition to an unleaded aviation gasoline." EPA officials have 
indicated they won't ban avgas (unless forced to by a judge) until a suitable substitute is available. Doing so, they 
say, would wreak economic havoc, grounding most of the general aviation fleet The Fuel Programs Office is bring
ing the EPA and FAA together in an unprecedented partnership to resolve the stalemate. "We're trying to incen
tivize fuel producers to help develop new [unleaded] candidates," White told me. 

Nonetheless, he reckons a free-market solution is going to need some legislative prodding. So does Representative 
Henry Waxman of California. Last October Waxman, a Democrat, wrote to FAA administrator Michael Huerta, 
pleading with him to fast-track the availability of unleaded avgas. ''There is a cloud of uncertainty hanging over the 
future of 100LL and it's stymieing growth," White said. "Without some sort of regulatory change, some sort of re
quirement, there's really no other force that's going to drive 100LL off the market and bring in a replacement." 

At the moment only two small firms are exploring replacements for 100LL. Swift Fuels, based in West Lafayette, In
diana, has developed an unleaded avgas by blending i50pentane, a chemical found in mouthwash, with mesitylene, 
an industrial solvent According to project co-founder Jon Ziulkowski, the fuel. called 100sF, can be manufactured 
from renewable biomass sources, such as switchgrass and sorghum, and burns cleaner than 100LL, with 30 percent 
fewer greenhouse gas emissions. 

In Ada, Oklahoma, engineers at General Aviation Modifications Inc. (GAM!) have developed a rival fuel to the Swift 
blend called Gl00UL. GAM! co-founder George Braly hopes to license the formula, for which a patent is pending, to 
a major refiner, such as Phillips 66, the nation's largest producer of avgas. "But avgas is a specialty fuel," Braly said. 
"It's a pain for [Phillips and other companies] to make because the volume is so small. So they want status quo until 
there's no other alternative." Phillips declined to comment. 

Could either fuel emerge as a drop-in replacement? Brian Watt. Innospec's vice president of strategic planning and 
regulatory affairs, is doubtful. "People have been looking at 100LL replacements for 40 years, and there is still not a 
credible alternative," he told me. "Legislation would help." 

Peter White sees things differently. "I don't want to say yes or no until we really have the chance to evaluate all the 
data," he said. It's up to the FAA to certify specific engine models permitted to bum any new fuel, but that will take 
years. "It's a huge effort," White observed. "You need to collect data, there are material compatibility issues, there 
are operability issues, there's performance, there's weight-a whole bunch of things you need to address and a very 
large number of models." 

FAA officials have said they're committed to certifying a drop-in avgas replacement by 2018. But as Waxman point
ed out in his letter to Huerta, certification is only the initial step. After 2018, he wrote, "it may be 11 years or more be
fore the new fuel will be phased in. This extended time frame is simply too long, given the certain and serious hanns 
to human health from lead exposure." 

Ordinary unleaded gasoline-mogas-might, in fact, offer the simplest and quickest interim solution. While its oc
tane is lower than that of lOOLL, "it has been conclusively shown that over 80 percent of all current piston-engine air
craft can operate on mogas," notes Kent Misegades, director of the Aviation Fuel Oub, a nonprofit group formed to 
champion unleaded alternatives to lOOLL. The hurdle with mogas is finding it without ethanol. Because of the EPA's 
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2005 Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) requirement, automotive fuel in the United States must be blended with 
t'thanol. This works fint' for cars but can be catastrophiC' in airplant'S. 

The reason is that ethanol is hygroscopic, meaning it absorbs water-for example, water that forms from condensa
tion in a fuel tank. In cars, ethanol can damage engines but (usually) isn't life-threatening. In airplanes, however, 
ethanol not only is corrosive but can retain moisture that may freeze in the frigid air at higher altitudes. lilt's like 
throwing ice cubes through your fuel system," Ziulkowski explains. "It will cause the engine to stop in midair." 

For his part, Misegades is making headway. He says, "Despite all the odds against us-and with no help from the 
FAA, EPA, avgas suppliers, or our own aviation lobbies-we have been able to slowly increase the number of air
ports now offering mogas." In the United States, all gasoline is produced initially without ethanol. Petroleum refin
ers add just enough to fulfill their RFS quota. Once that has been met, the untainted surplus is sold to consumers 
who prefer it for engines more susceptible to ethanol damage, including those in boats, snowmobiles, farm equip
ment, power tools, lawnmowers, and vintage automobiles. Misegades's group taps into this supply. Of the 3,600 air
ports that carry avgas, at least 118 have an adjacent pump supplying ethanol-free mogas. As for lOOLL, Misegades, 
who is an aerospace engineer and recreational pilot, admits, "Our continued use of a substance that was banned 
decades ago in cars makes us look like cavemen." 

In March U.S. District Court judge Amy Berman Jackson dismissed the Friends of the Earth lawsuit against the EPA. 
She didn't address the obvious hazards of avgas or dispute that mitigating lead emissions was one of the principal 
objectives of the Clean Air Act. Instead, her written opinion hinged on the language of the act, which she found am
biguous. She ruled that the EPA's responsibility to make an endangerment finding was discretionary, not mandato
ry. 

So what comes next? "We're weighing our options," says Lado of Earthjustice. "I think legal action is still needed to 
put the pressure on." One possibility is to petition the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. But 
there is also a wild card: the entity with the greatest power to eliminate lead in avgas may be Innospec, its sole pro
ducer. In 2012 tetraethyllead generated one-tenth of Innospec's $776 million in revenue, down from 90 percent in 
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2000. Today, sales of tetraethyllead to avgas producers account for just 3 percent of Innospec's business. The remain
der comes from their customers in Algeria, Iraq, and Yemen, which still blend the additive into gasoline for older 
cars. But with phase-outs under way in those countries. demand is waning fast. /I As soon as they get their refineries 
and motor fleet sorted out, (tetraethyllead] there will be gone," Innospec's Watt predicts. 

For the time being, Watt says that the company is committed to keeping its Liverpool plant running until there is a 
suitable lOOLL replacement And yet, he admits, "If we weren't making money on it, we'd obviously do something 
different" Annually, Innospec sells about 450,000 gallons of tetraethyllead to avgas producers. "But we've already 
been stepping down [production] every year," Watt says. Outside the United States, there are about 60,000 aircraft 
that require avgas, but most can operate on the mogas that's readily available in the rest of the world, which doesn't 
blend ethanol with fuel. "Our position with the aviation market is that we don't want to be in this business long 
term," he says. "There is no future for tetraethyllead." 

All the more reason, urges Lado, "to get the phase-out process under way now. [The EPA] is wasting time. The 
handwriting is on the wall that lead is bad, that lead is being spewed from these airplanes, and that lead has to go." 

All photos by Lori Nix 

Like this article? Donate to NRDC to support nonprofit journalism & receive our quarterly magazine. 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND USE 
& TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
SERVICES DIVISION -
LONG RANGE PLANNING 
155 NORTH FIRST AVENUE 
HILLSBORO, OREGON 97124 
(503) 846-3519 

AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING 

l 
STATE OF OREGON I 
COUNTY OF WASHINGTON I SS 

J 

Linda Schroeder,declares as follows 

CASE FILE: Ordinance No_ 772 
Quasi-Judicial Hearing Notice 

That at all times herein mentioned, she was an employee of the County of Washington, that acting for the County 
on the 14th day of August, 2013, she did on that date, mall notice to the landowners (on Assessment and 
Taxation Computer Printout) Within 1000 feet of the property described In Ordinance No_ 772, In accordance With 
the reqUIrements of the Washington County Community Development Code 

Attached IS a copy of the notice mailed and a list of the property owners and/or other affected parties to whom the 
notice was sent 

I, Linda Schroeder, being first duly sworn depose and say that I am the party In the foregOing statement and that 
the same IS true 

SubsCribed and sworn to before me thiS I~ PI day of September, 2013 

OFFICIAL SEAL 
TRACI JEAN SHIRLEY

NOTARY PUBLIC - OREGON 
COMMISSION NO 461736 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES SEPTEMBER 'lO, 2015 

Notary Public for Oregon 

My Commission Expires .$, pl-, 30. 2.015 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

County Counsel 
For Washington County, 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND USE & TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
LONG RANGE PLANNING 
155 NORTH FIRST AVENUE, ROOM 350-14 
HILLSBORO, OREGON 97124 
(503) 846-3519 fax (503) 846·4412 
wwwcowashlngton or us 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC 
HEARING 
PROCEDURE TYPE III 

CPO: 8 

COMMUNITY PLAN: RuraliNatural Resource Plan 

EXISTING LAND USE DISTRICT(S): 
EFU - Exclusive Farm Use 
AF-5 - Agnculture and Forest 5 Acre 
RR-5 - Rural Residential 5 Acre 
AF-20 - Agnculture and Forest 20 Acre 

PROPOSED PLAN AMENDMENT' 

CASE FILE NO.: Ordinance No. 772 

APPLICANTS: 
Robert & Apnl Jossy 
31965 NW Beach Road 
Hillsboro OR 97124 

APPLICANT'S REPRESENTATIVE: 
Applicants 

OWNERS: 
Applicants 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: 
ASSESSOR MAP AND TAX LOT NO(S): lN312, TLs 1900, 
1902, 3400, 3500, 3600, 3700, & 3800, 1 N3 11, TLs 1400, 1900, 
1200 & 1300, lN31CC,TLs 1100, 1200 & 1400 
SITE SIZE' Approximately 100 acres 
AODRESS: (Vanous Site addresses) 
LOCATION. South of the city of North PlainS and north of 
NW Beach Road 

Apply the proposed ReSidential Airpark Overlay D,stnct designation to 14 tax lots surrounding the Sunset Alrstnp 

Initial public heanngs on thiS ordinance Will be held In the 
aud,tonum of the Washington County Public Services BUilding, 
located at 155 North First Avenue, Hillsboro OR 97124 

Hearing before the Planning Commission: 
September 4,2013 at 2 00 PM 

Hearing before the Board of County Commissioners: 
September 24,2013 at 630 PM 

The Planning Commission Will make a recommendation to the 
Board of County Commissioners on thiS matter at ItS publiC 
heanng Additional heanngs before each Commission may be 
scheduled If deemed necessary by either body The decIsion of 
the Board IS final unless appealed 

All Interested persons may appear and proVide wntten or oral 
testimony (wntten testimony may be submitted pnor to a 
heanng) Only those making an appearance of record shall be 
entitled to appeal The publiC heanngs Will be conducted In 
accordance With the rules of procedure as adopted by the 
Board of County Commissioners Reasonable time limits Will 
be Imposed 

Asslstlve Listening Devices are available for persons With 
Impaired heanng and can be scheduled for thiS meeting by 
calling 503-846-8611 (voice) or 503-846-4598 (TOO - Tele
communlcallons Devices for the Deaf) no later than 5 00 pm, 
Monday The County Will also upon request endeavor to 
arrange for the follOWing services to be prOVided qualified sign 
language Interpreters for persons With speech or heanng 
Impairments, and qualified blhnguallnterpreters Since these 
services must be scheduled With outSide service proViders, It IS 
Important to allow as much lead time as pOSSible Please notify 
the County of your need by 5 00 pm on the Monday preceding 
the meeting date 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT 

Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner, at 503-846-8817 

AREA MAP 

* SUBJECT PROPERTY 

NOTICE TO MORTGAGEE, LIENHOLDER, 
VENDOR OR SELLER: ORS CHAPTER 215 REQUIRES 
THAT IF YOU RECEIVE THIS NOTICE, IT MUST BE 
PROMPTLY FORWARDED TO THE PURCHASER. 
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scheduled If deemed necessary by either body The decIsion of 
the Board IS final unless appealed 

All Interested persons may appear and proVide wntten or oral 
testimony (wntten testimony may be submitted pnor to a 
heanng) Only those making an appearance of record shall be 
entitled to appeal The publiC heanngs Will be conducted In 
accordance With the rules of procedure as adopted by the 
Board of County Commissioners Reasonable time limits Will 
be Imposed 

Asslstlve Listening Devices are available for persons With 
Impaired heanng and can be scheduled for thiS meeting by 
calling 503-846-8611 (voice) or 503-846-4598 (TOO - Tele
communlcallons Devices for the Deaf) no later than 5 00 pm, 
Monday The County Will also upon request endeavor to 
arrange for the follOWing services to be prOVided qualified sign 
language Interpreters for persons With speech or heanng 
Impairments, and qualified blhnguallnterpreters Since these 
services must be scheduled With outSide service prOViders, It IS 
Important to allow as much lead time as pOSSible Please notify 
the County of your need by 5 00 pm on the Monday preceding 
the meeting date 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT 

Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner, at 503-846-8817 

AREA MAP 

* SUBJECT PROPERTY 

NOTICE TO MORTGAGEE, LIENHOLDER, 
VENDOR OR SELLER: ORS CHAPTER 215 REQUIRES 
THAT IF YOU RECEIVE THIS NOTICE, IT MUST BE 
PROMPTLY FORWARDED TO THE PURCHASER. 

WASHINGTON COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND USE & TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
LONG RANGE PLANNING 
155 NORTH FIRST AVENUE, ROOM 350-14 
HILLSBORO, OREGON 97124 
(503) 846-3519 fax (503) 846·4412 
wwwcowashlngton or us 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC 
HEARING 
PROCEDURE TYPE III 

CPO: 8 

COMMUNITY PLAN: RuraliNatural Resource Plan 

EXISTING LAND USE DISTRICT(S): 
EFU - Exclusive Farm Use 
AF-5 - Agnculture and Forest 5 Acre 
RR-5 - Rural Residential 5 Acre 
AF-20 - Agnculture and Forest 20 Acre 

PROPOSED PLAN AMENDMENT' 

CASE FILE NO.: Ordinance No. 772 

APPLICANTS: 
Robert & Apnl Jossy 
31965 NW Beach Road 
Hillsboro OR 97124 

APPLICANT'S REPRESENTATIVE: 
Applicants 

OWNERS: 
Applicants 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: 
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1902,3400,3500,3600,3700, &3800, lN311, TLs 1400, 1900, 
1200 & 1300, lN31CC,TLs 1100, 1200 & 1400 
SITE SIZE' Approximately 100 acres 
AODRESS: (Vanous Site addresses) 
LOCATION. South of the city of North PlainS and north of 
NW Beach Road 
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All interested persons may appear and provide written or oral testimony (written testimony 
may be submitted pnor to the hearing but not after the conclusion of the hearing) Only 
those making an appearance of record (those presenting oral or written testimony) shall 
be entitled to appeal. Failure to raise an issue in the hearing, in person or by letter, or 
failure to provide sufficient speCificity to afford the Review Authonty (Planning 
CommiSSion and/or Board of County Commissioners) an opportunity to respond to the 
issue precludes appeal to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) based on the issue. 

The public hearing Will be conducted in accordance with the following rules of procedure 
as adopted by the Board of County Commissioners Reasonable time limits may be 
imposed. . 

RULES OF PROCEDURE 
1. The staff will summarize the applicable substantive review cnteria 

2 A summary of the staff report IS presented. 

3. The applicant's presentation is given. 

4. Testimony of others in favor of the application is given. 

5. Testimony of those opposed to the application is given. 

6. Applicant's rebuttal testimony is given. 

Unless there is a continuance, if a partiCipant so requests before the conclusion of the 
hearing, the record shall remain open for at least seven days after the heanng. Such an 
extension shall be subject to the limitations of ORS 215 428 or 227.178 

When the Review Authority reopens a record to admit new evidence or testimony, any 
person may raise new issues which relate to the new evidence, testimony or criteria for 
deciSion-making which apply to the matter at Issue 

A copy of the application, all documents and evidence relied upon by the applicant and 
applicable cnteria are available for inspection at no cost at the Department of Land Use & 
Transportation A copy of this material Will be proVided at reasonable cost 

A copy of the staff report will be available for inspection at no cost at the Department of 
Land Use & Transportation at least seven days pnor to the hearing A copy of the staff 
report will be proVided at reasonable cost. 

For further information, please contact Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner, Department of 
Land Use & Transportation, at 503-846-3961. 
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Tax Map/Lot Number: 1N312, Tax Lots 1900, 1902, 3400, 3500, 3600, 3700, 3800 
1N311, Tax Lots 1400,1900, 1200, 1300 
1N31CC, Tax Lots 1200, 1100, 1400 

Case File Number: Ordinance No. 772 

rZ21 Proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District 

o EXisting Airport Land Use Overlay District o Urban Growth Boundary 

__ CIty of North Plams 

- - - Runway Centerlme 

Applicable Land Use Districts: 
EFU AF-20 

RR-5 AF-5 

Applicable Goals, Policies & Regulations. 
A LCDC Statewide Planning Goals 1, 2, 3, 9,10,12 

B Oregon ReVised Statute 836 600 

C Oregon Administrative Rule 660-013 (Airport Planning) 

o Washington County Rural/Natural Resource Plan Policies 1,2,15,17,18,28 

E Washington County Transportation Plan 

K \Shared\PLNG\WPSHARE\20130rdIOrd772 _ AlrportOverlayWotlces_AffldaVlisIQ-J_Notlce _ Ord772 doc 
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1 N301CD02700 
2000-071 PARTITION PLAT 
OWNERS OF LOTS 1-3 
, 00000 

1 N301 DC09400 
AMORINE, MATTHEW R & 
RICHARDSON, QUINN N 
10230 NW313TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD01600 
ARNOLD, SHAUN & AMBER 
PO BOX 1046 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD13000 
BAKER, VALERIE M 
31893 NW CLAXT AR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD12800 
BENALL Y, BENJAMIN 
31927 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD08400 
BLACKWOOD, JACK F & 
BLACKWOOD, PAMELA K 
10305 NW 317TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC05300 
BRAL, PETER JfTERESA M 
PO BOX 183 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC01600 
BRECKEL, ANGELA K & 
BRECKEL, DAVID A 
32182 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD08500 
BYBEE, RANDALL W & 
BYBEE, VERNA L 
PO BOX 1488 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC04401 
CANNON, TAMMERA J & 
CANNON, JOHN J 
PO BOX 953 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD01900 
ADAMS, JAMES & SUZANNE 
LIVING TRUST 
87 S 20TH AVE #B 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N301 CD08300 
ANDERSON, PAUL A & 
ANDERSON, VICTORIA N 
PO BOX 720 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD11900 
BAGGENSTOS, CHRISTOPHER T & ANNE 
THURMAN, RANDY N & LOUISE G 
31850 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD07500 
BARBOUR, WARREN K & 
BARBOUR, DOLORES R 
PO BOX 1516 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC12300 
BIERMAN, THOMAS L 
PO BOX 917 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3120000701 
BLAZEVSKI, JAMES N & MARlKA 
20252 SW ANGIE LN 
ALOHA, OR 97006 

1 N301 CD12900 
BRANDT, ERIC & 
BRANDT, KRISTA V 
31899 NWCLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC04300 
BREESE, CAROLE V & 
BREESE, DONALD G 
2950 SE 64TH AVE 
PORTLAND, OR 97206 

1N311AA01200 
CALARCO, RICHARD A & 
CALARCO, SALLY A 
32785 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD06000 
CARLSON, RICHARD A & 
CARLSON, LINDA L 
PO BOX 1893 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC10800 
AMARO, BRENDEN J 
10155 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD01607 
ARNOLD, BILL J 
PO BOX 833 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA00500 
BAILEY, MATTHEW T 
9930 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1N301CD10300 
BARRAZA, MANUEL C & 
BARRAZA, SUSAN Q 
88 JEANETTE WAY 
WATSONVILLE, CA 95076 

1N301CD01100 
BIGGI CONSTRUCTION LLC 
11605 SW NORMANDY LN 
WILSONVILLE, OR 97070 

1 N301 CD03500 
BOYLE, JOSEPH T & 
ROSADO, KREANNA K 
10560 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC00101 
BRAUKMAN, KATHERINE ANN 
PO BOX 195 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD13300 
BUSSOM, WILLIAM C & 
BUSSOM, EVA M 
10574 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC04400 
CANNON, TAMMERA J & 
CANNON, JOHN J 
PO BOX 953 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC10500 
CHAD E DAVIS CONSTRUCTION LLC 
2420 PACIFIC AVE 
FOREST GROVE, OR 97116 
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1N311AA02100 
CHAREST, ROBERT D 
32715 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 DC05500 
COOK, WADET 
PO BOX 549 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC04101 
CRONK, CHRISTOPHER EUGENE 
10238 NW314THAVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC11700 
DAVIS, CHAD E 
2420 PACIFIC AVE 
FOREST GROVE, OR 97116 

1 N301 DC11500 
DEMARIS, ANNA MARIE & 
DEMOURA, GAIL IRENE 
10150 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC09200 
DIMEO, VICTORIA 
10005 NE IRON RIDGE PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3120003400 
EAST ORCHARDS LLC 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N30 1 CD03700 
EWING, DERRIC A & 
EWING, AMANDA L 
10580 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD071 00 
FORD, JANET MARIE 
31975 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC11000 
FULLER, JOSEPH A & 
KATHERINE A 
10122 SW MORRISON ST 
PORTLAND, OR 97225 

1N311AA00400 
CLARE, JAMES S & 
CLARE, AGNES J 
9980 NW GORDON ROAD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1N301CD04700 
COX, LINDA 
10282 NW OAK TER 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD12700 
CUMMO, COURTNEY A & 
CHAMBERS,MARSHALLF 
10552 NW 320TH AVE ' 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA01600 
DAVIS, RONNIE L & DIANE M 
PO BOX 483 
TROUT LAKE, WA 98650 

1N301CD01800 
DICKSON, WALTER C GALETIA 
PO BOX 292 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD08600 
DUYCK, KATHLEEN 
31825 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120003500 
EAST ORCHARDS LLC 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301DC03800 
FLEMMING FAMILY TRUST 
PO BOX 781 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC03700 
FREDERIKSEN, JONATHAN M'& 
FREDERIKSEN, SHAANETIE RAE 
31330 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N312AB00200 
GALAWAY FAMILY TRUST 
12130 NW LOVEJOY 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1N301CD05300 
CLITES, DARREN R 
PO BOX 10 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD03400 
COX, ZACHARY T 
10550 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD03800 
DASKALOS, CARMEN A 
10600 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA01100 
DEBORDE, ROBERT M LIVING TRUST & 
DEBORDE, BERNADINE C LIVING TRUST 
PO BOX 238 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC091 00 
DIMEO, TERRYE I 
2576 NW SAVIER ST 
PORTLAND, OR 97210 

1 N301 CD11700 
EAGLE, RAVEN COLLEEN 
31859 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD09500 
ELKINS, YVONNE E 
10303 NW OAK TER 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N311 AA00300 
FOGG, RAYMOND C/DIANE M 
10020 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N301 CD1 0200 
FRENCH, JOSEPH J 
10569 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N312AB00100 
GALAWAY FAMILY TRUST 
BY ALBERTA K GALAWAY TR 
12130 NW LOVEJOY ST 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 
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NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120003500 
EAST ORCHARDS LLC 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301DC03800 
FLEMMING FAMILY TRUST 
PO BOX 781 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC03700 
FREDERIKSEN, JONATHAN M'& 
FREDERIKSEN, SHAANETIE RAE 
31330 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N312AB00200 
GALAWAY FAMILY TRUST 
12130 NW LOVEJOY 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1N301CD05300 
CLITES, DARREN R 
PO BOX 10 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD03400 
COX, ZACHARY T 
10550 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD03800 
DASKALOS, CARMEN A 
10600 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA01100 
DEBORDE, ROBERT M LIVING TRUST & 
DEBORDE, BERNADINE C LIVING TRUST 
PO BOX 238 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC091 00 
DIMEO, TERRYE I 
2576 NW SAVIER ST 
PORTLAND, OR 97210 

1 N301 CD11700 
EAGLE, RAVEN COLLEEN 
31859 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD09500 
ELKINS, YVONNE E 
10303 NW OAK TER 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N311 AA00300 
FOGG, RAYMOND C/DIANE M 
10020 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N301 CD1 0200 
FRENCH, JOSEPH J 
10569 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N312AB00100 
GALAWAY FAMILY TRUST 
BY ALBERTA K GALAWAY TR 
12130 NW LOVEJOY ST 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1N311AA02100 
CHAREST, ROBERT D 
32715 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 DC05500 
CDOK,WADET 
PO BOX 549 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC04101 
CRONK, CHRISTOPHER EUGENE 
10238 NW314THAVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC11700 
DAVIS, CHAD E 
2420 PACIFIC AVE 
FOREST GROVE, OR 97116 

1 N301 DC11500 
DEMARIS, ANNA MARIE & 
DEMOURA, GAIL IRENE 
10150 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC09200 
DIMEO, VICTORIA 
10005 NE IRON RIDGE PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3120003400 
EAST ORCHARDS LLC 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N30 1 CD03700 
EWING, DERRIC A & 
EWING, AMANDA L 
10580 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD071 00 
FORD, JANET MARIE 
31975 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC11000 
FULLER, JOSEPH A & 
KATHERINE A 
10122 SW MORRISON ST 
PORTLAND, OR 97225 

1N311AA00400 
CLARE, JAMES S & 
CLARE, AGNES J 
9980 NW GORDON ROAD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1N301CD04700 
COX, LINDA 
10282 NW OAK TER 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD12700 
CUMMO, COURTNEY A & 
CHAMBERS,MARSHALLF 
10552 NW 320TH AVE ' 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA01600 
DAVIS, RONNIE L & DIANE M 
PO BOX 483 
TROUT LAKE, WA 98650 

1N301CD01800 
DICKSON, WALTER C GALETIA 
PO BOX 292 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD08600 
DUYCK, KATHLEEN 
31825 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120003500 
EAST ORCHARDS LLC 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301DC03800 
FLEMMING FAMILY TRUST 
PO BOX 781 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC03700 
FREDERIKSEN, JONATHAN M'& 
FREDERIKSEN, SHAANETIE RAE 
31330 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N312AB00200 
GALAWAY FAMILY TRUST 
12130 NW LOVEJOY 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1N301CD05300 
CLITES, DARREN R 
PO BOX 10 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD03400 
COX, ZACHARY T 
10550 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD03800 
DASKALOS, CARMEN A 
10600 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA01100 
DEBORDE, ROBERT M LIVING TRUST & 
DEBORDE, BERNADINE C LIVING TRUST 
PO BOX 238 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC091 00 
DIMEO, TERRYE I 
2576 NW SAVIER ST 
PORTLAND, OR 97210 

1 N301 CD11700 
EAGLE, RAVEN COLLEEN 
31859 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD09500 
ELKINS, YVONNE E 
10303 NW OAK TER 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N311 AA00300 
FOGG, RAYMOND C/DIANE M 
10020 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N301 CD1 0200 
FRENCH, JOSEPH J 
10569 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N312AB00100 
GALAWAY FAMILY TRUST 
BY ALBERTA K GALAWAY TR 
12130 NW LOVEJOY ST 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 



1N301CD10100 
GANTENBEIN, ERIC L & 
GANTENBEIN, PAMELA A 
10583 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD07200 
GROBE, ROBERT W & 
GROBE, 0 NADINE & 
GROBE, JAMES W 
4316 GOLDEN OAK 
SCHERTZ, TX 78154 

1N301DC11400 
HARRIS, MELANIE L & 
HARRIS, TYLER J 
10160 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC10700 
HELMICK, WILLIAM J & 
HELMICK, STEPHANIE M 
10145 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD06100 
HOLAH, CHRISTOPHER & 
HOLAH, KAREN 
PO BOX 603 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD05200 
JEWELL, DEBRA L 
PO BOX 962 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC04200 
JONES JOINT LIVING TRUST & 
JONES, CRAIG S LIVING TRUST 
21129 NW PUMPKIN RIDGE RD 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3110001400 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3120003700 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CC01200 
JOSSY, ROBERT D 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CC00500 
GONZALES FAMILY LLC 
PO BOX 187 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD12000 
HALL, JAMES T & 
HALL, TARA J 
31860 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC04000 
HAYDEN, DONALD A & PATRICIA L 
PO BOX 64 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD10600 
HERNANDEZ, MATIHEWW 
10513 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC09500 
HULTS, PEGGY E & 
WILLIAM C SR, TRUSTEES 
PO BOX 633 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120000903 
JEWETT-CAMERON LUMBER CORP 
ATTN DONALD BOONE 
PO BOX 816 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD06800 
JONES, JEFFREY MICHAEL & 
JONES, CRYSTAL ANN 
PO BOX 122 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N311 0001900 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N3120003800 , 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NWBEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CC011 00 
JOSSY, ROBERT D 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR' 97124 

1N301CD04600 
GREEN RIVER PROPERTIES & 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
6770 SW CANYON DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97225 

1N301CD01000 
HANSEN, GORDON J & TAMELA G 
PO BOX 792 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD03300 
HAYS, TIMOTHY ANDREW 
10555 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC10200 
HINOJOS, JUAN & 
HINOJOS, JULIE 
10245 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA01900 
JACKSON, WM A BETIE 
9615 NWBEACH COURT 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3120000703 
JEWETT-CAMERON LUMBER CORP 
ATTN DONALD BOONE 
PO BOX 816 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120001900 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NVv BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N3120003600 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N3120001902 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CC01400 
JOSSY, ROBERT D 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 
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1N301CD10100 
GANTENBEIN, ERIC L & 
GANTENBEIN, PAMELA A 
10583 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD07200 
GROBE, ROBERT W & 
GROBE, 0 NADINE & 
GROBE, JAMES W 
4316 GOLDEN OAK 
SCHERTZ, TX 78154 

1N301DC11400 
HARRIS, MELANIE L & 
HARRIS, TYLER J 
10160 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC10700 
HELMICK, WILLIAM J & 
HELMICK, STEPHANIE M 
10145 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD06100 
HOLAH, CHRISTOPHER & 
HOLAH, KAREN 
PO BOX 603 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD05200 
JEWELL, DEBRA L 
PO BOX 962 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC04200 
JONES JOINT LIVING TRUST & 
JONES, CRAIG S LIVING TRUST 
21129 NW PUMPKIN RIDGE RD 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3110001400 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3120003700 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CC01200 
JOSSY, ROBERT D 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CC00500 
GONZALES FAMILY LLC 
PO BOX 187 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD12000 
HALL, JAMES T & 
HALL, TARA J 
31860 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC04000 
HAYDEN, DONALD A & PATRICIA L 
PO BOX 64 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD10600 
HERNANDEZ, MATIHEWW 
10513 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC09500 
HULTS, PEGGY E & 
WILLIAM C SR, TRUSTEES 
PO BOX 633 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120000903 
JEWETT-CAMERON LUMBER CORP 
ATTN DONALD BOONE 
PO BOX 816 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD06aoo 
JONES, JEFFREY MICHAEL & 
JONES, CRYSTAL ANN 
PO BOX 122 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N311 0001900 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3120003aoo 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NWBEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CCOll 00 
JOSSY, ROBERT D 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR' 97124 

1N301CD04600 
GREEN RIVER PROPERTIES & 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
6770 SW CANYON DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97225 

1N301CD01000 
HANSEN, GORDON J & TAMELA G 
PO BOX 792 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD03300 
HAYS, TIMOTHY ANDREW 
10555 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC10200 
HINOJOS, JUAN & 
HINOJOS, JULIE 
10245 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA01900 
JACKSON, WM A BETIE 
9615 NWBEACH COURT 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3120000703 
JEWETT-CAMERON LUMBER CORP 
ATTN DONALD BOONE 
PO BOX 816 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120001900 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NVv BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N3120003600 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N3120001902 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CC01400 
JOSSY, ROBERT D 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD10100 
GANTENBEIN, ERIC L & 
GANTENBEIN, PAMELA A 
10583 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD07200 
GROBE, ROBERT W & 
GROBE, 0 NADINE & 
GROBE, JAMES W 
4316 GOLDEN OAK 
SCHERTZ, TX 78154 

1N301DC11400 
HARRIS, MELANIE L & 
HARRIS, TYLER J 
10160 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC10700 
HELMICK, WILLIAM J & 
HELMICK, STEPHANIE M 
10145 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD06100 
HOLAH, CHRISTOPHER & 
HOLAH, KAREN 
PO BOX 603 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD05200 
JEWELL, DEBRA L 
PO BOX 962 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC04200 
JONES JOINT LIVING TRUST & 
JONES, CRAIG S LIVING TRUST 
21129 NW PUMPKIN RIDGE RD 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3110001400 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3120003700 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CC01200 
JOSSY, ROBERT D 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CC00500 
GONZALES FAMILY LLC 
PO BOX 187 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD12000 
HALL, JAMES T & 
HALL, TARA J 
31860 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC04000 
HAYDEN, DONALD A & PATRICIA L 
PO BOX 64 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD10600 
HERNANDEZ, MATIHEWW 
10513 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC09500 
HULTS, PEGGY E & 
WILLIAM C SR, TRUSTEES 
PO BOX 633 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120000903 
JEWETT-CAMERON LUMBER CORP 
ATTN DONALD BOONE 
PO BOX 816 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD06aoo 
JONES, JEFFREY MICHAEL & 
JONES, CRYSTAL ANN 
PO BOX 122 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N311 0001900 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3120003aoo 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NWBEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CCOll 00 
JOSSY, ROBERT D 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR' 97124 

1N301CD04600 
GREEN RIVER PROPERTIES & 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
6770 SW CANYON DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97225 

1N301CD01000 
HANSEN, GORDON J & TAMELA G 
PO BOX 792 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD03300 
HAYS, TIMOTHY ANDREW 
10555 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC10200 
HINOJOS, JUAN & 
HINOJOS, JULIE 
10245 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA01900 
JACKSON, WM A BETIE 
9615 NWBEACH COURT 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N3120000703 
JEWETT-CAMERON LUMBER CORP 
ATTN DONALD BOONE 
PO BOX 816 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120001900 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NVv BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N3120003600 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N3120001902 
JOSSY, APRIL J REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CC01400 
JOSSY, ROBERT D 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 



1N3120002700 
JOSSY, ROBERT D 
REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N3120000702 
JOSSY, ROBERT D REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N311 00001 01 
KIGER, LAWRENCE/FREDA 
32490 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD10400 
KONOPASEK, KAREN 
10541 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC05600 
KRUG, DARRELL L & JUDITH E 
PO BOX 402 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD04500 
LANDCASTER DEVELOPMENT CORPORATI 
6770 SW CANYON DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97225 

1N301DC11100 
LILLIE, JOHN T 
10190 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD13600 
MACY, RUSSELL A & 
MACY, LISA D 
10618 NW320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR" 97133 

1 N301 CD04300 
MAY, JOY L & 
WIREN, CHARLES A JR 
PO BOX 243 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD13200 
MILLER, ALYCE 
31883 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3110001200 
JOSSY, ROBERT D REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NWBEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N3120000501 
KELLY, BRIAN W AND NANCY B 
9765 NW 316TH PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD07900 
KINDEL, BRANDI 
31795 NW SAGE CT 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD05000 
KRAUSEL, GRACE D 
PO BOX 235 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC05601 
KRUG, DARRELll AND 
JUDITH E 
PO BOX 402 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD09800 
LARSON, STEPHANIE R & 
CURRY, SHAWN 
21163 NWGALICE IN #305 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1N301CD07700 
LYTLE, TOMMY D & 
lYTLE, PUAlETIE 
PO BOX 783 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD06400 
MANUEL, DONALD L 
PO BOX 605 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA01000 
MCCANDLESS, WILLIAM H & 
MCCANDLESS, HELEN I 
32905 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N311AA00600 
MOSELEY, JEAN REYNOLDS 
REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST 
9870 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1N3110001300 
JOSSY, ROBERT D REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD05900 
KIDDER, SEAN & 
KIDDER, VILLA 
PO BOX 462 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD11800 
KNIGHT, ROSS K & 
KNIGHT, RACHELLE K 
31849 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC05602 
KRUG, DARRELL L & JUDITH E 
PO BOX 402 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD06600 
LABONTE, lEE M & 
LABONTE, HEATHER M 
32000 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD03100 
LEN WAI, BRIDGETIE K 
10595 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD08800 
MACKRIS, RONALD P 
PO BOX 218 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120000500 
MARCO, PATRICIA E REVOC LT 
9875 NW 316TH PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD06900 
MEAD, CHARLES D 
32025 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC11800 
MUNOZ, ROSALINDA & 
WILLIAMS, MARCUS J 
10020 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
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1N3120002700 
JOSSY, ROBERT D 
REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N3120000702 
JOSSY, ROBERT D REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N311 00001 01 
KIGER, LAWRENCE/FREDA 
32490 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD10400 
KONOPASEK, KAREN 
10541 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC05600 . 
KRUG, DARRELL L & JUDITH E 
PO BOX 402 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD04500 
LANDCASTER DEVELOPMENT CORPORATI 
6770 SW CANYON DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97225 

1N301DC11100 
LILLIE, JOHN T 
10190 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD13600 
MACY, RUSSELL A & 
MACY, LISA D 
10618 NW320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR" 97133 

1 N301 CD04300 
MAY, JOY L & 
WIREN, CHARLES A JR 
PO BOX 243 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD13200 
MILLER, ALYCE 
31883 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3110001200 
JOSSY, ROBERT D REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NWBEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N3120000501 
KELLY, BRIAN W AND NANCY B 
9765 NW316TH PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD07900 
KINDEL, BRANDI 
31795 NW SAGE CT 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD05000 
KRAUSEL, GRACE D 
PO BOX 235 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC05601 
KRUG, DARRELll AND 
JUDITH E 
PO BOX 402 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD09800 
LARSON, STEPHANIE R & 
CURRY, SHAW~. 
21163 NWGALICE IN #305 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1N301CD07700 
LYTLE, TOMMY D & 
lYTLE, PUAlETIE 
PO BOX 783 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD06400 
MANUEL, DONALD L 
PO BOX 605 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA01000 
MCCANDLESS, WILLIAM H & 
MCCANDLESS, HELEN I 
32905 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N311AA00600 
MOSELEY, JEAN REYNOLDS 
REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST 
9870 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1N3110001300 
JOSSY, ROBERT D REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD05900 
KIDDER, SEAN & 
KIDDER, VILLA 
PO BOX 462 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD11800 
KNIGHT, ROSS K & 
KNIGHT, RACHELLE K 
31849 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC05602 
KRUG, DARRELL L & JUDITH E 
PO BOX 402 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD06600 
LABONTE, LEE M & 
LABONTE, HEATHER M 
32000 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD03100 
LEN WAI, BRIDGETIE K 
10595 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD08aOO 
MACKRIS, RONALD P 
PO BOX 218 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120000500 
MARCO, PATRICIA E REVOC LT 
9875 NW 316TH PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD06900 
MEAD, CHARLES D 
32025 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC11800 
MUNOZ, ROSALINDA & 
WILLIAMS, MARCUS J 
10020 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120002700 
JOSSY, ROBERT D 
REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N3120000702 
JOSSY, ROBERT D REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N311 00001 01 
KIGER, LAWRENCE/FREDA 
32490 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD10400 
KONOPASEK, KAREN 
10541 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC05600 . 
KRUG, DARRELL L & JUDITH E 
PO BOX 402 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD04500 
LANDCASTER DEVELOPMENT CORPORATI 
6770 SW CANYON DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97225 

1N301DC11100 
LILLIE, JOHN T 
10190 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD13600 
MACY, RUSSELL A & 
MACY, LISA D 
10618 NW320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR" 97133 

1 N301 CD04300 
MAY, JOY L & 
WIREN, CHARLES A JR 
PO BOX 243 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD13200 
MILLER, ALYCE 
31883 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3110001200 
JOSSY, ROBERT D REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NWBEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N3120000501 
KELLY, BRIAN W AND NANCY B 
9765 NW316TH PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD07900 
KINDEL, BRANDI 
31795 NW SAGE CT 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD05000 
KRAUSEL, GRACE D 
PO BOX 235 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC05601 
KRUG, DARRELll AND 
JUDITH E 
PO BOX 402 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD09800 
LARSON, STEPHANIE R & 
CURRY, SHAW~. 
21163 NWGALICE IN #305 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1N301CD07700 
LYTLE, TOMMY D & 
lYTLE, PUAlETIE 
PO BOX 783 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD06400 
MANUEL, DONALD L 
PO BOX 605 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA01000 
MCCANDLESS, WILLIAM H & 
MCCANDLESS, HELEN I 
32905 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N311AA00600 
MOSELEY, JEAN REYNOLDS 
REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST 
9870 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1N3110001300 
JOSSY, ROBERT D REVOCABLE TRUST 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD05900 
KIDDER, SEAN & 
KIDDER, VILLA 
PO BOX 462 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD11800 
KNIGHT, ROSS K & 
KNIGHT, RACHELLE K 
31849 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC05602 
KRUG, DARRELL L & JUDITH E 
PO BOX 402 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD06600 
LABONTE, LEE M & 
LABONTE, HEATHER M 
32000 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD03100 
LEN WAI, BRIDGETIE K 
10595 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD08aOO 
MACKRIS, RONALD P 
PO BOX 218 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120000500 
MARCO, PATRICIA E REVOC LT 
9875 NW 316TH PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD06900 
MEAD, CHARLES D 
32025 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC11800 
MUNOZ, ROSALINDA & 
WILLIAMS, MARCUS J 
10020 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 



1 N301 DCl 0400 
NAVA, JULIO C & MARIA J 
PO BOX 176 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CC00400 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC00900 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CC01700 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD07300 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD04400 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301CD09000 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
AnN BARTHOLEMY, EDMUND 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD05800 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD05100 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
ATTN BARTHOLEMY, EDMUND 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N312AB00300 
NORTH PLAINS, CITY OF 
31360 NW COMMERCIAL ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DCl 0300 
NELSON, BRENT R 
10225 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC00300 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC01000 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD07000 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301CD07400 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD08700 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD09100 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD05600 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301CD04100 
NORTH PLAINS, CITY OF 
31360 NWCOMMERCIAL ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD09600 
OAK MEADOW PARK HOMEOWNERS ASSN 
31905 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD12200 
NORMANDIN, MEGAN J 
31888 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC00200 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 ' 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC01800 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD06700 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD08000 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD06200 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD09200 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD02000 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
19495 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD02001 
NORTH PLAINS, CITY OF 
31360 NWCOMMERCIAL ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD02200 
OCHOA, RODRIGO A & PATRICIA J 
PO BOX 1580 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
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1 N301 DCl 0400 
NAVA, JULIO C & MARIA J 
PO BOX 176 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CC00400 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC00900 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CC01700 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD07300 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD04400 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301CD09000 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
AnN BARTHOLEMY, EDMUND 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD05800 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD05100 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
ATTN BARTHOLEMY, EDMUND 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N312AB00300 
NORTH PLAINS, CITY OF 
31360 NW COMMERCIAL ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DCl 0300 
NELSON, BRENT R 
10225 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC00300 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC01000 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD07000 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301CD07400 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD08700 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD09100 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD05600 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301CD04100 
NORTH PLAINS, CITY OF 
31360 NWCOMMERCIAL ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD09600 
OAK MEADOW PARK HOMEOWNERS ASSN 
31905 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD12200 
NORMANDIN, MEGAN J 
31888 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301 CC00200 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 ' 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC01800 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD06700 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD08000 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD06200 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD09200 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD02000 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
19495 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD02001 
NORTH PLAINS, CITY OF 
31360 NWCOMMERCIAL ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD02200 
OCHOA, RODRIGO A & PATRICIA J 
PO BOX 1580 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DCl 0400 
NAVA, JULIO C & MARIA J 
PO BOX 176 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CC00400 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC00900 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CC01700 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD07300 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD04400 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301CD09000 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
AnN BARTHOLEMY, EDMUND 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD05800 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD05100 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
ATTN BARTHOLEMY, EDMUND 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N312AB00300 
NORTH PLAINS, CITY OF 
31360 NW COMMERCIAL ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DCl 0300 
NELSON, BRENT R 
10225 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC00300 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC01000 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD07000 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301CD07400 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD08700 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD09100 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD05600 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301CD04100 
NORTH PLAINS, CITY OF 
31360 NWCOMMERCIAL ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD09600 
OAK MEADOW PARK HOMEOWNERS ASSN 
31905 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD12200 
NORMANDIN, MEGAN J 
31888 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301 CC00200 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS INC 
PO BOX 279 ' 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CC01800 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD06700 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD08000 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD06200 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

lN301CD09200 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
18485 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD02000 
NORTH PLAINS HOLDINGS LLC 
19495 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 

1 N301 CD02001 
NORTH PLAINS, CITY OF 
31360 NWCOMMERCIAL ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD02200 
OCHOA, RODRIGO A & PATRICIA J 
PO BOX 1580 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 



1N301CC01300 
OCHS, LEWIS M & 
OCHS, LINDA C 
10380 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N311 AA02000 
PEDERSON, WM K JR SUSAN 
32655 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD13100 
PLUMLEY, ROBERT G & 
DOROHA, STANCY 
31891 NWCLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD12400 
PRINCE, STEVEN M & 
PRINCE, DENISE A 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1N3120001800 
R & R COUSSENS, INC 
18009 NW ANASTASIA DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1 N311 AA00200 
ROBINSON, DAN C & NIKKI N 
PO BOX 2000 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD13700 
RSP DEVELOPMENT LLC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1 N301DC10600 
SCHELLENGER, DANIEL D & LISA A 
10135 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD07800 
SEGGERMAN, DENISE 
PO BOX 121 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC11900 
SIMMONS, KIM M & 
COOK, TOBBY L 
31125 NW HIGHLAND CT 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC12000 
PACIFIC MEADOWS NO 2 
OWNERS OF LOTS 7-12 

00000 

1 N301 DC05501 
PETITJEAN, BONNIE GENE 
PO BOX 793 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD10500 
PRINCE, BRADLEY 
10527 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD12100 
PRO PECK, JAMES & 
PRO PECK, HILARY 
31880 NWCLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD08200 
RALPH, RONALD & 
RALPH, ALICE 
PO BOX 1895 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N311 AA02200 
ROTH DEVELOPMENT, INC 
3450 NW 65TH ST 
SEATTLE, WA 98117 

1 N301CD05700 
SAGAR, JAM ES & 
ROSSETTI-SAGAR, CHRISTINE K 
PO BOX 719 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120000700 
SCHLOTTMANN, CRAIG J & DARCEY M 
PO BOX 606 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD04200 
SHEETS, STEPHEN R & 
SHEETS, ANGELIA L 
PO BOX 656 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD01101 
SKIPPER, WILLIAM E AND MARY L 
TRUSTEES 
4174 NE JACKSON STREET 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301DC10900 
PATTERSON, MATTHEWW 
10165 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD04900 
PIERCE, LOIS J & 
PIERCE, BILLY 
PO BOX 762 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD13500 
PRINCE, DENISE REVOCABLE 
LIVING TRUST / 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1N3110000100 
R & R COUSSENS, INC 
18009 NW ANASTASIA DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1N301CD01606 
RANES, RONALD L & 
KOLAR-RANES, ANDREA J 
31597 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD13800-
RSP DEVELOPMENT LLC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1 N301CD08100 
SAGAR, THOMAS M & 
SAGAR, CYNTHIA K 
10365 NW317TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD09900 
SCHMIDT, WILLIAM C & 
CAREY, PAMELA 
10613 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC11600 
SHEPHERD, MELODY A & 
SHEPHERD, KERRY J 
10140 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD01202 
SLIVINSKI, JOSEPH A & SHARALYN K 
PO BOX 251 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
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1N301CC01300 
OCHS, LEWIS M & 
OCHS, LINDA C 
10380 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N311 M02000 
PEDERSON, WM K JR SUSAN 
32655 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD13100 
PLUMLEY, ROBERT G & 
DOROHA, STANCY 
31891 NWCLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD12400 
PRINCE, STEVEN M & 
PRINCE, DENISE A 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1N3120001800 
R & R COUSSENS, INC 
18009 NW ANASTASIA DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1 N311 M00200 
ROBINSON, DAN C & NIKKI N 
PO BOX 2000 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD13700 
RSP DEVELOPMENT LLC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1 N301DC10600 
SCHELLENGER, DANIEL D & LISA A 
10135 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD07800 
SEGGERMAN, DENISE 
PO BOX 121 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC11900 
SIMMONS, KIM M & 
COOK, TOBBY L 
31125 NW HIGHLAND CT 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC12000 
PACIFIC MEADOWS NO 2 
OWNERS OF LOTS 7-12 

00000 

1 N301 DC05501 
PETITJEAN, BONNIE GENE 
PO BOX 793 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD10500 
PRINCE, BRADLEY 
10527 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD12100 
PRO PECK, JAMES & 
PRO PECK, HILARY 
31880 NWCLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD08200 
RALPH, RONALD & 
RALPH, ALICE 
PO BOX 1895 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N311 M02200 
ROTH DEVELOPMENT, INC 
3450 NW 65TH ST 
SEATTLE, WA 98117 

1 N301CD05700 
SAGAR, JAM ES & 
ROSSETTI-SAGAR, CHRISTINE K 
PO BOX 719 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120000700 
SCHLOTTMANN, CRAIG J & DARCEY M 
PO BOX 606 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD04200 
SHEETS, STEPHEN R & 
SHEETS, ANGELIA L 
PO BOX 656 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD01101 
SKIPPER, WILLIAM E AND MARY L 
TRUSTEES 
4174 NE JACKSON STREET 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301DC10900 
PATTERSON, MATTHEWW 
10165 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD04900 
PIERCE, LOIS J & 
PIERCE, BILLY 
PO BOX 762 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD13500 
PRINCE, DENISE REVOCABLE 
LIVING TRUST / 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1N3110000100 
R & R COUSSENS, INC 
18009 NW ANASTASIA DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1N301CD01606 
RANES, RONALD L & 
KOLAR-RANES, ANDREA J 
31597 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD13800-
RSP DEVELOPMENT LLC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1 N301CD08100 
SAGAR, THOMAS M & 
SAGAR, CYNTHIA K 
10365 NW317TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD09900 
SCHMIDT, WILLIAM C & 
CAREY, PAMELA 
10613 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC11600 
SHEPHERD, MELODY A & 
SHEPHERD, KERRY J 
10140 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD01202 
SLIVINSKI, JOSEPH A & SHARALYN K 
PO BOX 251 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CC01300 
OCHS, LEWIS M & 
OCHS, LINDA C 
10380 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N311 M02000 
PEDERSON, WM K JR SUSAN 
32655 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD13100 
PLUMLEY, ROBERT G & 
DOROHA, STANCY 
31891 NWCLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD12400 
PRINCE, STEVEN M & 
PRINCE, DENISE A 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1N3120001800 
R & R COUSSENS, INC 
18009 NW ANASTASIA DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1 N311 M00200 
ROBINSON, DAN C & NIKKI N 
PO BOX 2000 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD13700 
RSP DEVELOPMENT LLC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1 N301DC10600 
SCHELLENGER, DANIEL D & LISA A 
10135 NW 312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD07800 
SEGGERMAN, DENISE 
PO BOX 121 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301DC11900 
SIMMONS, KIM M & 
COOK, TOBBY L 
31125 NW HIGHLAND CT 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC12000 
PACIFIC MEADOWS NO 2 
OWNERS OF LOTS 7-12 

00000 

1 N301 DC05501 
PETITJEAN, BONNIE GENE 
PO BOX 793 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD10500 
PRINCE, BRADLEY 
10527 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD12100 
PRO PECK, JAMES & 
PRO PECK, HILARY 
31880 NWCLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD08200 
RALPH, RONALD & 
RALPH, ALICE 
PO BOX 1895 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N311 M02200 
ROTH DEVELOPMENT, INC 
3450 NW 65TH ST 
SEATTLE, WA 98117 

1 N301CD05700 
SAGAR, JAM ES & 
ROSSETTI-SAGAR, CHRISTINE K 
PO BOX 719 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120000700 
SCHLOTTMANN, CRAIG J & DARCEY M 
PO BOX 606 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD04200 
SHEETS, STEPHEN R & 
SHEETS, ANGELIA L 
PO BOX 656 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD01101 
SKIPPER, WILLIAM E AND MARY L 
TRUSTEES 
4174 NE JACKSON STREET 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301DC10900 
PATTERSON, MATTHEWW 
10165 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD04900 
PIERCE, LOIS J & 
PIERCE, BILLY 
PO BOX 762 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD13500 
PRINCE, DENISE REVOCABLE 
LIVING TRUST / 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1N3110000100 
R & R COUSSENS, INC 
18009 NW ANASTASIA DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97229 

1N301CD01606 
RANES, RONALD L & 
KOLAR-RANES, ANDREA J 
31597 NW PACIFIC ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD13800-
RSP DEVELOPMENT LLC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
TIGARD, OR 97224 

1 N301CD08100 
SAGAR, THOMAS M & 
SAGAR, CYNTHIA K 
10365 NW317TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD09900 
SCHMIDT, WILLIAM C & 
CAREY, PAMELA 
10613 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC11600 
SHEPHERD, MELODY A & 
SHEPHERD, KERRY J 
10140 NW312TH PL 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD01202 
SLIVINSKI, JOSEPH A & SHARALYN K 
PO BOX 251 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 



1 N301CD12300 
SLOPER, KELLI & 
SLOPER, GERALD D & 
SLOPER, CONNIE D 
31890 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD12600 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CD10800 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

1 N301CDl1200 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224, 

lN301CDll000 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CD07600 
SWANEY, RAMONA A 
3312 VALLEY CREST WAY 
FOREST GROVE, OR 97116 

1 N301 CD03000 
THOMPSON, STEVEN J & 
THOMPSON, CYNTHIA A 
3130 E 4TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

lN3110001600 
TONGES FARMS LLC 
PO BOX 807 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CC01301 
UNGER, NICHOLAS A & JEANNIE L 
10300 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 971j3 

1 N311 AA00700 
USHER, DARRYL G LIVING TRUST & 
USHER, BARBARA L LlV TRUST 
9810 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N301 CCOOl 00 
SPIERING, ROGER E AND 
ALECIA J 
POBOX417 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD10700 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CD10900 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CDl1300 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CDl1500 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CD13400 
TERESI, LAURIE A 
10586 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH, PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC03900 
THURBER, TIM R & ROBERTA M 
PO BOX 273 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3120002000 
TWIN CEDARS LLC 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

lN301CD01605 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
SECRETARY OF HUD 
BY MICHAELSON CONNOR & BOUL INC 
4400 WILL ROGERS PKWY #300 
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK 73108 

1 N301 DC03600 
VALENTINE, THEODORE H & 
JACQUE 
10215 NW 313TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD03600 
SPRAGUE, SHARON L 
15070 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD12500 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CDlll00 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CDl1400 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SWELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CDl1600 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

1N301DC04100 
THOMPSON, ANNIE LAND 
MEYERS, ANDREW J 
POBOX 372 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3020000290 
TONGES FARMS LLC 
PO BOX 807 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD05500 
UMLANDT, MICHAEL W & 
UMLANDT, JARED BENJAMIN 
14575 SW WALKER RD #D24 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

lN311AA01700 
USHER FAMILY TRUST 
BY KARL & SANDRA USHER TRS 
9650 NW BEACH CT 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD08900 
VANDERZANDEN, MICHELLE D & 
VANDERZANDEN,STEVEJ 
PO BOX 691 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
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1 N301CD12300 
SLOPER, KELLI & 
SLOPER, GERALD D & 
SLOPER, CONNIE D 
31890 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD12600 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CD10800 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

1 N301CDl1200 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224, 

lN301CDll000 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CD07600 
SWANEY, RAMONA A 
3312 VALLEY CREST WAY 
FOREST GROVE, OR 97116 

1 N301 CD03000 
THOMPSON, STEVEN J & 
THOMPSON, CYNTHIA A 
3130 E 4TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

lN3110001600 
TONGES FARMS LLC 
PO BOX 807 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CC01301 
UNGER, NICHOLAS A & JEANNIE L 
10300 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 971j3 

1 N311 AA00700 
USHER, DARRYL G LIVING TRUST & 
USHER, BARBARA L LlV TRUST 
9810 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N301 CCOOl 00 
SPIERING, ROGER E AND 
ALECIA J 
POBOX417 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD10700 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CD10900 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

1N301CDl1300 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CDl1500 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CD13400 
TERESI, LAURIE A 
10586 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH, PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC03900 
THURBER, TIM R & ROBERTA M 
PO BOX 273 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3120002000 
TWIN CEDARS LLC 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

lN301CD01605 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
SECRETARY OF HUD 
BY MICHAELSON CONNOR & BOUL INC 
4400 WILL ROGERS PKWY #300 
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK 73108 

1 N301 DC03600 
VALENTINE, THEODORE H & 
JACQUE 
10215 NW 313TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD03600 
SPRAGUE, SHARON L 
15070 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD12500 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CDlll00 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CDl1400 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SWELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CDl1600 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

1N301DC04100 
THOMPSON, ANNIE LAND 
MEYERS, ANDREW J 
POBOX 372 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3020000290 
TONGES FARMS LLC 
PO BOX 807 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD05500 
UMLANDT, MICHAEL W & 
UMLANDT, JARED BENJAMIN 
14575 SW WALKER RD #D24 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

lN311AA01700 
USHER FAMILY TRUST 
BY KARL & SANDRA USHER TRS 
9650 NW BEACH CT 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD08900 
VANDERZANDEN, MICHELLE D & 
VANDERZANDEN,STEVEJ 
PO BOX 691 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD12300 
SLOPER, KELLI & 
SLOPER, GERALD D & 
SLOPER, CONNIE D 
31890 NW CLAXTAR ST 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD12600 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CD10800 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

1 N301CDl1200 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224, 

lN301CDll000 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CD07600 
SWANEY, RAMONA A 
3312 VALLEY CREST WAY 
FOREST GROVE, OR 97116 

1 N301 CD03000 
THOMPSON, STEVEN J & 
THOMPSON, CYNTHIA A 
3130 E 4TH AVE 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

lN3110001600 
TONGES FARMS LLC 
PO BOX 807 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CC01301 
UNGER, NICHOLAS A & JEANNIE L 
10300 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 971j3 

1 N311 AA00700 
USHER, DARRYL G LIVING TRUST & 
USHER, BARBARA L LlV TRUST 
9810 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1 N301 CCOOl 00 
SPIERING, ROGER E AND 
ALECIA J 
POBOX417 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301CD10700 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CD10900 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

1N301CDl1300 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CDl1500 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CD13400 
TERESI, LAURIE A 
10586 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH, PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 DC03900 
THURBER, TIM R & ROBERTA M 
PO BOX 273 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3120002000 
TWIN CEDARS LLC 
31965 NW BEACH RD 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

lN301CD01605 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
SECRETARY OF HUD 
BY MICHAELSON CONNOR & BOUL INC 
4400 WILL ROGERS PKWY #300 
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK 73108 

1 N301 DC03600 
VALENTINE, THEODORE H & 
JACQUE 
10215 NW 313TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD03600 
SPRAGUE, SHARON L 
15070 NW 321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD12500 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CDlll00 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CDl1400 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SWELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

lN301CDl1600 
STEVEN PRINCE HOMES INC 
17150 SW ELDORADO DR 
PORTLAND, OR 97224 

1N301DC04100 
THOMPSON, ANNIE LAND 
MEYERS, ANDREW J 
POBOX 372 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3020000290 
TONGES FARMS LLC 
PO BOX 807 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CD05500 
UMLANDT, MICHAEL W & 
UMLANDT, JARED BENJAMIN 
14575 SW WALKER RD #D24 
BEAVERTON, OR 97006 

lN311AA01700 
USHER FAMILY TRUST 
BY KARL & SANDRA USHER TRS 
9650 NW BEACH CT 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD08900 
VANDERZANDEN, MICHELLE D & 
VANDERZANDEN,STEVEJ 
PO BOX 691 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 



1 N3120002601 
VANGRUNSVEN, RICHARD E & 
DIANE E 
9899 NW 316TH PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD01203 
VUYLSTEKE, JOHN & ALVINA 
PO BOX 661 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA01500 
WEITMAN, JIM G & 
WYLDER, TAYNA 
9690 NW BEACH CT 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD10000 
WILLSON, BRANDON C & 
WILLSON, KA YLA I 
10597 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD02500 
WING, DENNIS L & ALEXIS V 
PO BOX 285 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD01500 
WING, KENNETH D & FRANCES M 
PO BOX 302 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120000600 
WOLTER, CHESTER A & PATRICIA C 
9555 NW 316TH PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301CD03200 
ZIELSDORFF, CASEY & AUNDREA K 
10575 NW321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD04800 
VICE, LORELLA M 
PO BOX 194 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD06500 
WEBB, PATSY C TRUST 
31960 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD05400 
WHEELER, WAYNE S 
PO BOX 171 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD09300 
WILSON, STEVEN E 
10245 NW OAK TER 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD02600 
WING, GARY & STEPHANIE 
PO BOX 303 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD01700 
WING, KENNETH D/FRANCES M 
PO BOX 302 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC04102 
WOODWARD, MICHAEL J & DIANE M 
PO BOX 663 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC12400 
VINCENT, ANDREW J 
PO BOX 1044 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N311 AA02300 
WEITMAN, JIM G 
9690 NW BEACH CT 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD09400 
WILCOX, MERLENE 
PO BOX 1062 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD02400 
WING, DENNIS L & ALEXIS V 
PO BOX 285 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD01603 
WING, KENNETH D & 
FRANCES MAUREEN 
PO BOX 302 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA00100 
WITTENBERG, DENNIS E & 
WITTENBERG, SHANNON COLETTE 
10160 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1N301CD06300 
YOUNG, JERRY T & 
YOUNG, BE 
PO BOX 479 
31920 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 
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1 N3120002601 
VANGRUNSVEN, RICHARD E & 
DIANE E 
9899 NW 316TH PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD01203 
VUYLSTEKE, JOHN & ALVINA 
PO BOX 661 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA01500 
WEITMAN, JIM G & 
WYLDER, TAYNA 
9690 NW BEACH CT 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD10000 
WILLSON, BRANDON C & 
WILLSON, KA YLA I 
10597 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD02500 
WING, DENNIS L & ALEXIS V 
PO BOX 285 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD01500 
WING, KENNETH 0 & FRANCES M 
PO BOX 302 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120000600 
WOLTER, CHESTER A & PATRICIA C 
9555 NW 316TH PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301CD03200 
ZIELSDORFF, CASEY & AUNDREA K 
10575 NW321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD04800 
VICE, LORELLA M 
PO BOX 194 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD06500 
WEBB, PATSY C TRUST 
31960 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD05400 
WHEELER, WAYNE S 
PO BOX 171 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD09300 
WILSON, STEVEN E 
10245 NW OAK TER 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD02600 
WING, GARY & STEPHANIE 
PO BOX 303 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD01700 
WING, KENNETH D/FRANCES M 
PO BOX 302 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC04102 
WOODWARD, MICHAEL J & DIANE M 
PO BOX 663 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC12400 
VINCENT, ANDREW J 
PO BOX 1044 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N311 AA02300 
WEITMAN, JIM G 
9690 NW BEACH CT 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD09400 
WILCOX, MERLENE 
PO BOX 1062 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD02400 
WING, DENNIS L & ALEXIS V 
PO BOX 285 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD01603 
WING, KENNETH 0 & 
FRANCES MAUREEN 
PO BOX 302 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA00100 
WITTENBERG, DENNIS E & 
WITTENBERG, SHANNON COLETTE 
10160 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1N301CD06300 
YOUNG, JERRY T & 
YOUNG, BE 
PO BOX 479 
31920 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N3120002601 
VANGRUNSVEN, RICHARD E & 
DIANE E 
9899 NW 316TH PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301 CD01203 
VUYLSTEKE, JOHN & ALVINA 
PO BOX 661 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA01500 
WEITMAN, JIM G & 
WYLDER, TAYNA 
9690 NW BEACH CT 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD10000 
WILLSON, BRANDON C & 
WILLSON, KA YLA I 
10597 NW 320TH AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD02500 
WING, DENNIS L & ALEXIS V 
PO BOX 285 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD01500 
WING, KENNETH 0 & FRANCES M 
PO BOX 302 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N3120000600 
WOLTER, CHESTER A & PATRICIA C 
9555 NW 316TH PL 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1 N301CD03200 
ZIELSDORFF, CASEY & AUNDREA K 
10575 NW321ST AVE 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD04800 
VICE, LORELLA M 
PO BOX 194 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD06500 
WEBB, PATSY C TRUST 
31960 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD05400 
WHEELER, WAYNE S 
PO BOX 171 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD09300 
WILSON, STEVEN E 
10245 NW OAK TER 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD02600 
WING, GARY & STEPHANIE 
PO BOX 303 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD01700 
WING, KENNETH D/FRANCES M 
PO BOX 302 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC04102 
WOODWARD, MICHAEL J & DIANE M 
PO BOX 663 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301DC12400 
VINCENT, ANDREW J 
PO BOX 1044 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N311 AA02300 
WEITMAN, JIM G 
9690 NW BEACH CT 
HILLSBORO, OR 97124 

1N301CD09400 
WILCOX, MERLENE 
PO BOX 1062 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1 N301 CD02400 
WING, DENNIS L & ALEXIS V 
PO BOX 285 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N301CD01603 
WING, KENNETH 0 & 
FRANCES MAUREEN 
PO BOX 302 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

1N311AA00100 
WITTENBERG, DENNIS E & 
WITTENBERG, SHANNON COLETTE 
10160 NW GORDON RD 
CORNELIUS, OR 97113 

1N301CD06300 
YOUNG, JERRY T & 
YOUNG, BE 
PO BOX 479 
31920 NW MEADOW DR 
NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 



1 N3020000200 lN3020000300 lN301CB01300 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Res/dent Or 
PJ PROPERTIES LLC PJ PROPERTIES LLC WEAVER, WESLEY F 
7409 SE EVERGEEN HWY 7409 SE EVERGREEN HWY PO BOX 56 
VANCOUVER, WA 98664 VANCOUVER,WA 98664 NORTH PLAINS, OR 97133 

lN301CB00300 lN301CB00301 lN301CB00800 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
NORTH PLAINS FOREST PRODUCTS, IN MILLER, RONNIE D COUNCIL CREEK PROPERTIES LLC 
PO BOX 279 PO BOX 1040 PO BOX 349 
NORTH PLAINS,OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS,OR 97133 CORNELlUS,OR 97113 

lN301CB00500 lN301CB01400 lN301CA02501 
Current Resident Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
WASHINGTON, GARY R & LAURIE A WEAVER, WESLEY F HOLM, MICHAEL W 
PO BOX 359 PO BOX 56 10601 NW SKYLINE BLVD 
NORTH PLAINS,OR 97133 NORTH PLAINS,OR 97133 PORTLAND,OR 97231 

lN301CA02700 1 N301 CD02800 lN301CD04000 
Current Res/dent Or Current Resident Or Current Resident Or 
COUNCIL CREEK PROPERTIES LLC PLIES, DOUG & PLIES, MEGHAN COTTAGE POINTE OWNERS OF 
PO BOX 349 10635 NW 321 ST AVE LOTS 1-12 
CORNELlUS,OR 97113 NORTH PLAINS,OR 97133 , 00000 

1 N301 CD09700 lN301CD02900 1 N301 CD03900 
Current Resident Or Current Res/dent Or Current Resident Or 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
MINUTES OF WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 4, 2013 

 
ALL PUBLIC MEETINGS ARE RECORDED 

 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER: 2:00 P.M. Room 140, Public Services Building 
 
The meeting was called to order by Chair Marc San Soucie 
 
II. ROLL CALL 
 
Planning Commission (PC) members present: Marc San Soucie, Liles Garcia, Ed Bartholemy, 
Mary Manseau, Jeff Petrillo, and Scott Rickard.  Herbert Hirst and Richard Vial were absent. 
 
Staff present: Andy Back, Suzanne Savin, Steve L. Kelley, Paul Schaefer, Steve Szigethy, 
Angela Brown, Clare Fuchs, Dyami Valentine, Michelle Pimentel, Anne Kelly, Carina Arendes, 
Barbara Blake, Connie McCracken; Planning and Development Services.  Jacquilyn Saito-
Moore, County Counsel. 
 
III. DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 
Andy Back:  First news is that you are short one commissioner as of about 25 minutes ago. 
Commissioner Matthew Wellner has resigned.  That’s something we’ll start recruiting for. 
 
The Board did continue Ordinance No. 771 yesterday to the September 17 hearing. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Could I ask that when we get into discussion on 771 that we could just get 
an update of any substantive commentary that came up? 
 
Mr. Back:  Sure, Suzanne is going to address that.  Just for your information, you do have a 
hearing on the 18th on Accessory Dwelling Units, Area 93, and the housekeeping changes.  All 
those are topics for the work session today.  Given the amounts of new information that was 
provided a few minutes ago, I think using your time reading that information may be a better 
than diving into a lot of details, so we’ll just have brief presentations for you to ask questions.   
 
We don’t have any quasi-judicial plan amendments on the platform right now.  I want to mention 
a few staffing items.  We’ve had some interesting turnover.  Clare Fuchs, who has been here a 
couple of times, is now a senior planner at the City of Tualatin.  Also, we’re losing two prominent 
folks in the Current Planning section.  Nadine Cook and Ross Van Loo are both retiring in early 
October. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Questions for Mr. Back?  Ok, let’s take some quick summaries on the 
ordinances for next time. 
 
 

344



September 4, 2013 
Page 2 

 

 

IV. WORK SESSION 
Discussion of Upcoming Ordinance Topics  
 
Paul Schaefer:  I’ll be very brief. 
 
Ordinance No. 774 - Accessory Dwelling Units  -  The changes would allow them in R-5 and 
R-6 through a Type 1 process.  Currently, in R-5 they are a Type 3.  In R-6 they are Type II.  In 
R-9 through R-15 they are a Type 1 process. 
 
There is existing language that allow ADUs designed to comply with the ADA (Americans with 
Disabilities Act) are proposed to increase in size.  However, the CDC language doesn’t say how 
much.  So this change would provide certainty for how much increase would be allowed for ADA 
as a matter of right.   
 
Chair San Soucie:  Quick question on that.  What is the principal motivation for the change to a 
Type 1 process for the R-5 and R-6? 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  It encourages them, to get more of them.  Other issues are that in the lower 
districts you have a larger lot sizes, so it makes more sense that you might have them there, as 
opposed to the R-9 or R-15, where the lot sizes are much smaller, and it would be more difficult 
to get them.  It encourages ADU, whereas Type III is very onerous, it could be $6,000 or more 
to process them.  As I recall from the Current Planning folks, they get a few of these.  The 
hearings are basically unattended.  They go pretty quickly through, there’s not a lot of opposition 
to these.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  One other related question.  Are the North Bethany residential districts also 
included?  I noticed they are not in the ordinance. 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  Since I didn’t work on the ordinance, I don’t know why.  I’d have to look into that 
for you. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Is it a way of increasing density, gently, within those districts? 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  I think that’s a by-product, but I don’t think that’s the main motivator.  I think it’s 
more to encourage these types of uses, where you have older folks that want to stay on a 
property with family.  You know, just different ways to provide senior housing.  It encourages in-
fill, but I wouldn’t say you want to get more units. 
 
Mr. Back:  I would note that much of the county has developed since 1980, and a lot of existing 
CC&R’s restrict these, so even though our code may allow them, underlying CC&R’s may not, 
so that’s still an impediment. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Other questions for Paul on Ordinance No. 774?  Thank you.  775? I love 
the name of this one - Ordinance No. 775 - Area 93 (FD-20).  That communicates everything we 
need to know. 
 
Suzanne Savin:  (Distributing a handout.)  Pretty much.  So, PC, all of you have this one-page 
briefing sheet.  Basically Ordinance 775 will apply the FD-20 district to Area 93 when that area 
is brought into Washington County on January 1, 2014.  It also identifies the service providers 
that will apply.  Last week both the Washington County and Multnomah County Board of 
Commissioners approved the transfer plan agreement.  The last step is for Governor Kitzhaber 
to issue a proclamation.  He’s scheduled to do that some time in the next ten to twenty days.  
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When that happens, then it’s final and official that Area 93 is coming into the county on January 
1, 2014.  If there are any questions on the ordinance I’d be happy to answer those. 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  How big is it? 
 
Ms. Savin:  It’s about 160 acres. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Other questions on this one?  Housekeeping? 
 
Joy Chang:  Hello everyone, here’s my handout.  You all should have received a copy of this in 
the mail.  Ordinance No. 776 is the Housekeeping general update ordinance.  It’s non-
substantive, it needs to fit under the housekeeping umbrella.  There were about 30 changes 
recommended.  It’s a mixed bag.  If you have any questions, I can answer them. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Neighborhood meetings for a single-family residence require just a 
future development plan.  Is there some reason for that being exempt, other than it’s current 
practice of Current Planning?  It seems like there are some people within the community that 
really feel that it’s an area where a neighborhood meeting could really add some added 
information. 
 
Ms. Chang:  One of the key things is that it’s typically required now even if they’re submitting for 
a single-family residence.  A future development plan means that in the future, they will develop 
the site to the maximum density that would be allowed.  So the justification basically is that the 
development resulting from just one single family dwelling does not warrant a neighborhood 
meeting, because its impact is very limited.  What’s going to happen is that when the remaining 
tax lot does come in for redevelopment, that will be the opportunity for the neighborhood 
meeting to occur, because the bulk of the impact on the area would be at that time. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  I’m aware of a situation in CPO 7 that really brought this issue 
forward.  Very clearly, there was input that the community could have offered that would have 
prevented, potentially, the appeal from being filed.  I think the applicant was inexperienced with 
the process and had he been required to have the neighborhood meeting, he could have seen 
the issue of not having sidewalks through that area, and it could have alleviated the need for an 
appeal.  So I think that’s a really good example of why you should have a neighborhood meeting 
for a single-family home that is being developed on an oversized lot. 
 
Ms. Chang:  I do understand what you’re saying as far as there’s opportunity for input early on, 
but at the same time, the impact of a single family home, versus ten or twenty at the next stage 
when they redevelop, that would be the time that a meeting should be required. 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  Is it a Type I if you just put one house on one lot, zoned appropriately? 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  It’s a Type II, and it’s a Type II because it’s on the oversized lot.   
 
Ms. Chang:  A lot of times when the development community do hold their neighborhood 
meeting, a lot of neighbors don’t come up to the table because they’re reviewing a single-family 
home, and they don’t provide the input like CPO 7 might.  It all depends on the community, but 
typically they’re the only ones sitting at that neighborhood meeting. 
 
Mr. Back:  So this is something that can clearly be deliberated. 
 
Ms. Chang:  Yes. 
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Chair San Soucie:  So we’re scheduled to hear these three ordinances in two weeks.  Because 
preliminary questions can be addressed in the staff report so we want to get them in by early 
next week. 
 
Mr. Back:  By Tuesday would be great. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Is there anything else?  We do have some reading to do. 
 
Mr. Back:  I do want to introduce one staff person.  Barb Blake is here.  She’s Connie’s new 
sidekick, so you’ll see her at future meetings helping out with minutes and administrating these 
fine proceedings. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Ok, we’re got some reading to do, so we’ll meet in the other room in fifteen 
minutes. 
 
V. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS – AUDITORIUM – 2:00 PM 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Welcome everyone to the regular session of the Washington County PC for 
September 4, 2013.  We have quorum of commissioners today, unlike at our last attempt at a 
meeting, which is great, so we can get some work done.  First item of business on our agenda 
is communications to the PC on a subject matter that is not part of our regular agenda, which is 
a subject other than the three ordinances that we have to deal with.  Does anyone want to 
address the PC about something else?  I don’t have anyone signed up and seeing none, we’ll 
move on from that to consideration of the minutes. 
 
VI. CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES 

August 7, 2013 
 
Chair San Soucie:  We got a 247-page packet of minutes from our August 7, 2013 meeting. 
Thank you very much.  It was very, very detailed minutes.  Does anyone up here have any 
recommendations for modifications for motions regarding minutes?   
 
Commissioner Manseau:  I would suggest that we approve them as submitted. 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  Second. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Motion by Commissioner Manseau, second by Commissioner Garcia to 
approve the minutes as submitted.  Any other discussion or comment?  Seeing none, all those 
in favor please say aye.  Any opposed?  And any abstentions?  I think we were all present.  
Okay, the minutes are approved as submitted.  Thank you very much.  
 
VOTE: 6-0  San Soucie, Bartholemy, Garcia, Manseau, Petrillo, and Rickard - Aye 
 
VII. PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO. 771 - An Ordinance Amending the Bethany  

Community Plan, the Community Development Code, and the  
Comprehensive Framework Plan for the Urban Area as Related to  
Implementation of the North Bethany Subarea Plan (Rescheduled from August 21, 
2013) 
 

Chair San Soucie:  Our next item of business is continuation of public hearing on Proposed 
Ordinance No. 771 – An ordinance amending the Bethany Community Plan, the Community 
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Development Code, (CDC) and the Comprehensive Framework Plan for the Urban Area as 
related to implementation of the North Bethany Subarea Plan.  We have met to discuss this item 
twice before, I believe, plus a meeting that didn’t quite happen, so maybe once before.  We 
have in the intervening time received large quantities of written testimony, which is great 
because we’ve had for the most part an opportunity to read it and we’ve had updates from staff 
in response to some of the issues and we will begin as usual with a report from staff and then 
after conversation with staff, we will get back into our public hearing.   
 
Suzanne Savin:  Thank you, Chair San Soucie and Commissioners.  This is the continued 
hearing for Ordinance No. 771 and the PC direction at the August 7, 2013 hearing was for staff 
to provide additional information on filed ordinance topics and the proposed ordinance 
engrossment amendments that were Attachment A to the August 7, 2013 staff report.  That 
additional information was, in large part, provided in the subsequent staff report dated August 
14, 2013.  We’ve received several items of testimony since that initial August 7, 2013 hearing.  
We received three separate submittals from Commissioner Manseau that addressed questions 
and comments about sidewalk standards, pedestrian and bike accessway widths and steep 
slopes.   
 
We also received comments from Chair San Soucie about the description for public utilities and 
we received two submittals from CPO 7.  One was about development on steep slopes and the 
other was about pedestrian and bicycle accessway width.  We also received some testimony 
from Commissioner Petrillo on development of steep slopes.  We received testimony from Save 
Helvetia and K&R Holdings on development for steep slopes, and THPRD submitted testimony 
about the half-street requirements and development on steep slopes.  
 
More recently, we received testimony from yesterday’s Board hearing from K&R Holdings and 
from Mr. Joe Rayhawk, and copies of that testimony has been provided to the PC too.  To 
briefly summarize that testimony, the K&R Holdings testimony included copies of some letters 
that had previously been provided to the PC expressing requests for allowing development 
within the Natural Features Buffer and also included some attachments showing development 
schematic for development of one of their parcels that’s partially within the Natural Features 
Buffer with a proposed lotting pattern.  That lotting pattern was predicated on a 50-foot Natural 
Features Buffer running parallel with the north edge of North Bethany.  
 
There was also a letter, I believe it was 2011, from their Geotechnical consultant with his 
opinion that the stability of that area was appropriate for development.  Mr. Rayhawk’s 
testimony yesterday included information about earthquake hazards in North Bethany, and 
within the steep slopes area and a position advocating that development not be allowed in steep 
slopes because of the earthquake hazard issues.  And then, even more recently, toward the end 
of the day yesterday and today, we’ve gotten three additional pieces of testimony.  One of them 
is from the Bicycle Transportation Alliance, one is from Oregon Walks, and one is from Peter 
Welty.  And all three of those pieces of testimony had to do with the pedestrian accessways and 
requests for design standards for those. 
 
Again, going back to the August 7, 2013 PC hearing, some additional information was 
requested from staff about the proposed engrossment amendments and one question that came 
up as August 7, 2013 was: 

 Whether the proposed engrossment amendments could be addressed by a separate 
ordinance in 2013, and the answer was they could not because the last day for us to file 
a separate ordinance was on August 13, 2013 but we did not have Board authorization 
to do any additional ordinance filing.  
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 There was a question about whether it was permissible for the Board to engross 
Ordinance No. 771 to include language about steep slopes.  The County Charter does 
allow that as long as the required engrossment hearings are held.  

 Then Chair San Soucie had asked about top of slope and further getting some 
clarification on the meaning of that and I believe the concern was it may not always be a 
definite transition from level ground to a steeply sloping area and how would that be 
defined.  Staff agrees that is not a crystal clear issue, but it’s one that, for the time 
being, we would like to address on a case-by-case basis and we think that the PC could 
request that this topic be examined as part of the 2014 work program.  

 
There were proposed changes to the filed ordinance that were included as Attachment A to your 
August 14, 2013 staff report and those included: 

 Revisions to the public utilities description that were in accordance with Chair San 
Soucie’s recommendations. 

 There was also striking an exemption for public utilities for light rail facilities in 
accordance with a recommendation from Chair San Soucie and Commissioner 
Manseau. 

 There was also clarifying language for the half-street improvement requirements, making 
it clear that those apply to public facilities such as parks, and that they don’t apply to 
single family residences.  And also providing an exemption from those requirements for 
the linear park that is along Road A.  

 Lastly, Area of Special Concern north/south pedestrian-bike accessway.  A handout was 
provided to the PC today and it was in response to comments received from 
Commissioner Manseau at the August 7, 2013 hearing, and also written comments we 
got from CPO7 having to do with concerns about the accessway widths, given that the 
lengths of these accessways are likely to be longer than 300 feet.   

 To attempt to sum up that handout, what staff was looking at was the conditions in which 
a longer accessway could potentially create a sort of tunnel-like character for the 
accessways, and how that could be mitigated and when it would be appropriate to 
require a 30-foot wide right-of-way for those accessways consistent with a greenway, 
rather than the 20-foot right-of-way.  So what the handout is advocating is for a 30-foot 
right-of-way to be required when three conditions are in place.  Those three conditions 
would be that the accessway would be flanked on both sides by buildings for a distance 
of more than 300 feet; and that the buildings in question on either side of the accessway 
be less than 70 feet apart; and that the building walls within that distance constitute at 
least 75 percent of that more than 300 foot length.  Staff feels that when those three 
conditions would be present together, that there would be potentially tunnel-like effect 
and that would warrant the accessways being 30 feet wide rather than 20 feet wide – the 
right-of-ways.  So that is what that handout is advocating, that language to that affect be 
added to Area of Special Concern 5 regarding the north/south accessways. 

 Additionally, the handout is recommending that the east-west accessway language have 
a clause recognizing that east/west accessway may have segments that could exceed 
300 feet in length.  

 There are also some proposed changes to the steep slope amendments that were 
described in the August 14, 2013 staff report and shown in Attachment A of that staff 
report.  These had to do with issues that were brought up at the August 7, 2013 hearing.  
One of those issues was brought up by Commissioner Manseau.  She had noted that 
the CDC section regarding density restricted lands had a potential conflict that would 
allow both residential development and trails at the top of slopes, and questioned which 
would have precedence.  So staff has added proposed language that’s in Attachment A 
of the August 14, 2013 staff report to clarify that in that case, trails would take 
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precedence.  Residential development would only be allowed at the top of steep slopes 
if it didn’t conflict with a trail location.  

 The other issue that was clarified in the same attachment also was identified by 
Commissioner Manseau.  It was a clarification that in the density restricted lands section, 
to make clear that density transfers from density restricted lands in particular are not 
allowed.  She noted that in our CDC for community service uses, which are not density 
restricted lands, we do have an allowance for density transfers there.  

 
Staff’s recommendation is to recommend to the Board that Ordinance No. 771 be engrossed to 
include the proposed amendments that were shown in Attachment A of the August 14, 2013 
staff report and the proposed amendments in staff’s handout at today’s work session regarding 
the accessways.  This concludes the staff report – available for questions.   
 
Chair San Soucie:  Can you begin just by giving us a quick summary of what discussion took 
place with the Board yesterday, since I know they had their first meeting on this ordinance 
yesterday. 
 
Ms. Savin:  Staff had recommended that the hearing be continued to September 17, 2013 and 
we had noted to the Board there was no PC recommendation.  So the Board took testimony 
yesterday and asked questions of people that were offering testimony.  A good bit of the 
testimony involved development on steep slopes, with people recommending a variety of ways 
that should be addressed.  The Board simply asked questions and then voted to continue the 
hearing until the 17th.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Thank you, questions for Suzanne or staff on this matter.  Anyone? 
Commissioner Petrillo. 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  I was in attendance at the Board hearing yesterday on 771.  I think 
K&R testified that they are requesting an engrossment to remove the steep slope restrictions.  Is 
that correct? 
 
Ms. Savin:  The testimony that they submitted yesterday, both oral and written, was requesting 
that development be allowed within the Natural Features Buffer, and I think the written testimony 
– my recollection is that Mr. Wellner had summarized the written testimony that was submitted 
and the PC now has a copy of that written testimony.  What he was indicating was that K&R 
was requesting that the Board engross the ordinance to allow developments within the Natural 
Features Buffer, and they were requesting to revise the Natural Features Buffer to provide a 50-
foot wide buffer along the north edge of the subarea.  And that’s shown, I think in the final sheet, 
in their submittal that the PC has.  It’s shown in the map that has the proposed lotting pattern, 
the proposed residential development. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  For the commissioners’ benefit, Mr. Wellner is here today and is signed up 
to give testimony.  Other questions for staff at this time?  Okay, we will continue with public 
testimony then, and first on the list is Mr. Wellner.  Next on the list is Mr. Grossnickle.  We’ll 
have five minutes for testimony for everybody today, and there may be questions as well. 
  
Matt Wellner:  Good afternoon Commissioners and Chair San Soucie.  I just dropped off with 
Connie I think the packet that Suzanne mentioned that you already have, which is a letter from 
us to the PC that was a cover letter and a series of maps. (Exhibit 3 in meeting file.) I just 
wanted to make sure you have it because with this, I’m going to kind of walk through it and 
explain what it is you have in your packets.  But first I wanted to let you know that the genesis of 
this slopes issue was work program request that K&R Holdings made earlier this year.  That 
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work program request, although it affected multiple properties, it was for us specific to one 
property, because of the amount of impact the Natural Features Buffer had on that specific 
property.  That property, which we refer to as the Robinson property, is about 28 acres gross in 
area, and with this Natural Features Buffer that was adopted for the North Bethany Community 
Plan it reduced that buildable area by five acres.   
 
So in effect we lost 20 to 25 percent of the buildable area on that property.  For our company, 
that represented a land value of a couple million dollars.  In response we felt like we had to 
come and bring this issue back up and raise it as a concern and raise it as a concern that in 
fairness and equity the way we looked at the buffers around the North Bethany area, this one 
specific area that impacts four or five parcels along that north edge we felt was impacted a lot 
heavier than a lot of other areas in North Bethany.  Staff prepared a “white paper” on the issue 
per the work program request that we made, and unfortunately that white paper didn’t really 
address the issue specific to this property.  It allowed for development in the sloped areas in 
North Bethany, but only in those areas that fell outside of the Natural Features Buffer.  All of the 
area that we’re dealing with on this Robinson property is within that Natural Features Buffer.  So 
that’s why we’re here before you today and that’s why we prepared this packet of materials.  
 
The cover page was just an introduction to the PC about the letter which is Attachment A that 
we wrote to the Board in July of this year.  That letter lays out our concerns and lays out a 
solution, which Suzanne spoke to just a minute ago.  That solution is to have a 50-foot Natural 
Features Buffer along the north edge of North Bethany where a Natural Features Buffer is 
shown today.  We feel that is a far more fair and equitable approach, and one that also provides 
the protections to those property owners north of North Bethany where a Natural Features 
Buffer exists.  The second document is a letter from GeoDesign.  It’s stamped inside by George 
Saunders, who is the principal geotech with GeoDesign.  Mr. Saunders has been on this 
Robinson property, as well as other properties that we have in North Bethany.  He looked at the 
very high-level work that was done by planning staff and he didn’t really concur with the 
conclusions that they drew about there being potential slope stability issues.  What he sees the 
work that’s been done previously as is kind of guidance, and a lot of the other testimony you’ve 
heard about there being slope stability concerns in this area.  It’s a light that’s been put on this 
area where we have to do our work to make sure we are building projects in a safe and effective 
manner.  That we are designing our projects and engineering our projects so that there aren’t 
slope stability issues.   
 
That work was never done with the intent of saying that area is off-limits, and Mr. Saunders says 
that these areas, especially that all along the Robinson property is one that, in his view, is 
suitable for development and again he’s a registered professional geotechnical engineer.  This 
first colored map is a representation of where that Robinson property is and how that Natural 
Features Buffer falls on the property.  It just kind of illustrates the fact that there’s a big chunk of 
this parcel that’s really heavily impacted by that buffer.  It also is intended to point out where the 
other buffer locations are and what those buffers are.  In some areas it’s just a fence, in some 
areas it’s a 200-foot plus setback.  The map that sits behind that is just an aerial photo showing 
the Robinson property.  All it’s intended to depict is the fact that the buffer that we have here is 
not just found on the south side of the urban growth boundary, that there’s a lot of existing 
vegetation, there’s flood plain, there’s drainage corridor.  All those features together serve to act 
as a very effective buffer, and it will for the long term.   
 
In the final piece that I had provided is a mapping exercise we went through.  This isn’t anything 
that we ever submitted for approval.  Don’t know if it’s what we’ll submit in the future for 
approval, but the intent of it was just to simply show us what the impact of the Natural Features 
Buffer is.  (I’ll be done in just one second.)  Both designs have an allowed density of 105 units.  
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That doesn’t change for either one of them.  Where you have the Natural Features Buffer in the 
buildable area that’s constrained, you are only able to accommodate 77 units.  So you lose 28 
units which were intended to go somewhere in this area, but because that Natural Features 
Buffer constrains the property so much, you can only get so many roads in there to provide 
frontage, to be able to layout the site in an efficient and effective manner.  I’ll close with that and 
if you have any questions I’ll do my best to answer them. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Thank you Mr. Wellner.  Questions?   
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Mr. Wellner, I’m confused.  You talk about the loss to K&R, the 
financial loss because of the Natural Features Buffer, yet I’m told that K&R is not the property 
owner.  So can you explain to me what the financial arrangement is for these properties?  Is it 
outright owned by K&R or is it an option, when do these options happen and what are the 
details? 
 
Mr. Wellner:  I can just simply say we have an option agreement with the property owners.  I’m 
not sure if that’s a planning related question, but it’s an option to purchase the property at some 
point in time in the future.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Questions, others?  Let me just get clarification on something because 
either I have misread some information in one of the previous letters or staff reports or 
whatever, but the two diagrams that you’re referring to that are sort of conceptual diagrams, and 
I appreciate that they’re just conceptual, show different number of units in the two 
configurations.  The configuration with the larger Natural Features Buffer, there’s a smaller 
number of units.  You’re saying that should the Natural Features Buffer remain as it is, you 
would not be able to build as many units as you could if the Natural Features Buffer were 
reduced.  Is that what you’re saying? 
 
Mr. Wellner:  Simply because you can not fit them on the property but the allowed density 
remains the same between the two designs.   
 
Chair San Soucie:  So density remains the same but available building area is reduced and so 
fewer units as a result of that.  
 
Mr. Wellner:  Correct. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Other questions for Mr. Wellner?  Thank you for all the written testimony as 
well.  Appreciate it.  Mr. Grossnickle.  Name and address for the record please. 
 
Jerry Grossnickle:  My name is Jerry Grossnickle. (Mr. Grossnickle provided written testimony, 
labeled Exhibit 1 in the meeting file.) I’m President of Forest Park Neighborhood Association.  
My address is 13510 NW Old Germantown Road.  That’s a Multnomah County address if you’ll 
notice.  The Forest Park Neighborhood Association has been long been interested in the 
planning of North Bethany project because it sits right next to our neighborhood and we quite a 
number of neighborhood properties that are adjacent to it.  Also we have had a very strong 
interest in preserving a buffer between the development and the agricultural uses adjacent in 
our part of Multnomah County.  And of course, reducing the conflict is very much helped by the 
existence of this Natural Features Buffer.  
 
The Natural Features Buffer also serves another interest that we have that’s very strong in our 
neighborhood and that is protecting the wildlife corridor that goes along Abbey Creek.  You’ve 
heard lots of testimony, I’m sure, about the conflicts between the agricultural uses but also I 
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don’t know if your planning has considered the effect of a Natural Features Buffer on the actual 
wildlife of this Abbey Creek drainage area.  But when we made an application to the Department 
of Land Conservation Development, and Metro and Multnomah County for rural designation as 
a rural reserve, we did quite a bit of research on the effect of these corridors.  This is a very 
important corridor.  It connects the Forest Park natural features with the lands at the base of 
Abbey Creek where it spreads out.  It’s quite an effective corridor for large animals and for 
natural habitat in general.   
 
We’d like to point out that the Natural Features Buffer was defined in Ordinance No. 739, and it 
was the result of a very extensive process.  It included developers, including K&R, and a lot of 
other people involved in this process including quite a number of neighborhood meetings and 
open houses and PC hearings.  We feel that it was a long and deliberative process and to 
discard it now without a full and robust public review would dishonor the many hours of 
community service and effort that were involved in making this decision.  Our interest in 
maintaining this Natural Features Buffer is strong and it’s felt very viscerally by our 
neighborhood.   
 
I have a little question I’d like to throw in at the end of my presentation, and that is how would 
you respond to this recent clear cut on the North Bethany slope adjacent to Abbey Creek?  I 
know that the draft ordinance 771 Section 390-18.4 Subsection C6 specifically prohibits clearing 
of any kind until final approval of a development application.  I’m wondering whether this was an 
attempt to create facts on the ground prior to approval of Ordinance No. 771 – just a question.  
This clear cut occurred right at the bend to the curve as you go down to the Abbey Creek 
drainage. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Thank you.  Questions for Mr. Grossnickle?  Commissioner Manseau. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Actually while Mr. Grossnickle is there I’d like to ask a question of 
staff.  The question is, is there protection currently within code for the vegetation within the 
steep slope area, or are areas that are going to be farmed exempt from that protection? 
 
Ms. Savin:  The areas that are going to be farmed, it’s been determined jointly by our 
department that if an area is going to be farmed, that that is not necessarily part of the 
protections of the Natural Features Buffer.  The Natural Features Buffer does have a prohibition 
about clearing of vegetation, but that prohibition is connected with prior to approval of a 
development. So it is assuming there is a development that’s going to be occurring there.  
 
Commissioner Manseau:  I guess as I read that code section, I’m not seeing that there is an 
exemption there for agricultural purposes, yet it appears that any sort of action should protect 
the areas within the 25 percent slope area.  But I guess that’s open to interpretation.  And is this 
something we should be looking at addressing in trying to make recommendations to the Board 
to strengthen the protections for the areas within the 25 percent slope areas.  
 
Ms. Savin:  That’s certainly something the PC would have the ability to make the 
recommendation about. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Thank you. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Other questions?  
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Commissioner Petrillo:  Just for Ms. Savin.  So what Commissioner Manseau raised is this is 
really a code enforcement issue.  This doesn’t really have any direct bearing on what we’re 
discussing today, right? 
 
Ms. Savin:  She was asking about a recent code enforcement action yes. 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  Okay, thank you.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Thank you, Mr. Grossnickle. 
 
Mr. Grossnickle:  My question is whether that’s creating facts on the ground. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Understood, thank you.  
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Follow up comment.  It is a code enforcement issue but the question 
is does code need to be clarified.  What’s happened has happened but do we need a change in 
code to prevent this from happening again in the future?  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Understood, we will address that a little bit later when we get into 
deliberations.  Next testimony will be from Mr. Rayhawk, and he will be followed by Mr. Wegner.  
 
Joe Rayhawk:  Good afternoon Commissioners.  I will address the two topics today.  The land 
near the edges of North Bethany is unstable. 
 
Chair San Soucie: Your name and address for the record please. 
 
Mr. Rayhawk:  My name is Joe Rayhawk.  I operate Abbey Creek Stables at 15248 NW 
Germantown Road, Portland, 97231.  (Mr. Rayhawk provided written testimony, labeled 
Exhibit 4 in the meeting file.) 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Thank you. 
 
Mr. Rayhawk:  I will address the two topics today.  The land near the edges of North Bethany is 
unstable, is known to be unstable, and the language defining the Natural Features Buffer does 
not actually protect the buffer.  Per the attached Metro map the northern and western edges of 
North Bethany are rated as earthquake risk.  This is due to the soil structure and the high 
probability of a quake on the nearby Oatfield fault.  All of the County is at risk of intense shaking 
from a quake on the Cascadia fault.  Staff introduced DOGAMI (Oregon Department of Geology 
and Mineral Industries) maps several years ago that show the steep slopes have been subject 
to landslides both deep and shallow.  These slides happen without earthquakes, the land is just 
unstable.  Building on steep slopes weakens the soil structure and increases the stress.  This 
has led to landslides that have caused severe damage, including houses collapsing, trees falling 
on houses, and houses sliding downhill into other houses.  All of these things have happened in 
the metro area.  These events cause individual families great economic and mental damage 
and even put lives at risk.  
 
Members of the PC, although unpaid volunteers, have serious responsibilities.  Given that the 
PC as a whole and as individuals are aware of these conditions, it is neither reasonable nor 
prudent to recommend allowing construction on these slopes.  I’ve attached a copy of Section 
390-19.4 of the CDC.  It’s about the Natural Features Buffer.  The Natural Features Buffer was 
defined with at least two goals in mind.  The first goal is to protect open habitat with a known 
large animal migration corridor.  Some of those words come from OAR 660 Division 23.   
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The second goal is to protect nearby agricultural activities.  I operate a nearby agricultural 
activity.  It is my opinion that the Natural Features Buffer is not wide enough to meet the two 
goals.  There is risk to my agricultural activities if development near the Natural Features Buffer 
or pre-development changes to the buffer weakens soil structure, increase erosion, or lead to 
untreated storm runoff.  Recently K&R cleared much of the land of the Natural Features Buffer 
west of the eastern tributary of Abbey Creek and some of the land within the buffer.  They are 
now within 10 feet of the County line.  They did this using large equipment that ripped trees 
down to the ground, damaging stability.  They have stated they did this as a favor to the 
landowner, so he can farm until sometime in the future.   
 
The County Compliance Officers ruled that this is not a violation of code.  They also did some 
clearing last year east of the tributary.  Again large equipment was involved ripping trees down 
to the ground.  The Code Compliance Officer has also ruled that this was not a code violation.  
Referring to the Code Section 390-19.4, Paragraph A is the section designed to affect the 
protection.  Clearly it does not protect the buffer now.  A review will show there are native plants 
and trees in the buffer, that if there are native plants and trees in the buffer at the time of 
development, the County can not force any further planting.  In particular, if the area is planted 
with native shrubs and native but short trees, the County can not enforce the introduction of 
large trees.  If such is the stated buffer at the time of development it will protect neither the 
wildlife corridor not my agricultural activities.   
 
To be clear, this section implicitly assumes a Natural Features Buffer is not at risk of harm until 
development occurs.  Sadly, this is a false assumption.  You’ve seen plans from K&R showing 
they want to build larger than average homes on the steep slopes.  They will want these homes 
to be view property, hence they will want to not have tall trees in the Natural Feature Buffer, 
elsewhere that will interfere with the views.  They have eliminated the tall trees west of the 
Abbey Creek tributaries.  One can expect they will not be planting large native trees in that 
buffer.  East of the tributary, they have a different problem.  There’s a set of tall Douglas Fir 
trees on my property immediately north of the County line.  In order to create view property, they 
need those trees to be gone.  Their clearing activity east of the tributary weakens the soil.  It will 
cause increased run off, potentially eroding and weakening the ground around the trees.  
Finally, the trees in the Natural Features Buffer and on the steep slopes act like a windbreaker 
protecting the Douglas Firs from the strong south winds we get in the rainy season when the 
ground is saturated and weak.  If the firs begin to fall, it will eliminate my riding trails on the 
woods immediately below the Natural Features Buffer.  
 
It will also make it very hard for the elk to use the upland habitat land on my property.  Along 
with the clearing in the adjacent Natural  Features Buffer, this is likely force them down into the 
wetlands.  Because the wetlands are under water during the rainy season, the elk may not be 
able to use them.  They will have to look for a new migration path well to the north.  In summary, 
the developers have already taken actions that reduce the probability the Natural Features 
Buffer accomplishing legal requirements.  If the rules are changed such they can build on the 
steep slopes, they have significant motivations to continue those actions.  Given the language of 
390-19.4, the County cannot stop them.  Not in my written material, but in response to 
Commissioner Manseau, there is a great risk of a takings issue if any effort is made to change 
the language of 390-19.4.  They have the right to farm there now, and you’re not giving them 
anything if you try to take that right away.  However, the large issue means that it is not safe to 
build on the unstable land that is expected to undergo severe shaking.  Please recommend no 
change be made allowing building on these slopes.  Thank you. 
 
Chair San Soucie: Thank you Mr. Rayhawk – questions?  Commissioner Manseau. 
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Commissioner Manseau:  Actually a question for staff again.  Is there a distinction between 
areas that are landslide prone and areas that are earthquake hazards, or are they one and the 
same? 
 
Ms. Savin:  The North Bethany subarea plan includes maps of landslide hazard areas.  It does 
not include any earthquake hazard area maps.  So I don’t know whether they are one and the 
same. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  It’s my understanding that there’s an earthquake fault line that runs, 
I think, contiguous with the bank of Abbey Creek.  So the County doesn’t map the earthquake 
faults or is this kind of getting out of your area of knowledge? 
 
Ms. Savin:  Well, it’s definitely getting out of my area of knowledge, but the one thing I do know 
is that the maps in North Bethany don’t include any maps of earthquake hazards or faults.  They 
are limited to landslide hazard maps that we obtain from DOGAMI (Department of Geological 
and Mineral Industries).  
 
Commissioner Manseau:  So the geotechnical reviews that a property would need to go 
through would evaluate both land stability for landslides but it also takes into account 
earthquake faults or again is this a question that somebody else would better be able to 
answer?  
 
Ms. Savin:  I can’t offer a definitive answer to your question Commissioner Manseau, but one 
thing I can say is in CDC Section 410, there is language that was added in 2010 that states 
when the requirements for submitting a geotechnical report kick in.  My recollection is that they 
are connected with when the property in question is designated as a landslide hazard area.  So 
the maps that we have in North Bethany subarea plan for landslide hazard areas would identify 
those are for North Bethany.  I don’t recall that there’s any reference to earthquake hazard 
maps in CDC Section 410, but I could be wrong about that. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Thank you 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Commissioner Bartholemy.  
 
Commissioner Bartholemy:  So if this area is in the hazard map and they want to develop this 
area, they would be required to have a licensed geotech sign off on that, is that correct?  
 
Ms. Savin:  That is correct.  Right now in CDC section 410, there are requirements that if 
someone is proposing to do development on lands within landslide hazard areas, that they need 
to provide additional information as determined by the building official.  One of those pieces of 
information is a geotechnical report.  The building official, I believe, has the discretion to require 
other pieces of information in addition to that. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Other questions at this time?  Thank you, Mr. Rayhawk.  Mr. Wegner and 
after Mr. Wegner we’ll be hearing from Mr. Bergsma.  Name and address for the record kindly. 
 
Brian Wegener:  I’m Brian Wegener, representing Tualatin Riverkeepers at 11675 SW 
Hazelbrook Road in Tualatin 97062.  (Mr. Wegner provided written testimony, labeled Exhibit 
2 in the meeting file.) Tualatin Riverkeepers is very concerned about relieving restrictions on 
steep slopes for stormwater purposes.  You can’t control stormwater running off of steep slopes, 
so that’s why you shouldn’t develop it.  These concerns about stormwater are also contained in 
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a lot of other regulations besides the County’s regulations, including the Tualatin Basin Plan that 
was adopted by Metro as part of the Regional Goal 5 process which protects lands containing 
25 percent slopes from development.  Metro’s ordinance that brought North Bethany into the 
urban growth boundary restricts development on lands of over 25 percent slopes.  The 
municipal storm sewer permits are requiring that stormwater runoff be reduced in volume 
duration and rates of discharge with the goal of meeting the natural hydrological flows in the 
local creeks.  Under the 4D rule for Upper Willamette’s Steelhead Endangered Species Act, the 
National Marine Fishery Service reviews municipal ordinances that would impact threatened 
steelhead trout here in the area of upper Willamette above Willamette Falls.  They consider 
steep slopes as not developable because of the stormwater runoff.  Anything that would 
increase stormwater runoff is also following under their scrutiny.  
 
Just on a practical sense, developing on slopes is going to increase stormwater runoff is our 
primary objection and that impacts habitat, it impacts the hydrological flows that support our fish 
and wildlife communities, it increases pollution in the streams.  As far as a political and legal 
strategy by removing these restrictions from Ordinance No. 771, you are inviting the scrutiny of 
various state, regional, and federal agencies of your ordinance.  I suggest that the County’s got 
better things to do than to defend provisions in an ordinance that are really impractical where 
development on steep slopes wouldn’t be allowed by all these other regulations.  We ask that 
you do not reduce the restrictions on development on steep slopes. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Thank you.  I want to start with a question for you.  There are two issues 
that have been brought up related to this.  One that relates to the steep slopes that are in the 
Natural Features Buffer area on the north part of North Bethany.  The other relates to what is in 
the filed Ordinance No. 771 relating to the steep slope areas that are outside of the Natural 
Features area.  With regard to those, how do you see the distinction between the fact that the 
staff proposition is to remove that restriction on those properties and the fact that development 
on steep slopes is permitted in other parts of the County?  I guess I’m wondering from your 
perspective in terms of stormwater management and basin management, how North Bethany’s 
different from the rest of the County.  
 
Mr. Wegner:  Well I would say under the law of gravity it isn’t different.  Stormwater follows 
gravity.  So these steep slopes are going to cause runoff if you develop on them.  How North 
Bethany is different is because of protections that were in Metro’s Ordinance No. 02987A which 
brought North Bethany into the Urban Growth Boundary has these restrictions.  Other areas 
don’t fall under that ordinance.  Also, the Tualatin Basin Plan which was adopted as part of 
Metro’s Goal 5 process had additional protections for lands that are newly urbanizing. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Thank you, other questions for Mr. Wegner.  Commissioner Manseau. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Actually the same question, follow up.  The change that staff is 
suggesting at this point to 771 is to allow development on the 25 percent slopes outside of the 
Natural Features Buffer.  K&R is proposing that development be allowed on all 25 percent 
slopes.  Do you see any distinction between the 25 percent slopes outside the Natural Features 
Buffer and the 25 percent slopes that are inside the Natural Features Buffer? 
 
Mr. Wegner:  I see no distinction in terms of stormwater runoff. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Okay great — answers the question. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Others?  Thank you very much.  Mr. Bergsma followed by Ms. Chesarek. 
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Hal Bergsma:  Good afternoon, Chair San Soucie and members of the PC.  I’m Hal Bergsma, 
Director of planning for the Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation District. Our office is at 
15707 SW Walker Road in Beaverton.  I’ll be brief.  Basically we’re going to step away from this 
steep slopes issue for a moment and get back to the issue we have raised and two letters that 
we’ve sent to your Commission.  That is the issue of requiring half-street improvements in 
association with development of linear parks in two locations in North Bethany along Road A 
and along primary street P2.   
 
As was indicated in our original letter dated, August 6, 2013 and restated in our most recent 
letter dated August 21, 2013, we think that is unfair and it doesn’t really relate to the impact of a 
linear park, which is essentially a trail in a green strip, and we think it’s potentially illegal.  In their 
August 14, 2013 staff report, staff did indicate that they thought the requirement to do a half-
street in association with the development of a linear park along Road A was unnecessary.  
Largely, I think, because I think there was another way of funding that half-street improvement 
and they wanted to delay consideration of removing that requirement for the linear park along 
road P2.  I guess the problem we have is that the staff report doesn’t really address our issues 
and doesn’t really address the issue of is it fair and is it legal.  We think if it’s not fair and it’s not 
legal, then you shouldn’t require it for either linear park, so we continue to ask that requirement 
be removed from the code and from the plan as it’s referenced in the findings for Policy 44 of 
the Comprehensive Framework Plan for the urban area.   
 
Stepping back into the steep slopes issue, we do have sort of a tangential concern with that 
issue, in that we have a couple of trail segments that are located at the top of slope along the 
edge of the natural buffer.  We are concerned about how that trail alignment might be affected 
by this change in standards.  Staff has indicated that there is a way to deal with that and the trail 
would take precedence.  And we appreciate that, but I think the broader question of what is “top 
of slope” which remains undefined still needs to be answered.  If I heard correctly from staff, 
they seem to be saying we’ll do it on a case-by-case basis, we’ll make it up as we go.  We think 
there needs to be more consideration given to how you define top of slope.  
 
Finally, listening to Mr. Wegner’s testimony a moment ago, I was, as a former urban planner, 
not a parks planner, I was struck by his statement that he thinks that the conditions of addition 
for adding this area into the UGB back into 2002 required that development not be allowed in 
areas over 25 percent slope. I think that’s important to determine.  If you’re in violation of that I 
think you have a real problem, and so I certainly suggest you take a close look at that matter.  
Any questions? 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  It seems odd to me that we’re putting in place rules that when you’re 
building essentially a transportation facility with an off-street trail in linear parks, you’re being 
required to also build a road.  Is there ever a situation in the County where the County is 
responsible for building a road and they would take responsibility for building the off-street trail 
because of the proximity to the road? 
 
Mr. Bergsma:  There have been limited situations where we’ve worked that out with them.  For 
example, the new overpass for Bethany Boulevard or the widening of the overpass for Bethany 
Boulevard over Highway 26 is also shown on our plans, as well as the County’s plans, as the 
alignment of what we call the Waterhouse Regional Trail.  We did ask the county in designing 
that overpass include room for the trail to go through there, as well as to at the point where it 
intersects with Bronson Road head west and intersect with the present alignment for the trail.  
So that was something we initiated with discussion with the County but they, in the end, were 
willing to do that with financial assistance from THPRD. 
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Commissioner Manseau:  But there was financial assistance from the park district and it’s not 
a separate off-street trail — it is actually a wider sidewalk. 
 
Mr. Bergsma:  In that case it’s a widening of the bridge itself, and it is separate from the 
sidewalk.  There is a separate part of that bridge that’s dedicated to the trail. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Okay, thank you. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  I’d like to ask you a quick question about the genesis of the linear parks in 
North Bethany.  Were those parks part of the parks master plan prior to the North Bethany 
process?  Was the need for those part of the ongoing development of the North Bethany plan in 
developing in collaboration? 
 
Mr. Bergsma:  Those parks and their location were defined through the North Bethany planning 
process.  I didn’t get into that process at the beginning.  I sort of stepped into it after it was partly 
done.  But definitely it was not something that was shown on the parks districts plans prior to 
that planning process.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay, thank you.  
 
Commissioner Bartholemy:  Generally the bordering property owners are responsible for 
improving the frontage.  If you own that property and are not responsible for that, who do you 
propose would be? 
 
Mr. Bergsma:  I’m not going to be able to answer that question.  It could be the owner of the 
property just beyond the limits of the linear park, but that’s just one option.  I know for Road A, 
for example, part of that road alignment is proposed for development as part of the project is I 
believe going through, or actually went through, a hearing before the County hearings officer 
last month.  I believe received tentative approval and in that case the developer of the overall 
project is proposing to build the complete street, and we’re only responsible for the park 
development itself in terms of giving the developer a system developing charge credits.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Other questions for Mr. Bergsma? 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Actually this is a question for staff.  Is the primary concern with if the 
park district is not responsible for the half-street improvements, that there would be gaps in the 
sidewalk?  Is that the primary concern? 
 
Ms. Savin:  I think that’s one of the concerns.  I think it’s more than just the sidewalk though. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Because if we’re talking about a linear park being put in, there is an 
alternative route for pedestrians and bicyclists to take off the street and potentially at that point 
the narrower road could function because the bicyclist also would be able to be removed from 
that road segment, or am I missing something? 
 
Ms. Savin:  I believe the other part of that though is that the half-street requirement does not 
only impact the sidewalks, it also impacts curb and other aspects of that street.  
 
Commissioner Manseau:  And that is an issue with aesthetics as well as stormwater 
management, and is there something beyond that? 
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Ms. Savin:  I’m going to look to Mr. Back whether there’s anything in addition to what you’ve 
just said, Commissioner Manseau. 
 
Andy Back:  Yes, I believe so.  The stormwater management would be the other issue. If the 
half-street was in place, another issue would be, I believe, in North Bethany have a 24-foot 
minimum cross section we would allow as a half-street so the road would be slightly wider to not 
only allow better vehicle movement, but also bicycle movement along the street. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  But the off-street trail would be a bike/ped facility through the linear 
park.  Am I correct there? 
 
Mr. Bergsma:  That’s correct.  As I recall from looking at the designs, if we have a trail along a 
street then you don’t need the sidewalk or the on street bike path.  The trail provides for those 
needs.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Further questions?  Thank you, Mr. Bergsma. 
 
Carol Chesarek:  Good afternoon Planning Commissioners and Chair San Soucie.  Thank you 
very much for the opportunity to testify today.  My name is Carol Chesarek. I live at 13300 NW 
Germantown Road, Portland, 97231.  I’m here today on behalf of myself.  I found it interesting 
yesterday at the Board of Commissioners hearing on Ordinance No. 771 that K&R Holdings was 
there in strength to request the engrossment changes that the Board engross changes to the 
Natural Features Buffer and reduce it down to 50 feet.  Matt Wellner was there, John O’Neil was 
there, and they had their lawyer with them.  In contrast to that at your first hearing, there was no 
one from K&R here and you had no letters to consider.  This creates an impression that if 
citizens had not brought their requests to your attention that K&R would not have sent you their 
letter of August 11, 2013, and would have attempted to skip over your process entirely.  
 
It seems difficult for Mr. Wellner, as a Planning Commissioner, to claim that he doesn’t 
understand your process and your timelines, and he can’t claim that he didn’t know the PC 
hadn’t received copies of K&R letters to the Board.  So it seems clear this was an effort to avoid 
PC consideration of their request, and to minimize public input and scrutiny by going straight to 
the Board. This was disrespectful to the PC and to the lengthy community process that led to 
the Natural Features Buffer.  
 
I would remind you that the community did not get everything they wanted out of the ag/urban 
buffer discussion.  My neighborhood in particular argued for much larger buffers around the 
other edges, and if that request had been granted, K&R would have lost many more than 5 
developable acres.  So they’ve already won quite a lot in the existing compromise.  Community 
members including CPO representatives, North Bethany residents, and North Bethany property 
owners have invested hundreds of hours in attending work group meetings and hearings over 
the last seven years.  K&R has admitted yesterday at the Board hearing that it would be at least 
five years before they would even break ground on this property.  There’s plenty of time for a full 
community process.   
 
There are many reasons to avoid development on steep slopes, as Mr. Wegner has partially 
explained to you, even if you do get a geotechnical to sign off on it.  I find it amusing that K&R is 
arguing that there is no difference between the Abbey Creek Stables equestrian operation and a 
wheat field.  The Natural Features Buffer is different because the conditions are different.  The 
adjacent agricultural uses are different.  If you’re riding on a horse at a fast pace through trees 
and somebody starts up a leaf blower, you could be killed, your horse could be injured.  That’s a 
lot different than the reaction of a wheat field with a leaf blower starting up 50 feet away.  
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 If K&R had truly wanted more homes in North Bethany to save farmland, they should not have 
argued for the lowest possible densities elsewhere in North Bethany.  We could have had a lot 
more homes on that land if we’d upped the densities in the core of North Bethany.  Thirty-three 
extra homes on the northern edge don’t buy us a lot.  I believe that an open process that 
involves the community is important. I believe that this PC matters.  I hope that you will 
recommend to the Board that they not change the Natural Features Buffer without a full 
community work group process.  I would, however, welcome a PC recommendation to better 
protect the vegetation within the existing Natural Features Buffer. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Thank you, Ms. Chesarek.  Questions?  I have no other names on the list to 
provide testimony today.  Is there anyone else that has not had a chance to speak to us that 
would like to?  If you please, address the clerk and get a form to fill out.  You can fill it out later 
but we need your name and address for the record.  Please step forward.  
 
Casey Ogden:  Good afternoon, Chair San Soucie and Commissioners.  My name is Casey 
Ogden and I’m here today representing Oregon Walks.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Oh, I’m sorry, Mr. Ogden.  You were on the list. 
 
Casey Ogden:  I did sign up, yes.  Our address is 240 N. Broadway in Portland.  It’s where 
our offices are.  I’m here today to address you about within Ordinance No. 771, the North 
Bethany subarea design elements, which is Exhibit 1, page 7.  The ordinance states there 
should be no fewer than four north/south streets intersecting the park blocks that are between 
Waterhouse Powerline trail corridor and Kaiser Road.  And that if fewer than five north/south 
intersecting streets are provided that a minimum of two north/south pedestrian and bicycle 
accessways shall be provided between Powerline corridor and Kaiser road.  We have a couple 
of comments to submit regarding the potential development of these pedestrian and bicycle 
accessways.   
 
Our concerns are motivated by our work trying to improve pedestrian crossings and conditions 
for vulnerable populations, including those people with mobility impairments , the elderly, and 
the young.  We feel that some sections of this specifically the requirement that the right-of-ways 
have a ten foot minimum.  That’s a great starting point.  With the pedestrian accessway that 
could potentially exceed 300 feet in length, we feel that a 10-foot wide pedestrian right-of-way is 
perhaps insufficient to create the kind of pedestrian environment that is safe and convenient for 
everyone.  We think that the development of pedestrian accessways should ensure that new 
facilities are safe, comfortable, and provide adequate lighting after dark along the entire length 
of the facility and also, convenient access to the adjacent buildings and a sufficient width.  The 
ordinance states that all of these will be subject to CDC Section 408.9.  
 
In regards to the lighting requirements for that, 408.9 Section 8 states that where lighting is not 
present at any accessway entrances, that pedestrian-scale lighting should be provided at 
entrances to the accessways and may be required at intermediate points along the accessways 
determined by a registered engineer.  We would like to see that development of these 
accessways provide adequate lighting along the entire length of the facility as a safety concern.  
And also to improve public safety through an “eyes on the street” affect of these potential 
accessways, development plans should incorporate buildings with windows and doors facing 
the pedestrian accessways.  There are other examples of developments in Washington County 
and in Portland of developments with back doors and patios that are adjacent to what’s usually 
a short pedestrian street.  This improves safety, aesthetics, property values, and helps an 
accessway to provide access.   
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Additionally, to ensure a healthy public process and adequate civic involvement, it would be 
helpful for the County to illustrate one or two potential street layouts, to give an example of what 
the text in Ordinance No. 771 is attempting to describe in regards to the pedestrian accessways.  
It would also be helpful for developers who are sharing maps or plans of the County to involve 
the public as well.  Providing safe, attractive, well-lit convenient pedestrian connections in North 
Bethany will help create a distinctive neighborhood in the area, and we hope that these 
concerns are addressed both in the ordinance and in future development.  Thanks.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  One question from me for you.  I realized that we’ve only just seen some of 
this information today.  Have you had an opportunity to see the current staff proposal for 
modification to the language that would clarify some design characteristics to the accessways 
that would be perhaps a little bit more generous than what was originally written in code.  
 
Mr. Ogden:  I don’t know if I’ve actually seen that.  I have only seen the original code 
requirements.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  I understand.  We just saw it today ourselves. 
 
Mr. Ogden:  I would be interested in seeing that definitely. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Other questions for Mr. Ogden? 
 
Mr. Ogden: Thank you so much. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  I have a question for staff.  Is there a possibility of getting a copy of 
those responses to Mr. Ogden so he’ll have a chance to review them? 
 
Ms. Savin:  Yes, there is. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  He brought up the issue of lighting.  What’s currently within code for 
lighting of the accessways — both the north/south and east/west? 
 
Ms. Savin:  Basically the east/west and north/south accessways — the standards and then this 
plan both point to Section 408-9, so they both point to the existing CDC sections for lighting. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  So that includes pedestrian scale? 
 
Ms. Savin:  Yes it does.  Section 408-9 talks about pedestrian scale lighting for the entrances to 
accessways when there is not street lighting present at the entrances. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  So if we’re talking about ones that are like 600 feet long, a light at 
the entrance is not going to do you a whole lot of good, is it? 
 
Ms. Savin:  The code standard goes on to state, and I think Mr. Ogden quoted it, that additional 
intermediate lighting may also be required. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Great, thank you. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Other questions?  Thank you for coming out today. 
 
Mr. Ogden:  Thank you. 
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Chair San Soucie:  We have two more names that have come forward — Dale Feik, to be 
followed by Linda Peters. 
 
Dale Feik:  I’m Dale Feik, I live at 3363 Lavina Drive, Forest Grove.  I’ve testified at a PC 
meeting in Forest Grove because there was an annexation issue and I was against annexing 
Zone Number 10 because I live within a certain distance of that.  So I testified before the PC 
before the City Council made a decision because the PC made recommendations to the 
Council.  In that, I questioned the slope issue because the proposed zoning or the criteria was 
20 percent or less slope and so the developer then would want to develop more property 
because they can make more money, if they put more houses to make it denser.  And so after 
testifying and talking about the slope requirement and the stormwater runoff and also the 
stability for building, the PC then made the decision to recommend to the Council to make it an 
R10, not an R7 which is 7,000 versus 10,000 square foot lots in that area. I say that as just 
background but I would make a recommendation that you approve Ordinance No. 771 in its 
current form which retains the slope restrictions in the Natural Features Buffer. Two, I 
recommend that the Board through your recommendation first to them approve Ordinance No. 
771 without any engrossment or alteration of the 25 percent slope restrictions within the Natural 
Features Buffer because as an integral component of the urban agriculture buffer that was 
established as a result of the UGB expansion.  I believe that you as Planning Commissioners 
and the Board should not make material changes to the Natural Features Buffer and the 
codified UGB decision should be subject to a more extensive and broader public review process 
and should not be shoe horned into a housekeeping ordinance at the eleventh hour of the 
ordinance season.  
 
Chair San Soucie: Thank you Mr. Feik — questions? I appreciate you coming forward. Thank 
you.  Ms. Peters? 
 
Linda Peters: Good afternoon Commissioners.  Linda Peters, and you have my address on file.  
As usual I wasn’t sure I was going to say anything this afternoon but this is the most interesting 
ordinance process I can remember in years and years.  When I first came to it, I thought it was a 
pretty simple situation where a public process had resulted in an ordinance that was adopted.  
Not everybody got what they want, but the product was for the most part a pretty good one and 
there was one party to that long process that wanted to come back and get another bite at the 
apple and see if they couldn’t cut a better deal for themselves by asking for more.  I thought it 
was a big favor that the Board had granted that applicant to do it on the Board’s initiative which 
meant that they didn’t have to pay the fee for this coming to you as a Type IV.  As it’s developed 
it’s become so intricate and it’s clear there are so many unanswered questions between 
agencies about the applicability of the original Metro agreement and I’ll know when you finish 
debating whether there’s more clarify than I know about with response to all of the questions 
that have been raised.  
 
When I spoke to you the last time I said I thought I was okay with you going ahead with the staff 
recommendation, that it was the safest thing to do.  I’ve heard enough myself to have changed 
that opinion and I want you to know that I think you’re far better off with what Mr. Feik was 
suggesting, which is no change to steep slopes even with what the staff recommended.  There’s 
too much that needs to be thought through, studied more carefully, and involving more 
stakeholders before you go ahead and recommend even the rather modest change that the staff 
was proposing be instrument at this time.  So my advice now is you especially since they’ve not 
in that much of a hurry — 5 years they said yesterday before they developed perhaps, let’s take 
the time to do this right. North Bethany is supposed to be a community of distinction and that 
means not just a lot of big fancy homes that people can make some money off of because they 
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invested at the right time and the right place.  That means also a place that people can really 
enjoy living once they have bought into it and once the structures are in place it’ll have some 
environmental value and some aesthetic value as well as the monetary value that the investors 
might enjoy right off the bat.  I hope you will take that into account and I hope you will 
recommend no change at this time in the steep slope stuff.  
 
Chair San Soucie: Thank you — Just a quick comment to clarify for anybody who is confused 
by the situation.  The current recommendation in Ordinance No. 771 is to allow development on 
the steep slopes outside the Natural Features area so what you’re recommending and what Mr. 
Feik is recommending was that we recommend to the Board engrossment of the ordinance to 
remove that element of Ordinance No. 771.  That would permit development on those slopes.  
Is that correct? 
 
Ms. Peters: My understanding is that the removal of the steep slopes would be an amendment 
to 771 as filed and that you can either approve that amendment or recommend approval to the 
Board or you can recommend not including that amendment in the engrossment of 771.  You 
can other recommendations along with that, that might involve a fuller public process if the 
ordinance were to be carried over to the next ordinance year. 
 
Chair San Soucie: Thank you — questions?  Thank you Ms. Peters — appreciate it. 
 
Ms. Peters: Thanks 
 
Chair San Soucie: Now with apologies to anyone I accidentally stepped over before, I have 
gone through all the names on the list and all the sheets of paper that have been brought 
forward.  Is there anyone else that wants to address the Planning Commission today on 
Ordinance No. 771?  We have another.  After you’re done, I’ll ask you to speak with our clerk.  
Your name and address first please.  
 
Russ Dondero: Russ Dondero, 1506 Limpus Lane, Forest Grove.  With Linda, I’m involved 
with the WCCAN (Washington County Citizens Action Network).  I’m their chief policy analyst 
and I’m a former political science professor and I testified last month before you.  I’ve had the 
advantage of not only seeing all the materials but also of driving up to the site yesterday 
because I was concerned I was speaking about an area that I’ve driven through many times but 
never particularly paid attention to.  So I decided I better go up there and I did and the map that 
you have before you reflects what I saw on the west side of the development since there is no 
road access to the east side as far as I can tell.  We went up the Kaiser area and stopped in that 
project area.  What I’m pleased about is the process has now included the PC as it should have.  
My concerns last time were the tendency to avoid the PC’s input before the Board makes a final 
decision.  I’m confident that will not happen, at least I certainly hope it will not happen 
depending upon your deliberations.  But when I look at the larger context of this issue aside 
from the steep slopes and I basically am in favor of the existing recommendation without the 
amendment offered to you by the Board.  So if I were in your shoes, I would be voting for the 
original engrossed ordinance minus the 25 percent amendment that came from K&R.  
 
What I’m concerned about is when I drove up from Bethany from Highway 26 to Bethany to 
Kaiser and then to Germantown, was the significant separation between the existing 
developments in Bethany and the North Bethany area.  There’s a lot of land between the 
existing Bethany area and this proposed area and granted it’s going to be five years before the 
developer forecasts that they might be building property and selling property on this land.  The 
unintended consequences of such a process is going to impose significant cost on the 
taxpayers of Washington County, not unlike the cost we’re now bearing in the expansion of 
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Bethany road.  So I wonder at some point in five or ten or fifteen years whether if the 
development takes the shape that it currently is planned to take down the road.  Whether the 
next question is going be how do we get people to and from this area efficiently from their place 
of work on Highway 26 up Bethany and I would predict that we’ll face the same question the 
Board and you faced in the expansion of Bethany itself and the road.  They’ll probably be 
several roads which will require such an expansion from two lane to three lane or three lane to 
four lane or whatever.  That’s a cost to the public down the road and the other related costs that 
occurred to me as I was listening today is police and fire protection.  If I were living in the 
proposed development, I would want to make sure particularly fire protection is within a 
reasonable amount of time and my reasonable would be two to four minutes.  Given the existing 
road structure, I would be very surprised if that kind of goal could be maintained down the road.   
 
So I think again there’s long term consequences to the planning process that may not factor into 
your decision today but I guarantee you will be faced with them and a future Board will be faced 
with them.  I think as we plan to accommodate the hundreds of thousands of people that are 
going to move into the Metro area over the next twenty years, we need to be aware of these 
indirect costs or these unintended consequences.  My final comment, as a housing advocate 
and I know the developer somewhat — he’s a good friend of mine and is a fine young man and 
a responsible developer and I’d like to wonder whether or not as a housing advocate particularly 
for people below the 50 percent median family household — are any of these homes that are 
proposed to be built would be marketable to people say 60 percent or below.  Again, if we’re 
going to address the serious housing problem of people in poverty or near poverty or the 
working poor, we’ve got to get developers to wake up to the reality that if we’re going to bring 
people into Washington County who are below the minimum wage, we’ve got to have housing 
for them.  So I’m concerned whether or not this property in fact does begin to mitigate that long 
term concern as well. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Thank you Professor Dondero — questions?  One thing I can say is the 
North Bethany planning process which is now in its tenth or eleventh year has addressed all of 
those questions.  Whether the solutions that have been developed are adequate to solve all the 
problems is still being discussed obviously. 
 
Mr. Dondero:  I’m not sure they’re being addressed. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  I know that I have seen documents relating to every point you have brought 
up.  However, time will tell, thank you.  Comments or questions — anyone else care to address 
the PC on Ordinance No. 771 today? 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  Procedurally I don’t know how it’s handled but I was wondering if — 
several statements were made regarding K&R’s intentions and I’m wondering if K&R wants an 
opportunity to respond to any of those and if that’s possible within our procedure. 
 
Jacquilyn Saito-Moore, County Counsel:  I don’t see anything that prohibits it as long as 
there’s an opportunity for other folks to also respond.  I think this is an open hearing. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  I’m just a little bit reluctant to start a large room filling debate. 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  I’ll defer to the chair’s decision on this but just wanted to raise it as a 
consideration.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Typically in a quasi-judicial procedure there would be rebuttal opportunities 
and discussion back and forth.  I’m a little bit concerned about opening up to conversation, 
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conversation, conversation, conversation back and forth.  Personally I feel that we have a 
substantial volume of both written and verbal material that’s been presented to us but let me ask 
other members of the Commission if there’s a sense we should go further.  
 
Commissioner Garcia:  If Commissioner Petrillo has a question, it’s okay by me if we bring a 
speaker back to the table to answer questions.  That’s fine with me.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Can we do that? 
 
Ms. Saito-Moore:  I believe you can and I believe you also have the authority to limit the 
amount of time for each speaker.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Commissioner Petrillo, why don’t you ask your question and then we’ll see 
if anyone cares to step forward to answer. 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  It’s not a question. I’m sorry, I was just trying to address a potential 
issues of fairness regarding statements made that K&R’s plans or intentions or even 
representations of what were considered facts of how their development timeline and K&R didn’t 
reference that in this hearing.  If they feel they have no need to comment I’m fine.  I just wanted 
to offer that in terms of fairness.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Mr. Wellner, I will offer that opportunity if you’d like.  I’m going to hold you to 
three minutes this time if that’s alright. 
 
Mr. Wellner:  I won’t take much of that but I do rarely turn down an opportunity to speak.  I 
appreciate that Mr. Petrillo.  Just to respond as far as what our intentions are for this property, 
it’s to be determined.  As far as timing goes… 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  Sorry I just wanted to interrupt real quick.  I think the intention of how 
your request was introduced into the decision making process.  There was some statement that 
you were bypassing the PC and I don’t know if that was your intention or if that’s just the way 
the process evolved. 
 
Mr. Wellner:  Absolutely not.  To be perfectly honest, it was me trying to figure out what my role 
on the PC was and how it may conflict with my ability to sit in this seat and I had to work through 
those issues.  So any accusations counter to that are absolutely false.  As far as our timeline on 
our property, it could be two years, it could be five years, it could be ten years but we’ve got a 
lot of work we have to do between now and then to figure out how to make this project work.  
We have a lot of big decisions to make and the loss of 28 units on a piece of property that we’ve 
already got a lot money and time and effort invested into is a big deal.  We have a fairly good 
idea of how we want to develop it but when exactly it’s going to happen is going to be 
dependent upon how long it takes for us to bring services to it (transportation, sewer, water, 
etc.).  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Other comments, questions?  Thank you, Mr. Wellner.  
 
Commissioner Garcia:  I have a question. Is K&R in favor of the 771 as is written which means 
the slopes greater than 25 percent outside of the buffer are developable or are they advocating 
taking part of the natural buffer?  
 
Mr. Wellner:  We would like the slopes within the Natural Features Buffer to be developable.  
What our proposal is, is to have a 50-foot Natural Features Buffer along the north edge and all 
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other slopes would be developable per existing County requirements.  It’s just the way they are 
applied to the rest of Washington County.  
 
Commissioner Garcia:  Thank you very much for clearing that up.  I was confused about that. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Did anyone else feel highly motivated to give us the last word?  With that 
we will close public testimony.  We’re going to take a five minute break and then enter PC 
deliberations on 771. 
 
5 MINUTE BREAK  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Thank you to everyone who has come forward today to provide us with 
testimony and to those who provided written testimony in advance of our prior hearing and this 
one. It’s been a very interesting process.  First of all, let me begin with just a clarification about 
what we’re being asked to do and then I’m going to list a few additional items that have come up 
during this and then we’ll get into discussions with staff and amongst ourselves and decide what 
kind of a recommendation we want to make.  But as I understand it from Ms. Savin’s 
presentation at the beginning, it has been recommended by staff that we suggest to the Board 
that they engross Ordinance No. 771 with the set of changes that were in Attachment A to the 
August 14, 2013 staff report and with a set of changes that were handed to us today in a memo 
titled staff response ASC5 accessway issues.  Is that correct?  
 
Ms. Savin:  That’s correct.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  In addition to that we have had a large amount of testimony relating to 
whether or not to leave the language in Ordinance No. 771 that would permit development on 
the 25 percent slopes outside of the Natural Features Buffer.  We have had testimony asking us 
to recommend to the Board that development be permitted on the 25 percent slopes in the 
Natural Features Buffer and also to even consider supporting the K&R request for a 50 foot 
Natural Features Buffer as opposed to what’s currently there.  We have had testimony sort of 
related to that from the park district expressing some concerns about coordination of trail 
locations and top of slope in the 25 percent slope areas.  We’ve had a lot of testimony both from 
members of the Commission as well as from people outside the Commission about the 
greenway versus accessway versus accessway standards matter, which is the one that is 
address in the staff response ASC5 accessways issues memo where staff has proposed some 
language that they believe addresses most of the issue that were raised regarding that.  We’ve 
had testimony from THPRD on two occasions regarding the concern about the half street 
requirements along the linear trail corridors.   
 
Those are the principal issues I’ve listed so far and then there were two items that came up that 
staff had said that we could if we so choose include in a recommendation to the Board for future 
consideration.  One being clarification of the definition of top of slope which was suggested and 
perhaps if we feel strongly about that one, recommend that for the 2014 work program and the 
other one was to discuss whether we want to make a recommendation regarding additional tree 
protection or natural area protection in the undeveloped areas of North Bethany.  Then there’s a 
question I wanted to ask Ms. Savin regarding something that somebody said in testimony today 
with respect to the Metro ordinance and whether it has any language which is regulatory with 
respect to steep slope development.  Ms. Savin, do you have any thoughts on that? 
 
Ms. Savin:  Yes I do. Back in 2011 when staff was working on developing the urban/rural 
buffers, we combed that 2002 Metro ordinance pretty thoroughly to see if there was any 
conditional language or anything else that stated that the steep slopes were off limits and we 
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didn’t find anything.  If we had, it would have been a more straightforward cut-and-dried matter 
to establish the urban/rural buffers than it actually was in 2011 if there had been that kind of 
language in the Metro ordinance. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  So the steep slope restriction that’s currently in North Bethany code is a 
County restriction, not a Metro restriction. 
 
Ms. Savin:  That’s correct. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Just wanted that clarification.  Let’s start by seeing if anyone here has 
questions for staff on any of the items that have come before us in this proceeding.  
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  Whatever action the PC recommends this afternoon, what is the date 
and time for the follow-up Board hearing? 
 
Ms. Savin:  The Board’s next hearing is September 17, 2013 and that is a morning hearing, so 
it’s a 10:00 a.m. hearing on the 17th. 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  And this ordinance will be part of that public hearing? 
 
Ms. Savin:  Yes it will. 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  Thank you. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Other questions for staff?  Commissioner Garcia. 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  The way 771 is written now, what’s the requirement for the half street 
improvement on the recreation district? 
 
Ms. Savin:  The filed ordinance states that Type I and II parks are subject to the public facilities 
requirements that include half streets so that’s what the filed ordinance states.  The proposed 
amendments to the ordinance that are in Attachment A of the August 14, 2013 staff report state 
that an exception is made for the linear park along Road A so it grants an exception for one 
specific linear park within North Bethany from the half street requirements.  
 
Commissioner Garcia:  Thank you. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Commissioner Manseau 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Thank you very much for the revised language on accessways and 
thank you very much for catching the issue with the east/west accessways as well as the 
north/south and the length of those east/west accessways may end up being.  But I do have 
additional questions.  What sort of fencing would be allowed along the edges of these 
accessways? 
 
Ms. Savin:  The accessways are subject to the design standards in section 408-9 and section 
408-9 states that fencing is allowed along accessways or within 10 feet of lot lines along 
accessways.  But the language in 408-9 also states that the height of such fences is limited to 5 
feet and that the fencing material is limited to either metal or wood and there’s a prohibition for 
solid fences.  
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Chair San Soucie:  What’s the maximum extent of any single segment of fencing or is that part 
of the standard? 
 
Ms. Savin:  There isn’t a statement about that, however 408-9 when it talks about accessway 
length, it talks about a limit on 300 foot lengths.  So I’m assuming the fencing length if you were 
to look at the fencing, would basically go hand in glove with the limit on the accessway length. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Although the filed ordinance even with the modifications you’ve proposed 
here would allow longer than 300 foot accessways.  
 
Ms. Savin:  That’s correct. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  So potentially, not that it’s likely given the configuration up there, but 
potentially you could have a fairly substantial run of fencing. 
 
Ms. Savin:  That is a possibility. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Is that something that we could recommend a change within the 
proposed wording to include fencing and length of fencing? 
 
Ms. Savin:  I think the PC has a lot of latitude in what they can recommend for the ordinance. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Great. So these accessways — who will own those and who will 
construct and then maintain them? 
 
Ms. Savin:  The north/south accessways, my understanding is that those will be owned, 
constructed and maintained by the developers. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Okay so we actually have a situation in Bethany where there was a 
community plan requirement for a pedestrian accessway that ended up that current planning 
approved it without any requirement for public access through that accessway and it’s just kind 
of disappeared.  So is this a trust situation where there’s adequate detail written into the 
Community Plan that will prevent that from happening? 
 
Ms. Savin:  Well the Community Plan refers back to section 408-9 and so the expectation is 
that the standards in the Community Development code that we’re referring back to will apply. 
 
Mr. Back:  The dilemma we have with accessways is that the urban road maintenance district 
does not govern maintenance of these accessways so there’s currently no County vehicle to 
maintain them.  That’s why they end up in tracts and that’s why they end up being maintained 
by Homeowners Associations.  That is a concern and it is a dilemma but we haven’t figured out 
a better approach. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  I know with roadside landscaping, there were provisions within 
North Bethany that adjacent Homeowners Associations would take responsibility for that 
maintenance.  Is there something similar for these accessways as long as they are, you may 
have multiple Homeowners Associations needing to take responsibility for them? 
 
Mr. Back:  Right, and that’s the language in 408-9 that would generally lead to these being 
placed in tracks or easement and concurrent with that, having an agreement in place that the 
Homeowners Association is responsible for maintenance and some do a good job at that and 
some don’t. 
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Commissioner Manseau:  So there’s actually language with 408.  Sounds like I need to read 
408. 
 
Mr. Back:  That’s at your discretion. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Another question. Shelly Oylear — has she reviewed the provisions 
within this staff response (ASC5)? 
 
Ms. Savin:  She has not. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Will there be an opportunity for her to review that?  As the 
pedestrian/bike person on staff, I think it would be really important for her to have an opportunity 
to review this.  
 
Ms. Savin:  We can provide that to her. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Great, thank you.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  More questions for staff? 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  The sidewalk issue.  I’m not ready to give up on that.  I’m really 
concerned.  I have specifically looked at North Bethany but if you have a 5 acre parcel with a 
house that’s ready to fall down and somebody comes in and buys that 5 acre parcel and says 
this is where I’m going to build my dream home, they could go through the process, shadow plat 
it and not be responsible for half street or sidewalk improvements.  There’s nothing that we can 
do to prevent that from happening? 
 
Ms. Savin:  The sidewalk standards that apply in North Bethany are the same as the sidewalk 
standards that apply in the rest of the County.  My understanding is there are some issues with 
proportionality to require a single family residence to provide and construct a sidewalk and 
counsel may have some additional information about that, that they want to share. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  But if you have a single family home in a subdivision, that single 
family home has a responsibility to build a sidewalk in front of their property.  I can understand 
there’s a difference between building a sidewalk on a 100 foot wide lot versus one that has 500 
feet of sidewalk.  I would think there would be a situation where you could set up a trust and 
agency account or some sort of fund that they could pay into to pay their rough proportional 
share. 
 
Mr. Back:  Commissioner Manseau, the difference is in a subdivision it’s through the creation of 
the subdivision that conditions or created that require when the single family house is developed 
on the lot that was created through the subdivision that then they have to build the sidewalk.  So 
that’s different from an existing lot of record that a particular parcel hasn’t gone through that 
process.  
 
Commissioner Manseau:  One of the differences in North Bethany is that if a developer comes 
in and develops a parcel and there is a gap in the sidewalk between the school or the bus stop 
and I’m getting hazy here because it’s been a while since I’ve read that code section, the 
developer can be conditioned to construct off site sidewalk improvements.  So potentially you 
could have someone come in, build on their five acre parcel and then a developer come in next 
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door and be responsible for building the sidewalk in front of that five acre parcel because of the 
provisions in North Bethany. 
 
Mr. Back:  Right, the triggers in North Bethany in some cases to do off site improvements are 
greater than in the other portions of the County.  That said, those regulations were created with 
the proportionality and nexus relationships that we have to constitutionally abide by in mind.  So, 
the fundamental question of what action you take and what we can do to condition that action 
doesn’t change and that’s why we could put everything we wanted in the code and say you 
have a lot of record, you can go ahead and build a house and we’re going to require you to do 
certain things.  Our advice from our legal counsel is the risk of doing that is far greater than the 
benefit of getting the sidewalk out of it based on legal action that the particular land owner may 
take.  So that’s the basis of our recommendation. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Well I may be really thick but I can’t understand why when a house 
is being built, that you can’t prove any sort of rough proportionality or nexus for that house.  I 
guess I’ll just be thick about this one. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Commissioner Petrillo 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  It’s a comment, not a question.  I just don’t know when it’s appropriate 
to enter into that.  I want to make a comment about other questions that were asked. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Please go ahead. 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  It relates to your question about the connection with the steep slopes 
and the Metro decision.  Using the Supreme Court’s reference of the word “nexus” in several 
court decisions, I think that’s the issue – you know what’s the nexus between the steep slopes 
issue and the Metro decision.  I think it’s important to recognize that they’re not unrelated.  
There is a nexus and if you read through the County’s – you know the North Bethany land 
wasn’t just one parcel, it was several sub parcels that were considered and each parcel had it’s 
own considerations to be evaluated in terms of findings.  The area that involves the parcel that 
K&R’s concerned about was referenced in the Metro staff report and the ordinance.  Just to 
quote from it, it says, “a portion of area 87 should be included to provide a natural buffer from 
the surrounding agricultural lands by urbanizing north to Abbey Creek and to the east of the 
BPA transmission line”.  It says, “Metro council finds that the most efficient land to provide both 
a buffer from agricultural areas to the north to Abbey Creek and west to the power lines can be 
accomplished by bringing in this area”, which is the subject area.  It goes on and that was a staff 
report.  It goes on within the Exhibit C to the ordinance, which was a Metro ordinance, four 
different areas referring to buffering the farm operations from development, referring again to 
riparian corridors, Abbey Creek and bringing them in to create a well buffer and to clearly 
demarcated UGB boundary for the Bethany expansion.  So there was an intention to create an 
effective buffer and the requirement was that upon the County and the public process to 
develop what that buffer would be essentially.  So there was developed as I recall a Natural 
Features Buffer and one component of that was the slope restriction.  So I do believe they are 
connected in that I just want to make sure there is a nexus there. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Alright, thank you very much.  Other questions for staff?  Okay so I have a 
suggestion for how we can work through the questions that have been brought forward to us.  
We have a staff recommendation with two sets of proposed amendments to the ordinance.  Let 
me ask what the sense of the Commission is with respect to the language that is in the filed 
ordinance that would permit development on the 25 percent slopes outside the Natural Features 
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Buffer.  We’ll talk about the Natural Features Buffer next.  There’s language in the proposed 
ordinance, not even in the proposed amendments that would permit that.  
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Marc, I don’t believe that development on the 25 percent slopes 
outside the Natural Features Buffer was part of the originally filed ordinance.  I believe that was 
part of the engrossment.  
 
Chair San Soucie: Is that the case? 
 
Ms. Savin:  Commissioner Manseau is correct.  The filed ordinance doesn’t have the 
development restrictions on steep slopes was a proposed engrossment amendment. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  See how easy it is to get spun in different directions on all this business?  
Let me just ask the question then in a slightly different way.  One of the issues that have been 
brought forward, is whether or not to accept staff’s recommended amendment to permit 
development in the 25 percent slopes outside the Natural Features Buffer.  
 
Commissioner Garcia:  I would support that. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Other comments?  I see three head nods yes over here.  I’m a head nod 
yes.  It sounds like the leaning of the PC is to support that change.  Okay, the Natural Features 
Buffer – we’ve been asked to consider going a little further than what staff has asked us to do.  
Let’s see where people are on that.  Obviously Commissioner Petrillo has offered more than a 
little bit of comment. 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  Well I support retaining the slope restriction within the Natural 
Features Buffer to effectively create the buffer that was intended by the Metro ordinance.  I think 
if we remove it or recommend to remove it, I think we’re undermining the UGB decision 
potentially and maybe even risking credibility in future UGB decisions or requests. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Any others?  Commissioner Rickard. 
 
Commissioner Rickard:  If the Natural Features Buffer was 300 feet all the way around the 
subject area, I think I’d have a much greater problem with allowing development on the steep 
slopes within the Natural Features Buffer.  Because the buffer is so varied depending on which 
side of the subject area you’re in, I don’t know if there’s any specific reason other than the fact 
that we had decided this sort of buffer area for the northern border previously.  There’s no other 
sort of logical rational reason why one area should be treated differently than another.  So I’m 
actually a little bit on the fence, no pun intended as to whether development should be allowed 
on the steep slopes with a Natural Features buffer.  I could probably go either way at this point 
but based on the strength – I mean the arguments are what they are, it’s a very small 
contingency is looking out for their economic best interests and a much larger contingency 
wants things to remain the same.   
 
You know I don’t think anyone has the right to expect that their property is going to remain 
usable the way it is from now to eternity.  Time marches on, development occurs and to me it’s 
just finding what’s the appropriate balance here and whether the County should be the one 
fighting the fight for the larger contingency or whether there are other options available to 
people who care quite much about this Natural Features Buffer.  For example, acquiring the 
parcel or part of the parcel if they want to make sure it’s never developed.  There are lots of 
options out there and I question whether the County is the one that should be swinging the 
sword to do this.  But again, at this point I could go either way on that point. 
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Commissioner Garcia:  I’m in favor of retaining the Natural Features Buffer. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  I’ll offer my comments here.  I think that my thoughts on this are the same 
as they were when we first talked about this which was in the context of Ordinance No. 739 
which was not the first time we talked about development on slopes in North Bethany.  For 
those who haven’t been through this process from the very beginning, this is about the fourth 
time we’ve talked about this in four consecutive calendar years and we’ve gone back and forth.  
The original ordinance, I think it was Ordinance No. 730 allowed development on steep slopes 
and there was no buffer and then Ordinance No. 730 introduced the buffer and introduced the 
restriction on slopes.  We had some discussion and argument about that.  I know that I’m on 
record, you’ll find me in the staff reports and in testimony related to that because I missed one 
meeting as actually agreeing with the current position of K&R which is that a smaller Natural 
Features Buffer in my opinion would be adequate both to satisfy the Metro requirement and to 
satisfy the buffering requirements.  But in the Ordinance No. 730 process the Board of 
Commissioners made a choice to establish the Natural Features Buffer and it is the Board of 
Commissioners right to do so.  And the Board, when asked by K&R and asked by staff to 
consider rethinking the Natural Features Buffer, chose not to and they let staff bring forward this 
one engrossment related to areas outside the Natural Features Buffer.  
 
So my preference hasn’t changed.  I think that our goal with an urban growth boundary 
expansion area is to maximize the development potential within that area within reason and with 
respect to the environment, with respect to stormwater and all the other factors that we value. 
You know it’s inside the urban growth boundary and I think the considerations obviously are 
different than they are outside.  I still think that it would be very appropriate to have a narrower 
buffer and to allow the development on the steeper areas.  But I am also very well aware that 
the Board has chewed on this little bit of gristle more than once before and they will again and I 
don’t expect this to be my decision. 
 
Commissioner Bartholemy:  I would agree.  Looking at the maps, K&R’s 50 foot buffer is 
substantially wider than they have in other areas and I do think we have an obligation to – if we 
can get more capacity of the land inside the urban growth boundary, it would just make sense to 
do that.  Also, to tell somebody that we’re going to take away 30 percent of the capacity of their 
property for no reason, I mean if a soils engineer signs off that it’s safe to build on and I’m sure 
they’ll have to build stormwater facilities to engineer standards, yet that smells like a taking to 
me.  I would support K&R’s proposal. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Commissioner Manseau. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  I do not support impacting the steep slopes within the Natural 
Features Buffer and I feel it’s very inappropriate for this to be addressed through Ordinance No. 
771 which is a housekeeping ordinance.  You know even some of our Planning Commissioners 
weren’t aware whether it was part of the proposed engrossment or if it was part of the original 
ordinance.  I think it’s too big of an issue to be decided within this ordinance and I would like to 
recommend that one of our recommendations go forward that the Board not address this issue 
as part of 771.  
 
Commissioner Petrillo: I wanted to comment.  You know I don’t object to K&R’s requesting of 
what they’re asking.  The issue though is you know it’s a reasonable request of an interested 
party but a decision of this level of materiality in that where there is a nexus to the UGB, it 
should be deliberated separately and not – I would agree with Commissioner Manseau, not as 
part of a housekeeping ordinance particularly at the eleventh hour of the ordinance season.  I 
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would like to see a motion – I would even like to make a motion that any changes to the Natural 
Features Buffer including the steeps slopes within it, that we recommend that the Board defer 
any decision until the 2014 ordinance season to allow it to be really a sort of stand alone 
separate consideration for full public input.  That’s what I’ve heard from the public as well, is 
they want it to be a more involved or a more extensive public process and I hope you’ll honor 
that. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  I heard a motion there to include in our recommendation, a 
recommendation that, that issue of the Natural Features Buffer, which is not currently in the 
ordinance or the staff recommendation be considered by the Board no sooner than next year.  
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  I have a formal motion if you’re willing to entertain it at this time.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Only if it’s related to that narrow issue.  If it’s related to all of Ordinance No. 
771, we’re not there yet. 
 
Commissioner Petrillo: I would like to see part of the motion recommend to the Board that any 
modifications to the Natural Features Buffer be postponed until the 2014 ordinance season.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay, we have that motion.  Do we have a second for that? 
 
Commissioner Manseau: I second. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  We have a second – discussion on that.  This is going to be an 
independent recommendation, independent of our general recommendation on Ordinance No. 
771.  My only comment on that is sort of procedural.  We asked staff if that could be taken up as 
a separate ordinance in this year and once again we are bumping up against our October 31 
deadline.  Oh heavens can we eliminate this limitation on handling land use ordinances only up 
until October 31.  Wouldn’t it be sweet if we could actually do this work in the time that it takes to 
do this work?  Just a memo to the Board, once again it would be really nice to put that item 
before the voters and ask them if they would be willing to let them County do 12 month 
legislation as opposed to 8 months legislation.  But having said that, any other thoughts on the 
motion to make a recommendation to the Board to defer consideration of the Natural Features 
Buffer work until next year?  Okay, all those in favor of that motion please say aye. 
 
VOTE: 3-3  Garcia, Manseau, and Petrillo - Aye.  San Soucie, Rickard, and Bartholemy - Nay 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay so what I heard in the discussion about Natural Features Buffers is 
we have three people out of the six of us who are inclined to make any recommendation to 
change Natural Features Buffer characteristics.  I’m going to assume based on that, that we will 
not be including a recommendation for amendment to the ordinance related to buffer so I’m just 
going to strike that issue from the list.  Commissioner Rickard. 
 
Commissioner Rickard: Actually you can put me down for the group that would support the 
change by K&R.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  We have three who are opposed to making changes: Commissioner 
Petrillo, Commissioner Garcia and Commissioner Manseau.  So a motion to amend would fail.  
I’m going to strike that issue from our list for today although we have not made a 
recommendation to defer until next year.  So that one is at least, we’ll see, probably behind us.  
With respect to the accessways, staff has made a recommendation for some changes to the 
ordinance that would clarify and improve the standards for accessways that would be longer 
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than 300 feet.  Do we want to recommend acceptance of those or do we want to go further?  
There were two issues Commissioner Manseau raised, one relates to fencing and long runs of 
fencing and the other relates to maintenance and whether anything more needs to be done 
there.  Would it be satisfactory to you, let me ask for the PC to consider recommending to the 
Board that they investigate those questions or staff investigate those questions and make a 
suggestion to the Board with respect to them. 
 
Commissioner Manseau: Somebody passed me a copy of 408 and I feel satisfied that if 
Current Planning implements or follows code, the maintenance issue will be addressed.  I still 
feel that fencing needs to be further investigated by staff.  I’m happy within our recommendation 
just asking that staff address it before it’s presented to the Board.  
 
Chair San Soucie: Okay.  Any other thoughts on the accessway matter?  Is there anyone who 
is uncomfortable with what staff has recommended or with a suggestion that the long run of 
fencing question be explored a little bit?  Okay, so we’ll include that in the recommendation.  
THPRD brought forward the question about the requirement for building half streets along the 
linear park corridors.  Staff have proposed to strike that requirement for the Road A area but not 
for the Road P2 area and the district have asked us to consider recommending that that 
requirement be stricken for the Road P2 area as well.  What is the sense of the Commission on 
that?  Commissioner Manseau. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  I support the Parks District’s position.  I believe that they’re putting 
in a pathway and that should suffice. So for both Road A and P2, THPRD should not be 
required to build half streets. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay, others? 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  I’ll support the rec district’s position also. 
 
Commissioner Bartholemy:  I’ll support the rec district’s position as long as the bicycle and 
pedestrian (ped) portion of the road can get transferred over to that area so that we weren’t 
doubling up on the cost.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay, partial support.  Commissioner Rickard. 
 
Commissioner Rickard:  I would also support THPRD’s request.  I do, at least I think they have 
half street improvements for other types of parks throughout the County.  This is a specific type 
of park that is a park in name only and really the proportionality of the cost of the half street 
improvement versus the landed issue is a real question in my mind, but I leave that to county 
counsel to kind of think over.  For those reasons I would support THPRD’s request.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Commissioner Petrillo 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  I have no objection. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  And I also support the district’s request without conditions.  So I think our 
recommendation will be that the language requiring half street improvements along the two 
linear park corridors be modified to not require that.  Okay, sidewalk development. 
Commissioner Manseau raised some questions about requirements regarding sidewalks.  Is 
there anything in there you think needs to be fashioned into the form of a recommendation or for 
us to consider.  
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Commissioner Manseau:  I think as long as the County is hiding behind Nolan and Dolan, 
there really isn’t much we can do. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay, other than perhaps we could bring it to the attention to the County 
that we would love to see them consider perhaps the Urban Road Maintenance District’s 
capacities be expanded to address some of those kinds of issues. I agree that it’s a problem.  
So what we have right now is a recommendation to support the staff proposals for amendments 
to Ordinance No. 771 plus a request that they look closer at the long run of fencing issue on the 
accessways, plus an additional modification to relieve THPRD of the requirement to build half 
streets along the P2 linear park corridor.  Then we have some sort of related recommendations. 
One is to explore ways to improve on the sidewalk gap problem.  We had a discussion about 
the top of slope question and staff’s suggestion is that we could consider recommending that 
that be included in the 2014 work program to clarify what’s meant by top of slope.  What’s the 
sense on that?  I think it needs to be defined and then I’d love to see it get defined.  
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  I’d support that.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Others? 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  I support it being addressed at some future point in time.  Maybe we 
should be specific.  We’d like to see it as a Tier 1 in 2014, how’s that? 
 
Chair San Soucie:  I would support that. 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  I would support that too. 
 
Commissioner Rickard:  I’ll skip the tier request.  I’d just be happy to see it in the 2014 work 
program.  We’ll make that recommendation that top of slope be included in the 2014 work 
program.  
 
Chair San Soucie: There was a question also about whether we want to have staff and the 
Board consider looking at Natural Features protection for as yet undeveloped areas in North 
Bethany.  Thoughts on that? 
 
Commissioner Rickard:  My thought is we have code in place that deals with what can and 
can’t be done.  The way the particular parcels are being used today is no guarantee that that’s 
the way they’re going to be used in the future.  So I would prefer to leave things as is and not 
provide any additional natural protection features for fear of opposing additional restrictions on 
the valid use of people’s property up there.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay others?  Commissioner Garcia. 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  I agree with Commissioner Rickard. 
 
Commissioner Bartholemy:  I agree with that also. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Commissioner Manseau? 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  I respectfully disagree.  We have provisions that protect significant 
natural resources.  We have provisions that well and it’s kind of they get protected in significant 
natural resource areas.  This is a Natural Features Buffer – it’s a different animal from where 
code provides protection.  The purpose of the Natural Features Buffer is to provide screening 
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and buffering to agricultural areas.  If you go in and the purpose of this land is to be urbanized – 
if you go and remove vegetation under the guise of farming – you know the purpose of the land 
is not to be farmed, the purpose of the land is to be urbanized.  The Natural Features Buffer, the 
function of it is to have that vegetated corridor and I very much feel we need better protections 
for that Natural Features Buffer.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay. Commissioner Petrillo. 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  There is merit for concern.  I just am not sure that 771 can hold any 
more water without it being confusing.  The concern should be addressed and it has merit and I 
think it should be addressed but addressed separately.  Just as I believe the steep slope issue 
probably is the straw that breaks the camels back.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  I basically concur with Commissioner Petrillo.  I think this is an interesting 
and potentially important question.  I think though that the question that is being discussed with 
the Board subsequent to our process here about where that Natural Features Buffer actually is 
has to get resolved once again prior to talking about any further regulation.  Commissioner 
Manseau. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  So a previous motion failed to put off addressing the steep slope 
issue until 2014.  Is there a possibility of getting support for putting off the steep slope issue as 
well as the protection of the Natural Features Buffer in 2014 and take the two hand in hand? 
 
Chair San Soucie:  You can make a motion if you’d like. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  So moved. 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  Second it.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Can you make that very clear? 
 
Commissioner Manseau: I move that we recommend to the Board that the steep slope issue 
be addressed in 2014 and in conjunction with the steep slope issue, address vegetation 
protection within the Natural Features Buffer. 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  I’ll second. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Alright, motion and second.  Discussion on that? 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  Is this part of 771 or is this an extra motion that we’re making this 
evening. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  This would be to remove this issue from 771 to bring it to the point 
to highlight that these are important issues.  We don’t want to mess with 771 because we’ve got 
enough of a mess.  Let’s separate it out and deal with it next year.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  So it’s basically taking some of what’s been proposed by staff, which is the 
language relating to the 25 percent slopes and saying push this all out to next year.  Further 
discussion?  
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Commissioner Petrillo:  I was just gong to comment that I believe the benefit of postponing, 
weighs rushing to a decision today on it.  Developers indicated their time frame is quite long.  
Why not have more background before we make a land use decision like this. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay.  Other comments? 
 
Commissioner Bartholemy:  I could support revisiting it next year. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  We have a motion to recommend to the Board to defer all consideration of 
the 25 percent slopes inside and outside the natural features area and the possibility of 
protection. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  I need to amend that motion because my intent was the 25 percent 
slopes within the Natural Features Buffer. 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  That’s how I understood it.  That’s what I had seconded, I believe.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Well we had a motion with respect to the Natural Features Buffer earlier 
which failed 3-3.  
 
Commissioner Manseau:  But the difference is the protection of the vegetation within the 
Natural Features Buffer was the addition. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  So it’s a slightly fatter motion.  The motion is to make a recommendation to 
the Board that consideration of 25 percent slope development within the Natural Features area 
and consideration of vegetation protection within the Natural Features area be deferred until 
2014.  Is that correct?  Is that the motion you seconded? 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  That is the motion I seconded. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay, further discussion? 
 
Commissioner Garcia: Is this motion going to modify our position on 771 this evening?  The 
way I’m hearing everything, I don’t think it will. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  No.  None of what is being discussed in this motion is in language that’s in 
771 or in staff’s proposed amendments. 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  Okay, thank you. 
 
Commissioner Rickard:  Call for the question. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay, those in favor of that motion, please say aye.  I’m going to say nay 
because I’m fine with the Board having their discussion if they choose.  The motion does 
however pass and so our recommendation will be by a four-to-two vote that the Board defer 
discussion of the Natural Features Buffer and development within and look at vegetation 
protection. 
 
VOTE: 4-2  (Recording unintelligible – individual votes not discernable.) 
  
Chair San Soucie:  What we have is a potential recommendation to the Board to engross 
Ordinance No. 771 with the changes recommended by staff on the August 14, 2014 staff report 
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and the September 4, 2013 staff response to the ASC5 accessway issues.  With an additional 
request they take a look at the question of the long runs of fencing and an additional 
amendment to remove the requirement that THPRD do a half street improvement along the P2 
linear park corridor.  That the Board and staff at least explore the question of sidewalk 
development in the vicinity where gaps can emerge in the vicinity of single residence 
development and that the definition of top of slope be added to the 2014 work program.  
 
Commissioner Garcia:  Mr. Chairman, I’d like to put that in the form of a motion. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Alright then that would be the motion.  Do I have a second for that? 
 
Commissioner Manseau: Actually I’ve got a question before it gets seconded.  The request for 
Shelly Oylear to look at the wording for the pedestrian/bike accessways – is that something we 
want to formalize?  
 
Chair San Soucie:   Staff has already said that they would do that. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Okay, great.  I’ll second.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Motion and second to do all those things that we’ve been talking about and 
that I stated at least reasonably accurately I think.  Further discussion?  All those in favor, 
please say aye.  Is there anyone opposed?  Is there anyone abstaining? 
 
VOTE: 6-0, San Soucie, Bartholemy, Garcia, Manseau, Petrillo, and Rickard - Aye 
 
Chair San Soucie:  We have 6-0 vote on the recommendation which included some 
amendments and we also had a 4-2 vote on a recommendation to defer the Natural Features 
Buffer discussions.  Okay, are we there?  That concludes our work on Ordinance No. 771.  

 
 
PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO. 772 - An Ordinance Amending the Rural/Natural Resource 
Plan Element of the Comprehensive Plan and the Community Development Code to 
Develop a Residential Airpark Overlay District  
 
Chair San Soucie:  We are going to move on to proposed Ordinance No. 772.  We will begin 
with a report from staff. 
 
Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner:  Thank you Chair San Soucie.  Ordinance No. 772 proposes 
the development of a residential airpark overlay district.  The proposed district would apply to 
certain rural residential lands located on either side of Sunset airstrip, which is a private airstrip.  
The airstrip is located south of North Plains, across from Highway 26 and west of Glencoe 
Road.   
 
There have been previous Sunset airstrip planning efforts.  The County adopted Ordinance No. 
609 in 2003, which established land use and safety overlays for public and private use airports 
in Washington County, and included Sunset airstrip.  The private use airport overlay district was 
applied to Area Acres 1 and 2, which were rural subdivisions, and one other tax lot.  Thus, 
Sunset airstrip is a private use airport.  It’s not a public airport or a personal use airport.  
Furthermore, as noted in Policy 28 of the Rural Natural Resource Plan, private use airports that 
are privately owned are those private use airports recognized by Oregon Department of Aviation 
as having three or more based aircraft in 1994, and Sunset airstrip qualifies for that.  
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In 2009 Bob Jossy requested that the Board expand the private use airport overlay to include 
his property.  This is shown in the gray area on either side of the airstrip and is about 100 acres.  
However, the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) objected to the 
proposed expansion.  They were concerned with allowing additional airport-related uses that 
would be allowed in the private use airport in all the areas shown in gray as requested.  The 
Board held the same concerns and they rejected the proposed expansion and denied 
Ordinance No. 721.  Now the proposed amendments in 772 are requested by the property 
owners and also supported by an additional property owner, as well as the Air Acres HOA 
(Home Owners Association) and they’re the ones that maintain Sunset airstrip.   
 
There are two exhibits to the ordinance, Exhibit 1 and 2.  Exhibit 1 contains the proposed 
residential airpark overlay district language in the development code, a new section 389.  
Exhibit 2 would amend Policy 28 of the Rural Natural Resource Plan.  We’ll talk about these in a 
few moments.  The purpose of this map is to provide the context of the existing land use 
districts as well as the proposed overlay district to show the context of the two.  Currently, 
airports may be allowed in the R-5 and the AF-5 districts through Type III procedure, subject to 
the special use standards of 430-7 of the code.  Personal use only airports may be allowed in 
the EFU and the AF20 district also through a Type III procedure, and also subject to the special 
use standards of 430-7.  It’s important to know that in the resource districts EFU and AF20, the 
airports that are allowed are personal use only.  They are not intended to be airports where you 
would have multiple properties or multiple aircraft from different owners accessing it.  It’s truly a 
personal use airport.  Key provisions in Exhibit 1, again it would add a new section 389 to the 
code titled residential airpark overlay district, and this would allow limited airport-related 
accessory uses, such as hangars, tie down areas, aviation fuel storage, and aircraft taxiways. 
This would apply to lots within the district itself and nowhere else.  Some other unique features 
are that it requires an existing dwelling as an accessory use like a hangar you couldn’t build that 
first and then build your dwelling.  It is truly an accessory use.  
 
To address some of DLCD’s concerns, this does not authorize any dwelling units.  Whatever the 
underlying land use district would allow or not allow or the procedures, would dictate if you had 
a dwelling unit.  Moving on to the key Rural Natural Resource Plan Policy 28 revisions, again, it 
would allow the overlay district.  The policies would be put in place through this ordinance to 
enable or to authorize the new district.  It will also update the Sunset airstrip map to show the 
new boundary.  Currently the boundary is just for the private use airport only, which is its own 
district, and this would be a second one.  A comparison of land uses – Section 385, which is the 
existing private use airport overlay, which again is applied to Air Acres 1 and 2 plus an 
additional tax lot.  It allows hangars and tie down areas similar to what 389 would allow, but also 
it allows flight instruction facilities, pilot lounges, and other broader array or airport-related uses.   
 
This is why back in 2009 the LCD had concerns with expanding the district to include roughly 
100 acres.  Again, whereas in proposed Section 389, the proposed changes are very strictly 
limited accessory uses to the hangars and tie downs and only when construction on a lot with 
an existing dwelling.  It is an important fact to really show the distinction between the two – 
what’s accessory and the limitations in place.  I think it’s important to note that this district is not 
an expansion of the private use overlay district.  It is its own distinct district, so there may be 
some confusion of testimony or questions of whether we are expanding the private use district.  
We are not, it is its own district.  Written testimony – the DLCD had provided comments, I 
believe was in your packet.  They requested the district be limited to the R5 and the AF5 
districts, which are exception lands, and not include the resource lands which are three parcels 
to the north and one AF20 parcel to the south.   
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We have letters from Larry Derr, who is representing Bob and April Jossy, who asked that the 
recommendation be to retain the boundary as filed.  In that light, note that the first sentence in 
Section 389-2 requests that the word “residential” be deleted.  The reason is that AF20 and EFU 
lands are not considered rural residential districts.  So if we include those in the boundary, then 
it would be good to make that change.  Then Bob Jossy had a letter, which I believe you 
received at work session, supporting their request of 772 as filed.  Staff recommends that 
Ordinance No. 772 be engrossed to remove the three EFU parcels, the one AF20 parcel as 
they’re rural resource lands, not rural residential districts.  
 
Initially staff felt it was appropriate to include these as was noted on page 5 of the staff report 
and page 6.  Upon further review and further discussion with County Counsel, and the legal 
ramifications, staff no longer feels it’s appropriate to include the resource districts.  Again in 
further review of DLCD’s concerns, the airport related nature would extend these into resource 
districts, whereas the whole nature of the residential airpark overlay district is for residential 
uses of that focus.  Also staff indicated that additional language may be developed to address 
this issue, if there is a way to retain the resource districts as originally filed then upon further 
consult with county counsel, staff determined that there are some barriers that would exist to 
this, the key one being ownership interest in the airstrip. ORS 250-213 2h requires ownership 
interest by Bob Jossy or an applicant in Sunset airstrip, where Sunset airstrip is owned by Roth 
Development.  So for those reasons barriers exist to not propose that they be retained at this 
time.  So as the proposed engrossment would look, the top three EFU parcels would be 
removed, the AF-20 parcel would be removed as recommended.  That includes the 
presentation. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Thank you, questions for Mr. Schaefer? Commissioner Manseau. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Rather than creating a new code section, why isn’t this handled 
through 430-1, Accessory Use and Structures, because is a taxiway really any different from a 
private road?  Is a hangar really any different from a garage or a barn?  And are tie downs really 
any different than a paved parking lot?  They aren’t really specific to an airport. 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  I think the main reason is that coming up with a residential park district was the 
best way to address their request to allow hangars in Sunset Orchard Estates, which is the 
subdivision that Jossy has approved for.  It’s a clear distinction and defining the parameters on 
how these uses can be, so I think it’s a cleaner approach to have this district, as opposed to 
amending different code sections or different special use standards.  This is very similar to what 
we did, or proposed, in 2009 with Ordinance No. 721, albeit that was an expansion of an 
existing district, whereas this is its own unique district.  And the way it’s written Section 389 is 
really tailored to Sunset airstrip but that doesn’t mean it could not be applied to other proposed 
or requested airpark areas. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  But anything that you’re doing within this ordinance doesn’t – I 
mean, what makes a hangar a hangar and not a garage, just because you have an airplane in 
it?  
 
Mr. Schaefer:  And I think the other part of it, is by coming up with the standards in Section 389, 
we’re better able to tailor or limit the type of uses and have the parameters such as you have 
the hangars accessory, you limit other types of airport related uses through this district as 
opposed to likely having to make other code section changes to Section 430-7 and maybe other 
changes to AF5.  You might have other districts or other code sections that you need to change 
as opposed to one wholesale new district where you encapsulate, Section 389 identifies the 
permitted uses in the district and the limitations so it’s a much cleaner approach to say here’s 
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our district and here’s our accessory uses.  It is easier to tailor the limitation to accessory and 
uses like that.  
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Okay.  Questions about written testimony – current County policy is 
not to accept e-mail testimony, or is e-mail testimony accepted when it’s an email attachment?  
Because the letter from DLCD was an e-mail attachment. 
 
Jacquilyn Saito-Moore:  I wasn’t aware of any distinction.  My understanding was that an e-
mail is testimony. 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  The letter from DLCD came by e-mail, but it was a PDF of that letter. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  So at this point the County does accept PDF as testimony? 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  I believe if that’s your testimony attached to which is different from sending an e-
mail paragraph that says here’s my comments.  The comments were attached to that e-mail and 
so they used the email to distribute the letter.  It’s a separate letter of comment.  
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Because I believe the way the notices go out, it is that e-mails are 
not acceptable forms of testimony. 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  But again, the letter from DLCD was a separate letter attached to that e-mail.  
So instead of putting it in an envelope to mail, they attached the PDF copy of their letter in that 
regard.  
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Can I read you from your notice?  “Submit oral or written testimony 
to the PC and/or the Board at one of the public hearings.  Written testimony may be mailed or 
faxed to the PC or the Board in advance of the public hearing.  We are unable to accept e-mail 
as public testimony”. 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  Right, I think another fine distinction between that is if you put a letter in the mail, 
it’s easily distinguished as a signed letter.  And also in some e-mails if it’s just a generic e-mail 
that you send and get in your inbox, there’s no signature, there’s no nothing whereas the letter 
that was sent as an attachment, there is a signed copy of that letter. 
 
Commissioner Manseau: Okay.  Just want to be clear about what the County policy is at this 
point.  Then within the staff report, there were comments from both Port of Portland and Oregon 
Department of Aviation.  Were those oral comments, because I saw no written communication? 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  It was a combination of oral comments and e-mail exchanges back and forth.  It 
was both. There’s no formal letter. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  So when does that become hearsay? 
 
Ms. Saito-Moore:  I would just technically add that hearsay is a rule of the trial courts and not 
necessarily of administrative hearings. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  But is that something that we as Planning Commissioners accept as 
proof?  Where are we as Planning Commissioners when we see this information?  As long as it 
comes from staff it’s gold? 
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Ms. Saito-Moore:  I think that’s where you have to rely on your staff.  I’d hope that you’d rely on 
staff not to send you anything that’s perhaps disreputable.  
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Thank you. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Other questions for staff?  We will open a public hearing.  We have four 
names on the list to speak to us today.  I’m going to recite all of them in order, and if anybody 
else wants to speak to us, please address our clerk and get on the list.  We’ll have Ellen 
Saunders, Bill McCandless, Bob Jossy, and Miki Barnes in that order.  Ms. Saunders, you’re 
first.  We’d like to get your name and address first please. 
 
Ellen Louise Saunders, 47950 NW Dingheiser Road, Manning, OR, 97125:  (Ms. Saunders 
provided written testimony, labeled Exhibit 5 in the meeting file,) I have been involved in 
aviation issues for some time, due to the expansion of the Apple Valley Airport.  This concerns 
me because we have discovered “creep” happens with aviation facilities.  I’m going to read to 
you the testimony and have copies for you.  My biggest concern here is not just what will 
happen with this now, but what will happen in the future.  Hillsboro has embraced an urban plan 
in which the layout, infrastructure, and economy is in part centered on its airports and airport city 
exists for the benefit of large corporations an extensive flight training.  This urban planning does 
not take into consideration the need to protect nearby high quality farmlands.   
 
Many of the rural residents of western Washington County do not want this very productive and 
economically important farmland to be included in this airport city planning vision.  If the 
proposed Ordinance No. 772 is adopted, the relentless procession of low flying, loud, lead-
polluting private aviation flight activities will increase over agricultural lands being used for 
organic farms, equine facilities, dairies, and orchards.  Hillsboro’s air traffic model would be 
extended over food production land, making it very difficult for rural communities to provide a 
sustainable agricultural environment.  Since the permits on this Sunset Orchards Estate’s air 
acres two lots for development be a Type I with no notification to surrounding land owners, what 
protection will be put in place to keep these lots from being used for commercial aviation 
activities such as fuel storage and visitor fly-ins?  How many planes, tie downs and/or hangars 
will be allowed on each lot?   
 
It has been the unfortunate experience of those living in western Washington County area near 
rural airports that when permits have been granted for aviation privileges for those airports, the 
privileges become substantially expanded.  Either the owner engages in activities beyond the 
permitted use, or the property changes hands and the new owner pays no attention to the 
existing permitted uses.  Any future conflict over permitted aviation uses versus actual occurring 
aviation activities at rural airports can be avoided by having clear published regulations that the 
County is willing to enforce.  Since the County is now only addressing violations when 
complaints are filed, it is difficult to see how any action will be taken to enforce the regulations 
on this proposed expansion, given the limited funds for enforcement.   
 
The CPO meetings are sparse in the summer months.  It seems that this hearing has been 
purposely planned at a time to avoid public comment.  It would be wise to have a second 
hearing held later this fall.  If a complete discussion of this expanded use is to be available for 
public comment.  If public comment is largely avoided by the timing of this meeting, there may 
be contentious and possible legal actions regarding this proposed increase in aviation activity.  
At the very least, Ordinance No. 772 should state clearly that no commercial activities would be 
allowed on airpark two properties, now or at any time in the future.  At best, Ordinance No. 772 
should be denied.  The CPO responsible regarding this issue would be the North Plains CPO, 
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and their meeting is coming up soon. I would like to see this put aside until such time as people 
in the area can actually be represented and have a chance to talk.   
 
In coming here today I did look at the documentation that was put out and to be quite honest, 
this is fairly new information that most people haven’t had a chance to fully comprehend, nor do 
we really know what the impact of this will be.  I think it would be wise to take more time 
evaluating exactly what is going to happen.  If this is just a private airstrip in which a few private 
planes are being added that’s one thing, but I’m very concerned that we’re going to end up with 
a lot of damaging commercial activities down the road.  
 
Chair San Soucie: Are there questions for Ms. Saunders?  No, but thank you for coming.  
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Unfortunately, in Washington County we have an ordinance season 
that runs from March 1 through October 31, and it is within the County Charter.  There’s nothing 
we can do about it unless you come to your County Commissioners and request that County 
Charter be opened and that we throw out this ludicrous ordinance season that forces us to be 
dealing with ordinances during a time when people are away from the home. 
 
Ms. Saunders:  Even a slight delay would help, so that the CPO that is going to meet in North 
Plains later on in the next couple of weeks can have a chance to review this. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  I suspect that the CPO will have an opportunity to meet before the Board 
takes up any consideration of this ordinance. 
 
Ms. Saunders:  We hope there will be considerable conversation about the impacts of this in 
our community.  Thank you for your time. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Thank you also.  Mr. McCandless. 
 
Bill McCandless, 32905 NW Beach Road, Hillsboro, 97124. I’m the President of Roth 
Development, the corporation that owns the runway out at Sunset.  I understand the worry 
about commercial activity.  The Apple Valley predated my moving here two years ago, but I 
have heard about it.  The current properties; Air Acres and Air Acres Two are governed by 
CC&R’s which state there is no commercial activity allowed and the prohibition extends to flight 
instruction, so commercial activity is not allowed either.  
 
When Roth Development was purchased by ten of the residents this last April, we revised the 
CC&R’s to run in perpetuity instead of being renewed every ten years, which was the previous 
condition.  When easements to access our runway are granted to the new Jossy properties, we 
are going to extend at least that CC&R provision against commercial activity.  Currently, 
CC&R’s have one hangar per lot and a maximum of one external airplane storage, so we don’t 
anticipate a great number of aircraft.  With regards to disturbing adjacent agricultural properties, 
there are two parts to the airport overlay.  One is the residence that can access the runway and 
the other is the airport safety overlay that says what can be within the approaches to the runway 
environment.  There’s a figure in here that I don’t have handy, but it’s a twenty-to-one slope so 
at three-and-a -half degrees we are at an increasing altitude further and further from the airport 
and none of us want to disturb or land on the adjacent agricultural properties.  It would take 
something like an engine out emergency to put us in a field, so we respect our neighbors and try 
to stay out of the way.  Roth Development does support the extension of the Jossy properties.  I 
can not legally or competently address the question of EFU and AF20 properties, I simply don’t 
know the regs (regulations) in that regard.  Thank you. 
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Chair San Soucie:  Thank you, questions?  I do have one, you mentioned that you – I’m not 
sure what the property ownerships are but that you would be inclined to apply the restrictive 
CC&R’s to the expanded area covered by this district.  Would you have any objection to having 
the land use regulations specify those restrictions as a more secure back up? 
 
Mr. McCandless:  No objection. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay.  Thank you.  Other questions? 
  
Commissioner Garcia:  When you mentioned an external airplane storage under the HOA 
regulations, can you have one airplane in a hangar and one airplane outside the hangar with 
two airplanes? 
 
Mr. McCandless:  I believe that is correct.  I’d have to go look at the CC&R to be certain.  
 
Commissioner Garcia:  Okay.  Thank you.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Any others?  Thank you very much.  Mr. Jossy. 
  
Bob Jossy, 31965 NW Beach Road.  I’m Bob Jossy.  My wife and I own the land that is 
adjacent to Sunset airstrip.  We are asking you to forward Ordinance No. 772 to the Board with 
the recommendation for adoption, but we are also asking you to include the EFU and AF20 in 
that recommendation.  There are already 18 homes associated with the airstrip.  We would 
bring in another 16 and then if we don’t bring in the EFU’s, you’ve got some neighbors that are 
regulated by this airport overlay and some neighbors that aren’t and part of the airport overlay is 
they will not remonstrate against normal airstrip procedures.  So you have some neighbors that 
can’t complain, can’t file lawsuits and you have some that can.  We talked about CC&R’s and if 
you can’t use the airstrip, there’s certainly no reason for them to want to be controlled by 
CC&R’s that are associated with airstrips.  So then you’re going to have neighbors – some of 
them might have some CC&R’s and others different CC&R’s.  Staff recommended that they not 
be included but in their comments, I can’t find where they say that’s against current land use 
rules.  Larry Derr has sent you a letter that says that it would comply with current land use rules.  
I think their comments about that it would have to meet certain criteria on EFU lands and will 
they meet certain criteria with the airplanes such as crop dusting and things like that.  I don’t 
think we’re going to crop dust the two-and-a-half acre EFU parcel next to North Plains.  But the 
only time you would have to do that I believe is if you were going to put a private use airstrip on 
your EFU land.  We’re not asking to expand airstrip, we’re not asking to put a private airstrip use 
on those EFU lands.  We’re asking if a home is built, can they then be part of this residential 
airpark overlay and be part of the community.  That has been our goal all along, to be the same 
as everybody that’s already there, and I hope that you will consider that.  Thank you. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Thank you.  Questions for Mr. Jossy? 
 
Commissioner Rickard:  Looks to me like the EFU parcels are completely surrounded by 
airport uses and the freeway? 
 
Mr. Jossy:  And adjacent essentially to North Plains.  We’ve talked to planners before about the 
EFU land and that is was probably a mistake when it was zoned.  They’ve said yes there 
probably is a mistake, but you’re bound by all the regulations like anybody else and you’d have 
to apply like anybody else and there really isn’t any remedy to change that EFU to anything 
other than EFU.  I see those EFU parcels being there forever.  I don’t think that North Plains will 
ever annex this land now that it’s been created at four acre parcels, so the best we can do is to 
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have those EFU parcels at least conform with their neighbors.  I don’t see how anything could 
ever happen to them.  They are stuck in EFU forever because Oregon land use law doesn’t 
seem to have any remedy for mistakes.  And the AF-20, that’s caused us too much trouble.  
Right now our garage is illegal because it’s too close to the property line, but we can’t move the 
property line because of the different zoning.  This was their recommendation for us: I own the 
house, my wife owns the land next to it, we wait seven years, I file for adverse possession and if 
the court declares that yes you can have that my adverse possession, then we can move the 
property line and so the garage isn’t illegal and we didn’t cut the septic tank in half.  These 
parcels are a problem.  The least we could do is make them conform with their neighbors. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Interesting problem.  Thank you.  Question for staff: Just one idea that pops 
in mind, are those parcels potentially eligible to be filed for an exception to change to AF5 or to 
RF5 or something like that? 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  I haven’t looked into that specifically, but I would have to imagine those parcels 
are very close to a reserve and so any plan amendment in reserves basically are not existent so 
I don’t think there would be much chance that that would be a plan amendment through the 
County.  Obviously, if that area were annexed into North Plains, there would be a different 
planning process to address that issue. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay, interesting.  Thank you.  Any other questions for Mr. Jossy?  Thank 
you.  Ms. Barnes.? 
 
Miki Barnes, PO Box 838, Banks, OR, 97106.  (Ms. Barnes provided written testimony, 
labeled Exhibit 6 in the meeting file.)  I’m here to oppose this sort of expansion, non-expansion 
approach to this airport.  I don’t see how adding 16 new owners to an airport can be considered 
anything but expansion.  We can quibble, we can change the language but the underlying 
meaning remains the same. I want to talk about my reasons for opposing the expansion.  The 
letter from Washington County manager Andy Back dated August 1, 2013 stated that the impact 
of the passage of this ordinance would just be on the property owners on either side of the 
airstrip.  I don’t know how people understand airports, but they have a wide spread impact by 
any stretch of the imagination.  I’ll use my own home as an example.  I live 12 miles from the 
Hillsboro airport, but I am pummeled endlessly with air traffic noise.  This is largely because 
much of western Washington County and a large swath of Yamhill County was designated 
without any public input as an intensive flight training area.  I had no voice in this; I didn’t buy my 
property to turn it over to the flight training industry, to the Port of Portland, to Apple Valley and 
to Sunset residential airpark.  That’s not why I live there, that’s not why I moved there.   
 
But there is this seizure that goes on in the airspace over people’s homes in Washington County 
that is quite extreme.  To me adding to that is a real problem and the noise.  There is a lot of 
literature on the negative health impacts of noise.  I have included a statement from the World 
Health Organization on this so I think that needs to be taken into consideration.  Also, I’m 
concerned about that Ordinance No. 772 contains no provisions for limiting aircraft noise.  In 
fact, if I understand 609 correctly, they can have as many aircraft operations as they want, as 
they can possibly fit on that property without any consideration to the community.  Washington 
County does nothing to protect us from this.  The State of Oregon offers no protection, nor does 
the Port of Portland.  The Port of Portland just says there’s nothing we can do.   Where do we 
turn if you continue to approve these kinds of airport expansions when the real problems are not 
being addressed?   
 
Another serious concern is greenhouse gases.  The State of Oregon, Metro, government 
agencies, encourage residents to carpool, use public transportation, bicycle, walk, whatever we 
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can do to reduce carbon emissions.  There is a serious disconnect in applying these same 
standards to the aviation sector.  Here we have the County, we have the State pushing airport 
expansion at a time when we know that the consequences of global warming are quite severe to 
the entire planet.  We’re seeing massive storms, we’ve hit the tipping point with global 
emissions.  So why are we talking about expanding one of the most polluting forms of 
transportation known on the planet.  Now in 2007 the legislature passed ORS 468A.205 which 
established legislative goals for addressing global warming by arresting emissions by 2010, 
reducing Oregon emissions by ten percent below 1990 levels by 2020 and at least 75 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2050.  Now according to the expanded transportation sector inventory of 
the July 18, 2013 Oregon’s greenhouse gas emissions through 2010 report – this was a joint 
effort by the Oregon Department of Transportation, DEQ, and energy and what they found and 
this is a quote, “Ground passenger and commercial service vehicles, freight, and air passenger 
travel increased 30 percent from 1990 to 2010.  Proportionately the biggest increase in 
emissions was from air passenger travel market which doubled during the period”.  
 
Unfortunately, ODOT opted not to include the substantial emissions generated by Oregon’s 
more than 450 general aviation airports.  If they had, the greenhouse gas emissions from the 
transportation sector would have been much higher than 30 percent increase over the past 20 
years.  I talked to DEQ this morning about this report, and I understand my times running short.  
I talked to them about this report.  They explained that the reason they didn’t include emissions 
by the flight training schools is because they don’t consider flight training to be transportation.  
Boy we have a problem, what is it then?  I’m going to submit to you that the transportation 
sector emissions are much higher when you include general aviation air traffic corporate jets, 
business jets.  I don’t understand what the County’s going to do to drop their emissions 
significantly – 40 percent by 2020 if they continue to push Intel expansions, if they continue to 
push airport expansions.  We’ve got to start somewhere. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Thank you Ms. Barnes.  I appreciate it. 
 
Ms. Barnes:  Lead is also an issue, I’m willing to answer any questions and I’ll give you written 
copies of this. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Great, thank you.  Questions for Ms. Barnes?  No questions now, but we 
appreciate your comments today.  Those are the four names I had on the list.  Are there others 
who wanted to address the PC on this?  Okay, please step forward and be sure to visit our clerk 
afterwards so we can get your name on the record.  
 
Linda Peters:  Linda Peters again, hello again.  I have two big concerns about this and one has 
two parts.  The biggest one is public notice and opportunity to have some input as to whether 
this ordinance goes forward, and if it does go forward, then the second part is that it lets all of 
this stuff go in as a Type I.  At the time that somebody decides to put for instance a big fuel 
storage tank on their property, there won’t be any notice to anybody and yet general aviation 
fuel is leaded.  The question of whether that drips out on the ground and gets into the watershed 
is a concern to the people who live in the area.  I do.  I am uphill a ways, I’m in Mountaindale, 
but that’s part of my CPO, that’s part of my home territory and I care about whether there’s more 
pollution going on there.  We have enough problems with the garbage composting nonsense 
that we’ve had to deal with across the road.  So I’m concerned about these accessory uses only 
being given such a pass as to be Type I over the counter permits.  That’s ridiculous when you’re 
talking about things that are polluting.   
 
The other part of course is I echo all of Ellen’s and Miki’s concerns about the air pollution affects 
of more air traffic and if there weren’t going to be more flights, why do they want this addition to 
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the area.  Why do they want this change?  I hope that as it goes forward, those concerns can be 
addressed.  I have one last thing to give you a piece of history on:  Why we have the ordinance 
season we have, and you can partly blame me.  In the 80’s when I was fighting a quarry that 
applied to be reopened by the County piggybacked on an application for a renewal of a permit 
that the State had on its side of the quarry that the County didn’t have one to be renewed, they 
were just piggybacking.  We stopped that but following that, they redid a quarry ordinance okay.  
There was that and there were a number of other ordinances that I got involved in as I revived 
CPO8 and we realized how much was going to be going on in our area over the years ahead.  A 
lot of this was done over the Christmas season.  Ordinances would be filed in October or 
sometime and all the hearing would be during the Thanksgiving holidays.  They’d happen during 
the Christmas holidays, they’d happen at times when the weather was very bad and it was very 
hard for people to get down out of the hills to come in and testify and be sure you could get back 
home safely again.  
 
I was one of the people that led the effort to get an ordinance season that was confined, so that 
people didn’t have to give up their safety or their holidays in order to take part.  It was a citizen-
initiated change, and I felt as though we achieved some kind of a triumph in getting it.  I know it 
makes your work harder now, it makes my summer’s worse than they used to be but there’s 
some trade-offs to be had, and I just want you to know that wasn’t some Machiavellian scheme 
that was imposed from on high or afar.  It was our own citizen action that brought it about to 
protect us.  Thank you. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Thank you very much.  Questions for Ms. Peters?  
 
Commissioner Garcia:  When you mentioned storing aviation fuel or gasoline or whatever, 
how is that different from farm property storing fuel for their implements? 
 
Ms. Peters:  I can’t give you a technical answer to that but I’m not entirely sure that farm 
equipment uses leaded gas.  I know aviation fuel is leaded and I think the lead content makes a 
difference.  I’m not sure what kinds of conditions are put on fuel storage in ag (agricultural) 
areas but I suspect that more rather than fewer protections are a good idea. 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  Okay, thank you.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Others?  
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Actually a question for staff.  Why is storage of fuel important for 
these home sites?  Essentially, you’ve got an airport right there or I would think that the airport 
would have gas available for sale. 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  I mean to address the safety aspect of it which is obviously a big concern.  Staff 
looked at that issue very seriously when we drafted the language and put language in there 
specifically addressing personal aircraft fuel that you would have for storage.  Section 389-3 B2 
specifically addresses this issue to make sure safety is addressed.  Applicants must address all 
the current building code requirements, fire code requirements and any and all federal, state 
requirements to make sure that fuel storage for their personal aircraft is safe.  The language in 
there is not intended to result in a 1,000 gallon tank commercial fuel.  And if I could address 
another question that was raised about commercial traffic and flight training and those kind of 
things, as was shown in the slide if you look at Section 385 which is the private use airport 
overlay district, that’s a district that allows a lot of airport related uses such as flight training and 
those commercial type of activities.  That was one of those things DLCD said they had concerns 
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with this.  And that’s why if you look at Section 389-3, the proposed language that it addresses 
those uses that are permitted, it really puts a very small box of what uses are allowed.  
 
You know residential airpark development may be authorized to allow for the addition of an 
additional aircraft hangar and a paved tie-down area on the same lot or parcel as an existing 
detached dwelling unit as a primary use.  If you look at sub B, accessory uses and structures on 
a lot or parcel with an existing dwelling unit, you may have an aircraft hangar, you may have a 
taxiway, you may have whatever size fuel storage is necessary for your personal aircraft.  The 
language specifically precludes commercial activities and flight training.  All the things that are a 
big concern and those were concerns addressed back in 2009 with the previous attempt and 
that’s why I wanted to make sure there’s a careful distinction between existing Section 385.  If 
you look at the map there, the existing private use airport overlay which again is Air Acres 1&2 
and then the strip which is the airstrip, those uses that are in Section 385 coud allow these 
uses.   
 
That’s why I think it’s important when you heard from the representative from Roth Development 
that you know they have CC&R’s that say you don’t do commercial flight training, you don’t do 
this, you don’t do that.  Whereas in 2009 the expansion if that were approved, if Ordinance721 
was approved and all that grey area was white with a private use airport overlay you could do all 
these uses.  That’s why staff carefully looked at what other ordinances are around there, what 
other examples of a residential airpark overlay.  Because that’s how DLCD said they opposed, 
however it’s worth looking at a residential airpark type district or somehow that you could allow 
very limited hangar use so you can have a home with a hangar not a home with a hangar for 10 
aircraft.  Although we didn’t purposely limit the number of aircraft but we did say you could have 
an individual hangar and a tie down.  That is why when you look at the new ordinance we didn’t 
say you can’t do commercial flight training, you can’t do this.  We specifically said what you can 
do.  We said you can do a hangar, you can do a tie down, you can do a taxiway, you can do 
these very limited airport related accessory uses again if you have a house.  If you don’t have a 
house, you’re not going to put a hangar on there, you’re not going to do those types of uses.  I 
think that addresses a lot of the concern that we’re expanding.  We’re not expanding.  Section 
385is its own nature, its own animal; whereas Ordinance 772 it’s a very small box of a hanger 
like Olinger.  I think Olinger is one lot with a hangar.  Some hangars are different sizes and 
maybe someone has aircraft they fly and maybe there’s one that their working on or what have 
you.  So it’s really a limited nature of scope here.  
 
Andy Back:  Commissioner Manseau, related to your fuel storage question, I would 
recommend that you specifically ask Mr. Jossy or the other representatives how they envision 
that working at the airport.  That’s an area they probably have a lot more expertise than staff on 
how that would work. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Thank you. I’ve got another question.  Home occupation because 
we’re just thinking about that one, we’ll be thinking about that as well.  Will home occupations 
we prohibited in this overlay zone? 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  I don’t have the AF-5 and RR-5 districts memorized as far as permitted uses but 
if a home occupation is allowed in the underlying land use district, it would be allowed in the 
proposed district.  
 
Commissioner Manseau:  So you could have a home occupation that serves the aircraft 
industry? 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  I think the question is does that become a commercial venture. 

389



September 4, 2013 
Page 47 

 

 

 
Commissioner Manseau:  Are commercial ventures prohibited by this and where do I read that 
in the ordinance? 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  By conversely saying what is allowed.  Again if you look at Section 389-3, uses 
permitted through a Type I procedure, you’re not doing commercial flight training, you’re not 
doing commercial things like that. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  But you have a residence in rural residential which allows you to 
have a home occupation. 
 
Mr. Back:  I think the basic answer is there’s no distinction between home occupation 
regulations here versus other similarly designated land use districts. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  So the overlay zone isn’t going to cancel out the ability to have a 
home occupation and it could be a home occupation that serves the aircraft industry. 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  If it complies with the home occupation standards. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Okay great, thank you. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay we have one more name, Mr. Jim Lubischer. 
 
Jim Lubischer, 22720 NW Quatama, Hillsboro, OR.  I’m interested in the airport issues 
because I live near HIO and I get a lot of traffic there, and have educated myself a little bit on 
that.  I did have a concern, so was there a request made to have this hearing extended or 
continued and is that possible?  That was one question. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  It is possible, but we have not had such a request. 
 
Mr. Lubischer:  I would so like to request that.  There’s a lot of information that needs to be 
gone over.  I think that’s what the previous commenter was talking about.  Also on this e-mail 
thing, I was under the impression you could not do e-mail so I’m really confused on that.  Maybe 
I can submit a PDF but I have to have it signed or something.  This is inappropriate I would say 
notification to the public as far as how you can present testimony.  On that basis alone I think 
we should extend this hearing too and that needs to be corrected.  Also as you know the 
proponents of this have had years to craft and decide their language and everything to prepare.  
The community has but weeks to try to look into land use issues and it’s just terrible and I’ve 
been through this a number of times for a number of issues and then try an extension I don’t 
think or even waiting until next year is inappropriate.   
 
Going on, this is just south of North Plains I believe to the residents and the citizens of North 
Plains.  This is not in the city limits, that’s why it’s here at Washington County.  Now the 
jurisdiction over this airport I think resides then with Washington County.  Who has the 
regulatory authority to limit activity at that airport?  The North Plains City Council is not in 
jurisdiction and they would have no regulatory authority when they see all the increase in traffic 
over their community and it looks like there’s homes at the end of the runway.  I think that needs 
to be considered and North Plains should be consulted on this, the City Council and the citizens 
of North Plains directly in some respects because there’s two issues.  I agree with the earlier 
comment that the staff report was incorrect, maybe technically they weren’t but who is affected.  
All residents of Washington County are going to be affected, perhaps more so the people that 
are closer to the airport but the hobby of aviation does not affect the land the airplanes take off 
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of, the hobby of aviation influences the impacts on a lot of other people and the noise from the 
airplanes low down, high up, sometimes even worse can seriously affect their livability. I think 
Washington County Commissioners, an effort should really be made to consider all residents of 
the Community.  I noticed in the ordinance that it talks about such changes to planning 
documents the Board recognizes are necessary from time to time and the changes we’re talking 
about are this.  But these changes are needed from time to time for the benefit of the residents 
of Washington County Oregon.  To me, this ordinance is for the benefit of a few residents that 
have a hobby of aviation.  I think we need to consider the adverse affects and noise is a big one 
and it affects everybody.  
 
As a pediatric physician, I’ve dealt with a lot of kids with Attention Deficit Disorder (ADD) and 
we’re finding out now that minute levels of lead in a child’s blood can contribute to ADD.  These 
piston-driven planes only run on lead, well mostly all run on lead, so putting that lead into the 
atmosphere over North Plains and into our County is a detriment to our County.  I would say the 
diagrams showing the altitudes at the ends of the runways are nice, but if there’s a pilot that 
wants to do low flights, the flight standing district office will support the pilot.  The pilot has rule 
over everything in regards to safety so it doesn’t matter what those altitudes show.  I would be 
concerned about that in your decision.  I would ask you to consider the livability of all residents 
in the County and especially our children where lead, we’ve fought the lead issue for almost a 
century.  We know what to do, it’s a matter of doing it and any source of lead should be 
eliminated and this is one of those, the lead in aviation fuels.  By expanding this airport, you are 
not in concert with the CDC who recommends and really in dealing with a lot of kids with ADHD 
the social and the financial impact on our society is tremendous.  And to these kids, if we can 
eliminate lead in the environment is so important.  Thank you very much. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Thank you.  Any questions for Mr. Lubischer?  Does anyone else want to 
address the PC today on the question of Ordinance No. 772? Okay, with that we’ll close public 
testimony on this and go to questions for staff. Let me ask one, I actually I have two that I want 
to ask at first.  What was the notice area for this ordinance?  What were the requirements for 
notice? 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  As standard, we mail notice to the CPO’s as well as interested parties, 
newspaper notice, the Individual Notice general notification list, (formerly LUOAC) that went out 
to the 250 people on that list on August 21, 2013.  CPO notice was on August 1, 2013.  On 
August 14, 2013 we sent out a public hearing notice similar to a plan amendment, a quasi-
judicial notice on August 14, 2013 to all property owners within 1,000 feet radius so that 
included parts of North Plains.  As far as comments received, like we said we sent notice to 
CPO, there’s no comments from the CPO regarding this matter.  There was a lot of notice that 
was done.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  1,000 feet, what’s the length of the runway?  
 
Respondent from the public said it’s 3,200 feet. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  3,200 feet so 1,000 feet covers a little bit of the southern portion of North 
Plains, that’s interesting.  Second one, and I should have asked this question in advance of 
tonight’s meeting, but how is it that this is legislative and not quasi-judicial? 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  The main reason is legislative is proposing a new code section.  A new Section 
389 is the main driver for that, as well as modifying plan policy itself.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  But are the properties to which it’s being applied in single ownership? 
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Mr. Schaefer:  There are multiple properties, but they are a single ownership. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  So, question for counsel.  Why is this not quasi-judicial? 
 
Ms. Saito-Moore:  We had this comment maybe the last meeting before when I believe 
Commissioner Manseau brought up the issue of whether this ordinance as well as I can’t 
remember the other one – I believe it was also 771, the North Bethany one.  Then I took another 
look at the case law and I think  there are many factors, but one that is in particular important is 
do we have a resolution, a concrete resolution at the end of this process here in terms of the 
PC.  It goes forward to the Board and there is a lot more input involved than say a quasi-judicial 
plan amendment in terms of the broadness for the amount of people who would be affected and 
can comment, so that’s one of the distinctions why this is not a quasi-judicial action. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay, interesting.  I’m not sure I’m convinced but we can talk about that 
further.  Other questions for staff or on this?  
 
Commissioner Garcia:  If we approve this, what kind of legal grounds are we on with these  
AF-20 and the other one? 
 
Mr. Schaefer: If it was adopted or approved as filed it would be up to the DLCD or anyone else 
to appeal that decision.  We would make findings at the Board level in support of the ordinance 
as filed.  Again those findings would address applicable criteria. 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  Okay, thank you.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Other questions for staff?  Okay, with that we enter into deliberations on 
this.  Who would like to start?  I’m happy to if nobody else wants to start things.  
 
Commissioner Bartholemy:  I’d be inclined to support this including the EFU areas because I 
don’t think it makes sense to have some little parcels intermixed in here that don’t have the 
restrictions on it.  I think that’s just asking for trouble.  I think it looks like a great project. There 
are 500,000 people that live in the County, very, very few have access to a runway from their 
home.  I know these projects have been very successful in other areas.  In fact, I think the 
zoning was modeled after the Independence Airport and that’s been very successful, so I would 
support this with the overlay extending over the EFU areas. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay, others? 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  I think I have lingering concerns about the ability to run businesses 
out of parcels within this overlay zone because of the ability to have a home occupation.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay.  I’ll offer my thoughts.  I think that I will not be inclined to recommend 
moving forward on this ordinance for a variety of reasons.  I think this ordinance at best is a 
quarter baked.  I have severe concerns about whether this truly is quasi-judicial or whether its 
legislative.  I think the application even if there’s legislative work to create a new overlay district, 
the application of that district to properties in a single ownership to me sounds quasi-judicial.  
Obviously I could be wrong about that and I’m not an attorney, so that’s something that counsel 
can help me feel better about later.   
 
I have some very grave concerns about the notice.  This is an airport, there are properties 
affected by the airplane activity which would be increasing under this proposal and given a 
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3,200 foot runway, a 1,000 foot notice area beyond the end of the property which is basically the 
end of the runway is insufficient because far more properties are going to be affected by the 
noise and activity of airplanes than that notice area covered.  I think some people probably 
didn’t hear about this that maybe should have.  I think that the language of the ordinance needs 
to be reconsidered in certain respects.  I think the prohibition against commercial activities has 
to be nailed down extremely tightly.  It’s not, it’s very loose and Commissioner Manseau’s point 
about just one hole in it.   
 
I think also that the language is not explicit enough about making clear, if it is the County’s 
intention that this is intended for hobby use of airplanes which means, one hangar, one tie 
down, one taxiway per lot with limitations on the number of vehicles that can be stored.  It’s 
conceivable that I could find a way to support this if some of those things got taken care of but 
there’s too much wrong with this as it is for me right now.  Others?  Commissioner Garcia, 
Commissioner Petrillo.  
 
Commissioner Garcia:  I think you made some good points. 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  And I concur.  I think my concern always is has there been sufficient 
public input in review and if additional time can be provided to address some of the concerns 
that the Chair’s raised as well as to allow additional time for review.  I would support that if it’s 
not detrimental to the process. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  So the question for the Commission is whether we want to make a 
recommendation to the Board to engross the ordinance with changes that would make it more 
acceptable or if we want to recommend adoption of the staff recommendation or if we want to 
do something different.   
 
Commissioner Manseau:  What if we recommended that the Board reject this ordinance for 
staff to do more work, because I feel very uncomfortable having it engrossed by the Board 
without additional input from us.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  You could put that in the form of a motion if that’s what you prefer to do. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Before I put it in the form of a motion, I’d kind of like to get a sense 
of whether it’s something that will fly with the rest of us. 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  I think I support Commissioner Manseau’s idea. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  As would I. 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  I think the Chair articulated though in more specific language the 
concerns.  What recommendations would you have in addition to what Commissioner Manseau 
has mentioned? 
 
Chair San Soucie:  From me?  My recommendation would be that the Board and staff go back 
to square one and take this up again next year and approach it differently.  
 
Commissioner Manseau:  So moved. 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  Second. 
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Chair San Soucie:  Okay we have a motion to recommend to the Board that work on 772 be 
dropped and that the Board take this matter up again next year.  Is that the motion? 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Correct. 
 
Mr. Back:  Chair San Soucie, just to clarify, are you recommending rejection of the ordinance to 
the Board or continuation to next year of this ordinance? 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Motion maker? 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Would continuance kick it back?  At this point if we continue our 
hearing until a date certain in March, does that send a message to the Board that we want 
additional work to be done?  
 
Mr. Back:  You certainly could do that.  They still have the discretion of making the decision so 
however you want to do that is your discretion.  I just wanted to clarify whether you’re 
recommending rejection of the ordinance or continuing of this ordinance and then further 
hearings in Spring of 2014. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  And my personal preference is not to continue the ordinance because I 
think some of my concerns include notice and whether or not we’re legislative or quasi-judicial.  
Those would not be addressed by a continuation.  
 
Commissioner Bartholemy:  I think I did hear that some of the property is owned by Mr. Jossy 
and some of the property is owned by his wife, so there would be multiple property owners 
there.  I also think that everybody was noticed within 1,000 feet of the edge of this so I’ve got to 
believe that most of the people out there knew about it including the existing community.  To 
make these folks wait another year to move forward, I’d rather find an approval clarifying that no 
commercial activity can be done if we have a problem with the commercial part.  I think we 
should hash that out.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Commissioner Garcia, did you have additional comments?. 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  Nothing definite at the moment. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay.  Commissioner Petrillo. 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  A question for staff is relative to– is there a motion on the table? 
 
Chair San Soucie:  I don’t know is it seconded?  The motion was seconded and then there was 
a request for clarification of the motion. 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  Was the City of North Plains input solicited or received? 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  We provided the city with a notice.  We provided other notice but no direct phone 
call to solicit other than just the notice we provide which is typical. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  So do you want to clarify the motion you would like to make or what motion 
you intended to make? 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  I have a question in the meantime while Commissioner Manseau is 
thinking.  The request was also to go with the EFU parcels and that was one of the purposes 
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that the group had and I don’t think we’re going to get to go forward with the EFU parcels.  Is 
that correct?  
 
Chair San Soucie:  We can make a recommendation to include the EFU parcels if that’s the will 
of the Commission.  
 
Commissioner Garcia:  Okay. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  But with respect to the EFU and the AF-20, isn’t it still an open 
question.  We’ve gotten two different viewpoints. 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  I’m thinking if I’m understanding it correctly, it’s the open legal 
question, right? 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  Yes. 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  Okay.  
 
Commissioner Bartholemy:  I don’t think we’re deciding whether or not they can put a house 
on EFU, we’re just putting the same restriction over the EFU land that all the surrounding 
parcels have. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay, further comments? 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  If the ordinance were written differently, that clarification could be 
made that the overlay applies to both the EFU and the AF20 as well as the rural residential.  To 
clarify that, just because the overlay is there doesn’t authorize that event to happen.  Am I 
correct? 
 
Mr. Back:  I believe that’s correct.  The end of the staff report talks about the two concerns that 
we have and a lot of it whether you have enough information right now to make the findings as 
part of an ordinance as opposed to a specific land development action that would require 
meeting the information in both 1 and 2 on page 6 of 6.  There’s sort of a level of information 
that you need to do certain things in EFU and AF-20 that at this point in time we don’t know if 
we have that level of information to make a legislative as opposed to a case by case decision on 
it.  
 
Commissioner Manseau:  So you want a clarification to my motion.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  A motion would be wonderful. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  So at this point my motion would be to recommend to the Board that 
they reject 772 for staff to address the questions that we have, the unanswered questions.  Can 
we list the ones Marc pointed out? 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  I would support that. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Was that a motion? 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  That’s my motion. 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  I’ll second.  
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Chair San Soucie:  Okay, so we have a motion and a second to recommend rejection of 
Ordinance No. 772 on the basis of the issues that were brought up earlier.  I guess the ones 
that I mentioned and I’ll be happy to repeat them if it would be helpful for staff  discussion.  
Seeing no further discussion, all those in favor of the motion to recommend rejection of the 
ordinance, please say aye.  All those opposed.  Alright we have 4 votes to recommend rejection 
and 1 vote against recommending rejection.  With that, any further business on Ordinance No. 
772? 
 
VOTE: 4-1, San Soucie, Garcia, Manseau, and Petrillo – Aye.  Bartholemy – Nay. 
 
Mr. Back:  Chair San Soucie, I just want to make sure that the folks in the audience are clear 
that despite your action, Ordinance No. 772 still goes to the Board on September 24, 2013. 
 
Chair San Soucie: Absolutely.  The Board is the fort of last redress on land use ordinances in 
Washington County.  I am totally aware of that. 
 
Mr. Schaefer:  Can you quickly clarify the bullets of your questions, to make sure we have 
those for the record? 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Yes.  

 There was the concern about the notice area – whether it was sufficient for the 
population affected by the landings and take offs of the aircraft near an airport.   

 Question about whether this should have in fact been a quasi-judicial proceeding or 
perhaps a legislative proceeding and a quasi-judicial proceeding.   

 That the language of the ordinance needs to be much more tightly and specifically 
restrict commercial activities and that it needs to be very clear what the County’s 
intention is with respect to how many hangars, how many tie downs, and how many 
taxiways are allowed per lot. 

 
Commissioner Manseau:  Chair San Soucie, one thing that we did talk about that wasn’t 
included in your list and I don’t know if we need a separate motion for it, is the clarification on 
the AF-20 and the EFU as being part of the overlay. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Correct.  I’d assume that would come forward because that was part of 
staff’s recommended engrossment, but yes I would agree that’s something for the Board to 
consider as well.  Okay, I’m very sorry for the proponents, the PC has not decided in your favor 
and we will now move to Ordinance No. 773. 
 
 
IX. IX. PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO. 773 – An Ordinance Amending the  

Community Development Code Relating to Home Occupation Standards  
 

Chair San Soucie:  This is proposed land use Ordinance No. 773 - An Ordinance Amending 
the Community Development Code (CDC) relating to Home Occupation Standards.  Thank you 
to all of you who have been patient enough to wait for this one.  We will begin with a report from 
our staff – welcome. 
 
Anne Kelly:  Thank you Chair San Soucie, PC.  I’m Anne Kelly of Current Planning and I am 
here to present the staff report for Ordinance No. 773, which proposes to amend Type I, II, and 
III occupation standards of the CDC.  The primary goals are to reduce impediments to small and 
start up businesses throughout the County, to advance economic goals of the Aloha-Reedville 
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livable community plan by helping to incubate small business and to address a home 
occupation proprietor’s program request.  Specifically, she requested that we revisit current 
restrictions against sale of goods that are not made or reconditioned onsite because they 
prevented sale of goods that were to her home medical practice.  Provisions within the filed 
ordinance propose to eliminate restrictions against retail sale, warehousing, and distribution of 
products not made or reconditioned onsite.  They retain existing protections against impacts to 
surrounding residential uses providing for no amendments to existing limits on space, employee 
numbers, customer visits, vehicles, parking, or signage.  They further add protection by creating 
a cap on business related deliveries and pick ups, excluding regular residential deliveries by the 
post office.  This is aimed at maintaining and limiting traffic and ensuring the scale of a home 
occupation is commensurate with the residential neighborhood.  Lastly, the filed ordinance 
proposes to prohibit onsite consumption of intoxicants in connection with marketing, sale, or 
purchase of goods.  
 
This particular amendment, however, is no longer recommended because it could interfere with 
ongoing operation of certain home occupations that we’ve already approved which currently can 
serve alcohol.  Those do include a cidery and Bed and Breakfast accommodations.  Those 
would have to renew on a regular basis and then would be subject to these proposed standards.  
Another reason we’ve decided it’s not advisable to include this restriction is because it may be 
incompatible with provisions of Senate Bill 841 which addresses Bed and Breakfast facilities on 
winery tracts as home occupations.  That was effective last June or this past June and we’re 
expected to deal with those issues in 2014.  Further, there is no evidence of related restrictions 
within standards of neighboring jurisdictions that we looked into and that includes eight 
jurisdictions.  Lastly, prohibition isn’t necessary because regulation of controlled substances is 
already covered by federal and state authorities.  So based on these factors, staff is 
recommending engrossment of Ordinance No. 773 to remove language prohibiting onsite 
consumption of intoxicants and we are recommending recommendation to the Board that all 
other changes within Ordinance No. 773 be adopted.  Thank you, that concludes the staff 
report. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Thank you, questions for Ms. Kelly.  
 
Commissioner Manseau:  The impact of a home occupation on the number of vehicle trips per 
day and TDT, is that something that is going to be captured or is that one of those you just won’t 
worry about it?  With up to nine additional customers a day in a Type II, you’re essentially 
doubling the traffic that you would be seeing in a single family home. 
 
Ms. Kelly:  Yes, you could have up to nine with either a Type II or a Type III.  That is something 
that we already have in the code and it’s not necessarily that we don’t count the added trips, it’s 
that the added trips combined with other factors that would kick in.  For example, public facility 
improvements don’t necessarily come together like an addition of a certain number of plumbing 
fixtures and so forth.  So I’m not quite sure where your question is going but there’s no 
proposed change to that part of the code. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  So Andy, can you do a better job of explaining to me why it doesn’t 
trigger a TDT fee? 
 
Mr. Back:  It may be a different one.  Better is a subjective term.  The TDT ordinance is 
separate from what we’re doing today and involves the rules of the TDT ordinance.  Actually 
Anne knows the TDT ordinance as well or better than I do, because she’s the person who, when 
things come through the actual counter, is the lucky person to tell people how much they have 
to pay.  TDT applies at the building permit stage and at the change of use.  While somebody 
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can get a home occupation, their primary use is still as a residence.  So we would never go so 
far to say that if you are selling some wine out of your house every now and then and suddenly 
you’re primarily a commercial rather than a house.  That’s the reason why, when you get a 
home occupation, we don’t charge you an additional TDT.  Now Anne can correct me if I was 
wrong. 
 
Ms. Kelly:  No, that’s correct. I think I was more referring to public improvements along the 
frontage.  I didn’t realize your question was specific to TDT. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  And I guess my question is why don’t we capture that?  You are 
creating a whole lot more traffic than a single family home and are we missing an opportunity.  
Not part of the ordinance but it was a question I had as I read the ordinance. 
 
Mr. Back:  This is going to get a little transportation nerdy, but sometimes I like to wear that hat.  
But the IT trip rates, they capture all single family activity which includes some of those existing 
single family activities, such as home occupations.  So the average trip rate for all single 
families includes a certain percentage of homes that do currently have home occupations. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  But the TDT or the trips generated by single family homes tend to 
be, what nine trips per day?  And if you have nine customers per day you’re probably creating 
not just nine trips, your nine trips plus nine back and forth trips so at that point its 18 plus nine 
and you’re up to 27 trips a day so you’ve tripled.  Okay.  And then I have a concern about the 
average of only one delivery or pick up per day.  With UPS and FedEx and On Track, with as 
many different delivery services there are and DHL, you could very easily have four trucks show 
up in a day. 
 
Ms. Kelly:  And that’s why it’s written the way it is, as a weekly average of one per day.  So if 
you did have seven trips in a day you’d still be okay because it’s a weekly average. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  Well it’s a weekly average but you know if it’s Monday, Wednesday, 
Friday that all seven show up, you get over that number pretty quickly.  So I have concerns 
about that limitation. 
 
Ms. Kelly:  At that point, I guess it would become a code enforcement issue because it does 
affect the scale of the business.  This is just an extra parameter that’s attempting to control the 
scale. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  And I think it may be, in my mind, a little tight. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Other questions for staff.  I have a couple that I want to bring up. First of all 
I concur with it may be too tight at the Type II and Type III level, not the Type I level.  But when 
you do have clients visiting there’s an implication, an implied additional activity perhaps more 
material coming and going.  And these days for instance if you go into an online retailer and you 
order some things, it’s very possible that they’re going to come from different sellers.  One seller 
will use UPS and the other uses On Track or whichever but it’s very possible through a 
harmless effort to acquire two items to get two trucks.  That’s the way the world is sort of 
shaking out.  I also noticed as I combed through my home development code that in the more 
active case in Beaverton that they do allow for an average of two trucks per day deliveries.  
That’s just Beaverton and it’s up to the County to make its own decision.  
 
But I would be inclined, as I suspect Commissioner Manseau would be, to recommend that for 
Type II and Type III cases that an average of two deliveries per day beyond the post office 
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might be acceptable.  The other thing is that I know it’s not the initial subject of the ordinance to 
try to address this, but as I was reading through this I was seeing that there’s some really 
complicated language in all three types, I, II, and III that tries to get at the use of garages or 
areas and distinguishes between one car garages, two car garages, and three car garages.  
This is torturously complicated and I was thinking it’s got to be possible to make it simpler.  
Once again I chose to look at my home code in Beaverton and as I read it, they just have a floor 
area limitation.  They say 700 square feet of floor area and they don’t care whether its garage, 
home, basement, accessory building, whatever it may be it’s actually not specified but it just 
says 700 square feet.  So I was going to suggest perhaps rather than try and get into arguments 
whether it’s okay to use a two car garage or a three car garage, why not just simplify it all and 
pick the number that seems most reasonable for the intended activity and say that’s 600 square 
feet or 25 percent of the living area of the home, whichever is larger.  Some language like that 
and then we could simplify a lot of this language here.  That issue and the delivery counts are 
the only two things that I had any questions about.  
 
Other questions for staff at this time?  Okay we will take public testimony.  Nobody signed up to 
speak to us.  Would anybody like to address the PC on the subject of Ordinance No. 773?  
Seeing none, we’ll close public testimony and further thoughts from staff or from PC. 
 
Ms. Kelly:  I like your ideas.  I got into this ordinance preparation after the language had been 
largely adjusted.  But I very much like the idea of simplifying the square footage as somebody 
who is on the implementing end of code standards.  Are you recommending that we go ahead 
and come up with suggested language at this point?  
 
Chair San Soucie:  My suggestion would be that we recommend engrossment of the ordinance 
with the changes that you’ve already proposed, which is the removal of the language regarding 
intoxicatants, and that we further recommend amendment of the delivery restriction for Type II 
and III to permit an average of two deliveries other than the US post office per day for Type II 
and III home occupations.  And that the language in sections 430-63.1, 430-63.2, and 430-63.3 
relating to the area allowed for a home occupation be simplified down to a floor area number 
and 600 square feet or 25 percent of the home area whichever is greater seems to be to be a 
reasonable standard.  Thoughts from other commissioners on those? 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  I like your ideas. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Any others?  
 
Mr. Back:  Chair San Soucie, if I could offer some thoughts on your last suggestion, the spirit of 
what you’re asking is something that makes a lot of sense.  One option is to do the focused 
changes now, and recommend that we take this up as more of a holistic way and say we really 
need to simplify home occupations.  We can go ahead and take your advice and draft language 
and take it to the Board and we may get it right and we’ll do our best but that’s another option if 
you want to be more focused now and recommend as part 2014 that we come back with sort of 
a simplification.  That’s just another option I’ll throw out there. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  My personal opinion is that the kind of change that I’m suggesting is very 
clear and straightforward and I would be very comfortable leaving that in your hands to take to 
the Board but that’s my opinion.  Commissioner Garcia? 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  I would like to recommend that we put Mr. Back’s comments into the 
form of a motion.  I think that’s a good way to do it.  Do the focused items now and next year do 
the recommendations that Chair San Soucie has.  To clear that up, I move that we recommend 
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that the Board approve Ordinance No. 773 with staff’s engrossments and recommend that they 
do further work on it in the next ordinance season.  
 
Chair San Soucie:  Do we have a second for that motion?  I think that’s not the motion that’s 
not going to get the second.  Do we have an alternative motion? 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  I have a comment.  I think it’s painful to drag this out to another 
year.  I think we need to get in and make changes and move forward.  I’d like to see the 
changes to the delivery vehicle.  I think Chair San Soucie’s recommendations regarding the 
square footage rather than the convoluted language that’s currently there make a lot of sense.  
But if it’s going to be too difficult for staff to implement, and I think we’ve heard from Andy and 
he’s expressed concern about whether that can actually be implemented.  And if staff can’t 
make the changes, I think we can go with existing code and just not deal with it any further. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Well we’re still in search of a motion that will get a second.  One, just to be 
repetitive, the motion that I was suggesting is a motion to recommend engrossment of 773 with 
staff’s recommended amendment with an amendment to the Type II and Type III delivery 
restrictions to change to an average of two a day as opposed to an average of one a day and to 
simplify the language in those three sections to a square footage requirement rather than the 
language currently there.  
 
Commissioner Rickard left the meeting at this point. 
 
Commissioner Manseau:  So moved. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  So with that motion on the table, does anyone want to second that. 
 
Commissioner Garcia:  I’ll second. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay, very kind of you.  Any discussion?  Commissioner Petrillo? 
 
Commissioner Petrillo:  I’ll support the motion.  I agree with Commissioner Manseau about 
carring it over.  There’s a threshold to carrying something over in my mind.  For instance 
removing a UGB approval to me is a threshold.  This is not so I can support it. 
 
Chair San Soucie:  Okay, other discussion.  Hearing none, those in favor of the motion, please 
say aye.  Do we have any opposition?  Any opposed? Do we have any abstentions?  We have a 
5-0 vote in favor of the motion to recommend engrossment of 773 with modifications.  And we 
leave it in your hands Ms. Kelly to craft pearls of language wisdom on that one issue.  Thank 
you. 
 
Ms. Kelly: Thank you very much.  
 
VOTE: 5-0:  San Soucie, Bartholemy, Garcia, Manseau, and Petrillo - Aye 
 
X. ADJOURN: 5:59 P.M. 
 
Chair San Soucie: Any further business for the Commission? Do we have a motion to adjourn? 
 
Commissioner Manseau: So moved. 
 
Commissioner Garcia: I’ll second. 
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From: 

WASHINGTON COUNTY 

Washington County PI~nf) Commission 

Andy Back, Manager ~~ ~ 
Planning and Development Services 

OREGON 

August 28, 2013 

Subject· PROPOSED LAND USE ORDINANCE NO. 772 - An Ordinance amending the 
RurallNatural Resource Plan and the Community Development Code to develop 
a Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

STAFF REPORT 

For the September 4, 2013 Planning Commission Hearing 
(The public hearing will begzn no sooner than 2:00 pm) 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Conduct the public hearing. Recommend engrossment of Ordinance No. 772 to remove the three 
EFU parcels and one AF-20 parcel from the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District, as 
shown in Attachment A. 

II. OVERVIEW 

Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the Washington County 
Community Development Code (CDC) to create a new Residential Airpark Overlay Distnct. The 
new district would authorize hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with 
an existing dwelling. 

Ordinance No. 772 also proposes to amend Policy 28 (Airports) of the Washington County 
RurallNatural Resource Plan to add text relating to the Residential Airpark Overlay District and to 
replace the existing Sunset Airstrip map with a new map that shows the Residential Airpark 
Overlay District boundaries. 

Department of Land Use & Transportation' Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 

155 N First Avenue, Ste. 350 MS 14· Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
phone: (503) 846-3519 . fax: (503) 846-4412 . ITY' (503) 846-4598 . wwwco.washmgton.or.us 
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III. BACKGROUND 

Planning CommissIOn Staff Report 
Ordmance No 772 

August 28, 2013 
Page 2 of6 

In 2003, the Private Use Airport Overlay District (CDC Section 385) was applied to Air Acres 
No. I & 2, including the a~strip, and tax lot lN311AAOl200 via Ordinance No. 609. 

In 2009, Bob and April Jossy were granted preliminary land use approval through Casefile 09-
050-SIPLA (Sunset Orchards Estates 1) for a 15-lot subdivision and property line adjustment. 
Sunset Orchards Estates also included tax lots IN3110001200 and IN3110001300. Thus, Sunset 
Orchards Estates included a total of 18 lots/parcels. Casefile 09-050-SIPLA involved lands 
designated Agriculture and Forest District (AF-5) and Rural Residential Five Acre Minimum 
District (RR-5). Sunset Orchards Estates was approved to be platted in three phases: Phase I, 
Lots 1-5; Phase II, Lots 6-10, plus tax lots IN3110001200 and IN3 II 0001300; and Phase III, 
Lots 11-16. Phase I has been recorded. 

In 2009, Bob and April Jossy requested that the Board expand the eXisting Private Use Airport 
Overlay district to include Sunset Orchards Estates, as well as four contiguous parcels under 
their ownership; three of these parcels are designated as Exclusive Farm Use District (EFU) and 
one parcel is designated as Agriculture and Forest District (AF-20). The Board authorized the 
filing of Ordinance No. 721 to expand the existing Private Use Airport Overlay district as 
requested. The existing Private Use Airport Overlay District authorizes a greater number of uses 
commonly associated with airports. These include air passenger and air freight services, flight 
training, aircraft sales and rentals. 

In 2009, the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) did not support 
expanding the existing overlay. DLCD submitted a letter objecting to expanding the number and 
types of airport uses to an area primarily intended for rural residential or residential airpark 
development. Although DLCD's letter expressed support for limited residential airpark 
development, the letter objected to the county" .. authOrizing the full range of airport uses or 
treating thiS area as part of the [Sunset Airstrip] airport boundary." 

The Board and staff did not support the request to expand the private airport land use overlay to 
include Sunset Orchards Estates and the contiguous EFU and AF-20 parcels. Staff recommended 
denial of the ordinance based on DLCD's comments and Board concerns. The Board rejected 
Ordinance No. 721 and the existmg district was not expanded. 

On January 25,2013 Bob and April Jossy submitted a request to the 2013 Work Program to 
allow the development of a residential airpark overlay and apply it to Sunset Orchards Estates 
and the three contiguous EFU parcels and one contiguous AF-20 parcel under their ownership. 
There were two additional requests for the same ordinance. Air Acres HOA (dated February 19, 
2013) and Cliff Gerber (dated January 14,2013) both requested that the Board allow the 
development of a residential airpark overlay and apply it to Sunset Orchards Estates. As is the 

I SubdivisIOn plat shows 16 lots. However, 'proposed' Lot 7 IS an existmg lot of record; and therefore, does not 
constitute a 'new' lot Subsequently, the County approved tune extension for Casefile 09-050-S/PLA and Casefile 
09-308-MR Approved phases shan be recorded by June 8, 2018 Phase I has been recorded 
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practice concerning a property owner requested legislative ordinance, Bob Jossy remitted an 
ordinance processing deposit and fee contract on July 10,2013. 

The lands proposed to be designated with the Residential Airpark Overlay District are owned by 
Bob and April Jossy, and consist of approximately 79 acres that are designated AF-5 and RR-5, 
and approximately 20 acres that are designated EFU (three parcels) and AF-20 (one parcel). The 
lands are located on the south side of Highway 26 (south of the City of North Plains), west of 
Glencoe Road and on either side of Sunset Airstrip. 

The three EFU parcels and one AF-20 parcel referenced previously are not in Sunset Orchards 
Estates Consequently, when Phases II and III of Sunset Orchards Estates are platted and if the 
proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District is adopted to include the EFU and AF-20 parcels, 
a total of 22 lots/parcels would be designated with the new overlay district. 

After coordination with the Port of Portland, Oregon Department of Aviation, and OLeo as well 
as Bob Jossy and Air Acres representatives, county staff filed Ordinance No. 772 on July 18, 
2013. 

Ordinance Notification 

Ordinance No. 772 and an accompanying summary were mailed to citizen participation 
organizations (CPOs) and mterested parties on August 1,2013. A display advertisement 
regarding the proposed ordinance was published in The Oregoman and in the Hillsboro Argus on 
August 16, 2013. IndiVidual Notice 2013-17 descnbing proposed Ordinance No. 772 was maIled 
to 254 people on the General Notification List on August 21, 2013. A copy of this notice was 
also mailed to the PlaIIlling Commission at that time. In addition, a public hearing notice was 
mailed to owners of property within 1000 feet of the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay 
District on August 14, 2013 

IV. ANALYSIS 

Description of Proposed Changes in Filed Ordinance 

Exhibit 1 - CDC Changes new SectIOn 389 
The proposed regulations would apply to rural lands adjacent to Sunset Airstrip (see proposed 
new map in Exhibit 2). The proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District (RAOD) would allow 
limited accessory uses commonly associated with the adjacent airstrip. Uses identified in 
proposed CDC Section 389-3 include limited accessory uses and structures, such as aircraft 
hangars, aviation fuel storage, and aircraft taxi-ways. These uses would only be allowed when 
constructed on a lot or parcel with an existing dwelling. 

By way of contrast, the existing private airport land use overlay in CDC Section 385, which 
apphes to Sunset Airstrip and Air Acres No.1 & 2 and tax lot IN311AA01200, authorizes a 
greater number of uses commonly associated with airports. These include air passenger and air 
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freight services, flight training, aircraft sales and rentals. As stated previously, DLCD objected to 
expanding this district to include Sunset Orchards Estates. 

The proposed RAOD in new CDC Section 389 does not authorize the same broad list of airport 
uses allowed under existing CDC Section 385. The RAOD only permits limited accessory uses, 
such as an aircraft hangar, when constructed on a lot or parcel that has an existing dwelling unit. 
The RAOD does not authorize new resIdential uses on vacant parcels; rather, the allowance of a 
new residential use on any parcel within the RAOD is subject to the requirements ofthat parcel's 
underlying land use district. 

When a dwelling unit is allowed on a property in accordance with the requirements of the 
underlying land use district, proposed CDC Section 389-4 will require the property owner to 
submit a copy of a signed and recorded waiver of the right to remonstrate against customarily 
accepted airstrip and airpark uses to the Department of Land Use and Transportation prior to 
issuance of a building permit for the dwelling. The purpose of this requirement is to ensure that 
current and future residents are aware of the adjacent airstrip activities and allowed airpark uses. 

Lastly, the RAOD does not automatically allow lots and parcels to access the existing airstrip. If 
Ordinance No. 772 is adopted, owners of property with the airpark overlay district designation 
must obtain permission to access the airstrip from Air Acres HOA. 

Exhibit 2 - Rural/Natural Resource Plan Changes amended Policy 28 
Proposed amendments to Policy 28 are needed to allow the designation of properties with the 
ReSidential Airpark Overlay District. New implementing strategies g. and h. (shown below) 
constitute enabling proVISIOns that may be utilized to authorize the Residential Airpark Overlay 
District. 

q Allow ReSidential Alroark Development m a ReSidential Alroark Overlav District 

h Ensure that future Resldenllal Alroark Development IS compallble With the contmued 
operation of adlacent pnvate alrstnps 

The existing Sunset Airstrip map would also be replaced with a new map showing the 
Residential Airpark Overlay District boundaries if Ordinance No. 772 is approved. 

Agency Responses to the Filed Ordinance 

Port o(Portiand Jason Gately, Planning and Development, commented that the Port of Portland ' 
does not have any concerns with the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District regulations 
or boundaries. 

Oregon Department o(Aviation (ODA): Jeff Caines, Aviation PlannerlSCIP Coordinator, 
reviewed the filed ordinance, and commented that ODA does not have any concerns with either 
the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District regulations or boundaries. 

405

Planning CommIssIOn Staff Report 
Ordmance No 772 

August 28,2013 
Page 4 of6 

freight services, flight training, aircraft sales and rentals. As stated previously, DLCD objected to 
expanding this district to include Sunset Orchards Estates. 

The proposed RAOD in new CDC Section 389 does not authorize the same broad list of airport 
uses allowed under existing CDC Section 385. The RAOD only permits limited accessory uses, 
such as an aircraft hangar, when constructed on a lot or parcel that has an existing dwelling unit. 
The RAOD does not authorize new resIdential uses on vacant parcels; rather, the allowance of a 
new residential use on any parcel within the RAOD is subject to the requirements ofthat parcel's 
underlying land use district. 

When a dwelling unit is allowed on a property in accordance with the requirements of the 
underlying land use district, proposed CDC Section 389-4 will require the property owner to 
submit a copy of a signed and recorded waiver of the right to remonstrate against customarily 
accepted airstrip and airpark uses to the Department of Land Use and Transportation prior to 
issuance of a building permit for the dwelling. The purpose of this requirement is to ensure that 
current and future residents are aware of the adjacent airstrip activities and allowed airpark uses. 

Lastly, the RAOD does not automatically allow lots and parcels to access the existing airstrip. If 
Ordinance No. 772 is adopted, owners of property with the airpark overlay district designation 
must obtain permission to access the airstrip from Air Acres HOA. 

Exhibit 2 - Rural/Natural Resource Plan Changes amended Policy 28 
Proposed amendments to Policy 28 are needed to allow the designation of properties with the 
ReSidential Airpark Overlay District. New implementing strategies g. and h. (shown below) 
constitute enabling proVISIOns that may be utilized to authorize the Residential Airpark Overlay 
District. 

q Allow ReSidential Alroark Development m a ReSidential Alroark Overlav District 

h Ensure that future Resldenllal Alroark Development IS compallble With the contmued 
operation of adlacent pnvate alrstnps 

The existing Sunset Airstrip map would also be replaced with a new map showing the 
Residential Airpark Overlay District boundaries if Ordinance No. 772 is approved. 

Agency Responses to the Filed Ordinance 

Port o(Portiand Jason Gately, Planning and Development, commented that the Port of Portland ' 
does not have any concerns with the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District regulations 
or boundaries. 

Oregon Department o(Aviation (ODA): Jeff Caines, Aviation PlannerlSCIP Coordinator, 
reviewed the filed ordinance, and commented that ODA does not have any concerns with either 
the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District regulations or boundaries. 

Planning CommIssIOn Staff Report 
Ordmance No 772 

August 28,2013 
Page 4 of6 

freight services, flight training, aircraft sales and rentals. As stated previously, DLCD objected to 
expanding this district to include Sunset Orchards Estates. 

The proposed RAOD in new CDC Section 389 does not authorize the same broad list of airport 
uses allowed under existing CDC Section 385. The RAOD only permits limited accessory uses, 
such as an aircraft hangar, when constructed on a lot or parcel that has an existing dwelling unit. 
The RAOD does not authorize new resIdential uses on vacant parcels; rather, the allowance of a 
new residential use on any parcel within the RAOD is subject to the requirements ofthat parcel's 
underlying land use district. 

When a dwelling unit is allowed on a property in accordance with the requirements of the 
underlying land use district, proposed CDC Section 389-4 will require the property owner to 
submit a copy of a signed and recorded waiver of the right to remonstrate against customarily 
accepted airstrip and airpark uses to the Department of Land Use and Transportation prior to 
issuance of a building permit for the dwelling. The purpose of this requirement is to ensure that 
current and future residents are aware of the adjacent airstrip activities and allowed airpark uses. 

Lastly, the RAOD does not automatically allow lots and parcels to access the existing airstrip. If 
Ordinance No. 772 is adopted, owners of property with the airpark overlay district designation 
must obtain permission to access the airstrip from Air Acres HOA. 

Exhibit 2 - Rural/Natural Resource Plan Changes amended Policy 28 
Proposed amendments to Policy 28 are needed to allow the designation of properties with the 
ReSidential Airpark Overlay District. New implementing strategies g. and h. (shown below) 
constitute enabling proVISIOns that may be utilized to authorize the Residential Airpark Overlay 
District. 

q Allow ReSidential Alroark Development m a ReSidential Alroark Overlav District 

h Ensure that future Resldenllal Alroark Development IS compallble With the contmued 
operation of adlacent pnvate alrstnps 

The existing Sunset Airstrip map would also be replaced with a new map showing the 
Residential Airpark Overlay District boundaries if Ordinance No. 772 is approved. 

Agency Responses to the Filed Ordinance 

Port o(Portiand Jason Gately, Planning and Development, commented that the Port of Portland ' 
does not have any concerns with the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District regulations 
or boundaries. 

Oregon Department o(Aviation (ODA): Jeff Caines, Aviation PlannerlSCIP Coordinator, 
reviewed the filed ordinance, and commented that ODA does not have any concerns with either 
the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay District regulations or boundaries. 



Planning Commission Staff Report 
Ordmance No 772 

August 28,2013 
Page 5 of6 

DLeD' In a letter dated August 20, 2013, Anne Debbaut, DLCD's Metro Regional 
Representative, expressed concerns with the proposed RAOD's inclusion of four parcels having 
exclusive fann use designations (EFU and AF-20). Ms. Debbaut stated that non-fann uses (e.g., 
aircraft hangars) are not permissible accessory uses on land with an exclusive fann use 
designation, and requested that the ordinance be revised as necessary to make it clear that 
exclusive fann use lands were not included III the proposed overlay district. Ms. Debbaut 
concluded that the overlay district may not allow uses that are not allowed in the base zone, and 
that the overlay district map should be amended to include only those areas having a rural 
residential land use designation. 

Staff Response to DLCD Comments 

As noted previously, the proposed RAOD in the filed ordmance includes three EFU parcels and 
one AF-20 parcel. Their Illclusion was requested by Bob Jossy, who owns the properties and 
who requested the filing of this ordinance. When Ordinance No. 772 was filed, staff believed 
that inclusion of these exclusive fann use properties within the RAOD was appropriate for the 
following reasons: 

• In 2009, DLCD submitted a comment letter in response to Ordinance No 721, which was 
a proposal to expand the existing Private Use Airport Overlay District to the same group 
of properties that are currently proposed to be located in the RAOD - including the same 
exclusive fann use properties. DLCD's letter expressed opposition to the idea of 
authorizing the full range of airport uses or treating this area as part of the Sunset Airstrip 
airport boundary. However, DLCD's letter expressed support for limited residential 
airpark development in the area, which is consistent with the limited allowances reflected 
in the RAOD as described in Ordinance No. 772. 

• ORS 21 5.2 I 3 (2)(h) allows establishment of personal use airports on lands with an 
exclusive fann use designation, if provisions including ORS 215.296 (the "impact test") 
are met. Personal use airports consist of a broader and more intensive array of airport 
uses than what is proposed to be allowed by the RAOD in Ordinance No. 772. A 
personal use airport use allows an airstrip for the owner's use, as well as hangar( s), 
maintenance and service facilities. In contrast, the proposed Residential Airpark Overlay 
District allows only a hangar, paved tie-downs and taxiways. 

• RAOD uses are only allowed on parcels with existing residential uses. The exclusive 
fann use parcels within the proposed RAOD would not be eligible for RAOD uses unless 
dwellings are approved on these parcels pursuant to statutory and county requirements for 
approval of dwellings on exclusive fann use lands, including the "income test" 
requirements. (Currently, the AF -20 parcel on the south side of the proposed overlay 
district has a dwelling, but the three EFU parcels on the north side of the proposed 
overlay district do not have dwellings). 
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However, in response to DLCD's August 20lh letter, staff has examined the above rationale more 
closely and now believes that it may be problematic in at least two respects: 

I. The inclusion of the exclusive farm use parcels within the RAOD appears to 
require findings that address ORS 215.296 (the "impact test"), and such findings 
have not been presented by any party as part of the development of this ordinance. 

2. The proposed RAOD authorizes the limited uses of hangars, paved tie-downs and 
taxiways as uses accessory to residential uses. However, for exclusive farm use 
parcels, allowed accessory uses are limited to accessory uses in conjunction with 
farm use. Therefore, allowance ofRAOD uses on exclusive farm use parcels 
would require demonstration that the RAOD uses are in conjunction with farm 
use (e.g., the hangar is required for a crop-dusting plane and may not be used for 
sheltering recreational aircraft). This demonstration has not been made at this 
time. 

Therefore, staff's current recommendation is for engrossment of Ordinance No. 772 to remove 
the four exclusive farm use parcels from the RAOD map, as shown in Attachment A. 

Staff notes that prior to the Planning Commission's September 4 hearing, staff may develop 
optional language that would address the above deficiencies and may allow the exclusive farm 
use parcels to remam within the RAOD, subject to additional requirements. Unfortunately, staff 
was not able to fully develop this language and related analysis at this time. 

407

Planmng CommISSIOn Staff Report 
Ordmance No 772 

August 28, 2013 
Page 6 of6 

However, in response to DLCD's August 20lh letter, staff has examined the above rationale more 
closely and now believes that it may be problematic in at least two respects: 

I. The inclusion of the exclusive farm use parcels within the RAOD appears to 
require findings that address ORS 215.296 (the "impact test"), and such findings 
have not been presented by any party as part of the development of this ordinance. 

2. The proposed RAOD authorizes the limited uses of hangars, paved tie-downs and 
taxiways as uses accessory to residential uses. However, for exclusive farm use 
parcels, allowed accessory uses are limited to accessory uses in conjunction with 
farm use. Therefore, allowance ofRAOD uses on exclusive farm use parcels 
would require demonstration that the RAOD uses are in conjunction with farm 
use (e.g., the hangar is required for a crop-dusting plane and may not be used for 
sheltering recreational aircraft). This demonstration has not been made at this 
time. 

Therefore, staff's current recommendation is for engrossment of Ordinance No. 772 to remove 
the four exclusive farm use parcels from the RAOD map, as shown in Attachment A. 

Staff notes that prior to the Planning Commission's September 4 hearing, staff may develop 
optional language that would address the above deficiencies and may allow the exclusive farm 
use parcels to remam within the RAOD, subject to additional requirements. Unfortunately, staff 
was not able to fully develop this language and related analysis at this time. 

Planmng CommISSIOn Staff Report 
Ordmance No 772 

August 28, 2013 
Page 6 of6 

However, in response to DLCD's August 20lh letter, staff has examined the above rationale more 
closely and now believes that it may be problematic in at least two respects: 

I. The inclusion of the exclusive farm use parcels within the RAOD appears to 
require findings that address ORS 215.296 (the "impact test"), and such findings 
have not been presented by any party as part of the development of this ordinance. 

2. The proposed RAOD authorizes the limited uses of hangars, paved tie-downs and 
taxiways as uses accessory to residential uses. However, for exclusive farm use 
parcels, allowed accessory uses are limited to accessory uses in conjunction with 
farm use. Therefore, allowance ofRAOD uses on exclusive farm use parcels 
would require demonstration that the RAOD uses are in conjunction with farm 
use (e.g., the hangar is required for a crop-dusting plane and may not be used for 
sheltering recreational aircraft). This demonstration has not been made at this 
time. 

Therefore, staff's current recommendation is for engrossment of Ordinance No. 772 to remove 
the four exclusive farm use parcels from the RAOD map, as shown in Attachment A. 

Staff notes that prior to the Planning Commission's September 4 hearing, staff may develop 
optional language that would address the above deficiencies and may allow the exclusive farm 
use parcels to remam within the RAOD, subject to additional requirements. Unfortunately, staff 
was not able to fully develop this language and related analysis at this time. 



~ 

/,~ 
/ ~ -'-'~/ii 

, ! '1'1 ' -------" 

;/ 
1/ 

Sunset Airstrip 
Tax1011N311AA02200 

j
I~' 

IZJ Residential Airpark 
Overlay District 

c::J ~~~I~yL~~s~r~i9 
~ Pnmary Surface 

ITII11 Approach Surface 

- - - Runway Centerline 

Runway Dimensions 3050'x 200' 
Elevation 207' 
Surface Turf 

1000' 

II " 

50' height fastncllon 

_000' l 
Q' 

'" 
100' height restnctlon 

0' 
0' 

II 2500' 
125' height restnctron 

! I 

-~~ 1 ~__ II 
! r-J
---

I --____ I 

mTT1I Approach Surface 1)/ 
Will 20 1 slope 

AIRPORT APPROACH SURFACE PROFILE 
NOT TO SCALE 

1/ leo", S""", 
125' height , ,125' Height 

0'" " • J lr J •• , '" 0' 

~ ~ 

.0 .0 
eo. 

~ 

~ .. 
DI 
n 
=-3 
II) 
~ .. 
:I> 

" r 
5' 

(JQ 

n 
~ 

o §, 
~ ~ > 0. ~. 

s:: S· 0 

~ § ~ 
~ " --" ., 
~Z=+i 
" 0 '" 
tv " 0->"" -->0 
WN;1 

408

Sunset Airstrip 
Tax1011N311AA02200 

IZJ §~~~1:;~~~t:~~ark 
c::J ~~~I~yL~~s~r~ie 
~ Pnmary Surface 

ITII11 Approach Surface 

- - - Runway Centerline 

Runway Dimensions 3050'x 200' 
Elevation 207' 
Surface Turf 

1000' 
50' height fastncllon 

! I 

i 
Q' 

'" 0' 

iI 
1/ 

-~~~ __ ~ II 
I -____ ij 

mnn Approach Surface -j 
Will 20 1 slope 

/ / jPnmary Surface 

125' helgh~J~' 'f::'Z:O'''''O::Z::Z=-=>=--~--i"r;.'/~L_---,r-__ ~=Z02:z:z.,,'a'~J ~~5' Height 

~ J Ir J ~ 

-----5;li/ / 
~ / 
! / --il '--s-u-n-s-e-t-A-j-rs-t-rj-p-"-; 

;
11 Tax1011N311AA02200 

/ 
/ IZJ §~~~1:;~~~t:~~ark 

c::J ~~~I~yL~~s~r~i9 // 
/-._______.. ~ Pnmary Surface 

I .~ ITII11 Approach Surface 

- - - Runway Centerline 

Runway Dimensions 3050'x 200' 
Elevation 207' 
Surface Turf 

1000' 
50' height fastncllon 

! I 

i 
Q' 

'" 0' 

iI 
1/ 

-~~~ __ ~ II 
I -____ ij 

mnn Approach Surface -j 
Will 20 1 slope 125' helgh~, , , z 

i 
II 

II 
jPnmary Surface 

J 
Z , 'J ~~5' Height 

~ 



September 4, 2013 Planning Commission Hearing 

409

September 4, 2013 Planning Commission Hearing September 4, 2013 Planning Commission Hearing 



Sunset Airstrip Vicinity Map 
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Previous Sunset Airstrip Planning 
Private Use Airport Overlay (CDC Section 385) was applied to Air 
Acres 1 & 2 and 1 N311M01200 in 2003 via Ord. No. 609 

• 16 existing homes 
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2009 Property Owner Request 
• Expand Sunset Airstrip Private Use Airport Overlay 

• OLeO objected due to number of allowed airport-related uses 

• Board rejected Ordinance No. 721 

(Existing Private Airport Overlay) 
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Proposed Amendments 
• Requested by property owners & Air Acres HOA 

• Adds CDC Section 389, Residential Airpark Overlay District 

• Amends Policy 28 of the Rural/Natural Resource Plan 
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Key CDC Provisions 
Adds Section 389 (Residential Airpark Overlay District): 

• Allows limited airport-related accessory uses 
• Hangars and tie-down areas 

Aviation fuel storage 
Aircraft taxi ways 

• Applies to lots within the overlay district 

• Requires an existing dwelling 

• Does not authorize new dwelling units 
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Key Rural/Natural Resource 
Plan Policy 28 Revisions 

• Allows a Residential Airpark Overlay District 

• Allows Residential Airpark Development 

• Updates Sunset Airstrip map 
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Comparison of Allowed Uses 

CDC Section 385: CDC Section 389: 
Existing Private Use Airport Proposed Residential 
Overlay Airpark Overlay 

• Hangars and tie-down areas 

• Aviation fuel storage 

• Aircraft taxi ways 

• Flight instruction facilities 

• Pilots lounges 

• Hangars and tie-down areas 

• AViation fuel storage 

• Aircraft taxi ways 

(only when constructed on a 
lot/parcel with an eXIsting 
dwelling) 
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Written Testimony 

Department of Land Conservation & Development 

• Limit Residential Airpark Overlay District to rural residential 
lands (AF-5 and RR-5) 

Larry Derr, representing Bob and April Jossy 

• Retain Residential Airpark Overlay District boundary as filed 

• Delete 'residential' from CDC Section 389-2 (first sentence) 
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Staff Recommendation 

Recommend engrossment of Ordinance No. 772 to: 

• Remove the three EFU parcels and one AF-20 parcel 
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Proposed Engrossment 

AF-20 parcel removed 
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Questions? 

For more information, please contact: 

Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner 

Paul_Schaefer@co.washington.or.us 

503-846-8817 
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regan Department of Land Conservati~n and ~evelo~r."~nt 
Commumty Services DIvIsIon 

Portland Metro Regional Solutions Center 
John A. Kitzhaber, M.D., Governor 

August 20, 2013 

Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner 

REC15I---VED 1600 swP~~~:n~~~;~~~~i~e7~~~ 
- D. 503.725.2182 

AUG 20 2013 

LuI Long Range Planning 
d Use&'~rtation 

SENT VIA E-MAil 

anne.debbaut@state.or.lIS 
www.oregon.govILCD 

Washington County Planning & Development Services 
155 N 151 Ave, Suite 350 MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Re: Notice of Proposed Amendment; Addition of Section 389 to the Community Development Code 
relating to the Residential Airpark Overlay District (RAD) and Amending Policy 28 (Airports) of the 
Rural/Natural Resource Plan; DlCD File No. PAPA 012-13; Washington County Ordinance No. 772 

Dear Paul, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Comprehensive Plan and Community 
Development Code amendments relating to the Residential Airpark Overlay District, Policy 28 (Airports) 
and including a new map showing the Residential Airpark Overlay District Boundaries. Thank you also 
for soliciting comments from our agency while this amendment was being drafted. While the originally 
proposed authorizations for new dwellings and streets in the overlay district have been removed, a few 
issues still remain where it appears this overlay district may be applied to EFU and AF-20 zoned lands. 
Please enter these comments into the record for this plan amendment and the proceedings of the 
September 4,2013 Planning Commission hearing. 

While the Overlay District is stated to apply to the "rural residential areas", the proposal does not clearly 
indicate that it will not be applied to other zones such as EFU and AF-20 zoned lands. The department 
recommends that the overlay district specifically state it applies "only to the areas zoned residential". 
More specifically, our concern is that accessory uses are proposed to include aircraft hangars and 
aircraft taxi-ways, however, these uses are considered accessory to airports and not to dwellings. 
Hangars and taxiways are not permissible accessory uses on EFU and AF-20 zoned lands because airports 
are not permissible in these zones, unless an exception is taken. These accessory uses may be 
considered in exception areas, hence the recommendation above to clearly indicate that this overlay 
zone applies only to those areas zoned rural residential. 

As proposed in comprehensive plan policy #28, and as implied as allowable in the proposed overly 
district (Section 389-4), it states that access to airstrips must be obtained from the airstrip owner. Such 
a statement is not a substitute for an exception. 

Although there are no maps attached to the proposal that indicate the base zones within the Residential 
Airpark Overlay District, prior maps provided to our department indicated several properties zoned EFU 
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PAPA 012-13, Washington County 
8.20.13 

Page 2of2 

in the northwest corner of the proposed overlay district and a single property zoned AF-20 on Beach Rd. 
The overlay district may not allow uses that are not allowed in the .base zone and therefore the overlay 
district map should be amended to include only those areas with a rural residential base zone. 

I hope these comments are helpful and provide clarity to our concerns. Please let me know if I can 
provide any further information or assistance. 

Best Regards, 

Anne Debbaut I Metro Regional Representative 
Department of land Conservation and Development 
anne.debbaut@state.or.us 
503.725.2182 

cc: Andy Back, Washington County, Planning and Development Services Manager (email) 
Katherine Daniels, Gary Fish, Rob Hallyburton, DlCD (email) 
DlCD Staff Files (email) 
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By Fax: 503-846-4412 
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J055ElsoN & POTIER 
9100 SW BfA\IElUON-HllisdAlE IiIGHWAY, SuiTe lJl-A 

Bf'AVERTON, OREGON 97,OOS 
laEPkoNf: (,-O}) 226+m 
FAI;sIMILe: ~O1) 226-0l71 

September 4,2013 

Washington County, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
155 N. First Ave., Suite 350~14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

Re: Proposed Ordinance No. 772 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Please submit this letter to the Planning Commission for its hearing on 
September 4, 2013. 

No, 0939 p, 2 

I represent Bob and April lossy. The Jossys own the land adja.cent to the Sunset 
Airstrip that is proposed for application of the new Residential Airpark Overlay District. 
Mr. Jossy will testify at your hearing to explain the reasons why the Overlay is necessary 
and appropriate. The purpose of this letter is to respond to an objection raised in an 
August 20, 2013 letter from Anne Debbaut ofDLCD. 

The Residential Airpark Overlay would be applied to AF-5 and RR-51and in the 
Sunset Orchard Estates Subdivision, to three EFU parcels between the Subdivision and 
Highway 26, and the Jossys' home on a 1 4 acre AF-20 parcel surrounded by the 
Subdivision on three sides and Beach Road on the fourth side. 

Ms. Debbaut asserts that the aircraft hangars and tie·downs conditionally 
permitted in the Overlay zone are accessory to airports and not to dwellings. She says 
that airports are not permitted in the AF-20 and BFU zones without an exception so those 
accessory uses would also require an exception. The latter statement is overly broad and 
I believe the staff may have a response to it. 

However, there is another reason why the proposed Ordinance is consistent 'With 
applicable state land use law. The Ordinance does not extend the boundaries of the 
airport. It allows a new use of a residential airpark in conjunction with the existing 
airport. That is precisely the course recommended by Dale Blanton ofDLCD four years 
ago when the County considered expanding the Airport Overlay District to this property. 
In that context, as Mr. Blanton observed, the proposed uses are residential and not airport 
uses subject to the Airport Planning statutes and rules. A copy of Mr. Blanton's email is 
attached and attention is directed to the last two paragraphs. 

lAWRENCE R. DERR 
OF COUNSEL 
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September 4, 2013 

Washington County, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
155 N_ First Ave., Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

Re: Proposed Ordinance No. 772 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Please submit this letter to the Planning Commission for its hearing on 
September 4,2013. 

No, 0939 p, 2 

1 represent Bob and April Jossy. The Jossys own the land adjacent to the Sunset 
Airstrip that is proposed for application of the new Residential Airpark Overlay District. 
Mr. Jossy will testify at your bearing to explain the reasons why the Overlay is necessary 
and appropriate_ The purpose ofthis letter is to respond to an objection raised in an 
August 20, 2013 letter from Anne Debbaut of DLeD. 

The Residential Airpark Overlay would be applied to AF-5 and RR-51and in the 
Sunset Orchard Estates Subilivision, to three EFU parcels between the Subdivision and 
Highway 26, and the Jossys' home on a 14 acreAF-20 parcel surrounded by the 
Subdivision on three sides and Beach Road on the fourth side. 

Ms. Debbaut asserts that the aircraft hangars and tie~downs conditionally 
permitted in the Overlay zone are accessory to airports and not to dwellings. She says 
that airports are not permitted in the AF-20 and EFU zones without an exception so those 
accessory uses would also require an exception. The latter statement is overly broad and 
I believe the staff may have Ii response to it. 

However, there is another reason why the proposed Ordinance is consistent with 
applicable state land use law. The Ordinance does not extend the boundaries of the 
airport. It allows a new use of a residential airpark in conjunction with the existing 
airport. That is precisely the course recomtnended by Dale Blanton of D LCD four years 
ago when the County considered expanding the AirpOlt Overlay District to this property. 
In that conte}.1:, as Mr. Blanton observed, the proposed uses are residential and not airport 
uses subject to the Airport Planning statutes and rules. A copy of Mr. Blanton's ernatl is 
attached and attention is directed to the last two paragraphs. 

lAWRENCE R_ DERR 
Of cOUNSEL 
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September 4, 2013 

Washlngton County, Department of Land Use & Trnru;portation 
PlamUug and Development Services, Long Range PLanning 
155 N. First Ave., Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

Re: Proposed Ordinance No. 772 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Please SUbmit this letter to the Planning Commission for its hearing on 
September 4, 2013. 

No, 0939 p, 2 

r represent Bob and April lossy. The JOSSY8 own the land adjacent to the Sunset 
Airstrip that is proposed for application of the new Residential Airpark Overlay District. 
Mr. Jossy will testify at your hearing to explain the reasons why the Overlay is necessary 
and appropriate. The purpose ofthis letter is to respond to an objection raised in an 
August 20,2013 letter from Anne Debbaut ofDLCD. 

The Residential Airpark Overlay would be applied to AF-5 and RR-5land in the 
Sunset Orchard Estates Subdtvision, to three EFU parcels between the Subdivision and 
Highway 26, and the Jossys' home on a 1 4 acre AF-20 parcel surrounded by the 
Subdivision on three sides and Beach Road on the fourth side. 

Ms. Debbaut asserts that the aircraft hangars and tie-downs conditionally 
permitted in the Overlay zone are accessory to airports and not to dwellings. She says 
that airports are not permitted in the AF-20 and EFU zones without an exception so those 
accessory uses would also require an exception. The latter statement is overly broad and 
I believe the staff may have II response to it. 

However, there is another reason why the proposed Ordinance is consistent with 
applicable state land use law, The Ordinance does not extend the boundaries of the 
airport. It allows a new use of a residential airpark in conjunction with the existing 
airport. That is precisely the course recommended by Dale Blanton of DLCD four years 
ago when the County considered expanding the AirpOlt Overlay District to this property. 
In that conte>.1:, as Mr. Blanton observed, the proposed uses are residential and not airport 
uses subject to the Airport Planning statutes and rules. A copy ofMr. Blanton's ematl is 
attached and attention is directed to the last two paragraphs. 

lAWRENCE R. DERR 
OF cOUNSEL 



Sep. 4. 2013 9:54AM 

JOSSElSON & POlTER 

Washington County, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
Page 2 of2 - September 4, 2013 

No. 0939 P. 3 

The proposed Ordinance carefully limits the availability of hangars and tie-downs 
to the same lot or parcel as an existing detached single family dwelling unit as the 
primary use. It does not authorize new dwellings. So, it is irrelevant what the underlying 
zone is. If a dwelling lawfully exists on the lot or parcel, then it may have a harigar and 
tie-down area as an accessory use. 

One small change to the proposed Ordinance is advisable. Section 389~2 says the 
Overlay District applies to the rural residential areas adjacent to the Sunset Airstrip 
identified in Policy 28. Policy 28 correctly refers to "rural lands" not "rural residential 
lands." The word ''residential'' should be deleted from Section 389-2. 

We request that you forward the ordinance to the Board of Commissioners with a 
recommendation for adoption with this change and any others proposed by your staff. 

Enclosure 

cc by email to: 
Anne Debbaut 
Paul Schaefer 
Suzarme Savin 
Bob and April Jossy 

Very truly yours, 

J~edflu./@ 
Lawrence R. Derr 
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Sep. 4. 2013 9:54AM 

JOSSElsoN & POTIER 

Washington County, Deparllnent of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
Page 2 of2 - September 4, 2013 

h 0939 P. 3 

The proposed Ordinance carefully limits the availability of hangars and tie-downs 
to the same lot or parcel as an existing detached single family dwelling unit as the 
primary use. It does not authorize new dwellings. So, it is irrelevant what the underlying 
zone is. If 11 dwelling lawfully exists on the lot or parcel, then it may have a hangar and 
tie-down area as an accessory use. 

One small change to the proposed Ordinance is advisable. Section 389·2 says the 
Overlay District applies to the rural residential areas adjacent to the Sunset Airstrip 
identified in Policy 28. Policy 28 correctly refers to "rural lands" not "rural residential 
lands." The word "residential" should be deleted fl'om Section 389-2. 

We request that you forward the ordinance to the Board of Commissioners with a 
recommendation for adoption with this change and any others proposed by your staff, 

Enclosure 

cc by email to: 
Anne Debbaut 
Paul Schaefer 
Suzanne Savin 
Bob and April Jossy 

Very truly yours, 

JCWJlWC'L# fUL/@ 
Lawrence R. Derr 

Sep. 4. 21)13 9:54AM 

JOSSElsoN & POTIER 

Washington County, Departntent of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
Page 2 of2 - September 4. 2013 

~o. 0939 P. 3 

The proposed Ordinance carefully limits the availability of hangars and tie-downs 
to the same lot or parcel as an existing detached single family dwelling unit as the 
primary use. It does not authorize new dwellings. So, it is irrelevant what the underlying 
zone is. If a dwelling lawfully exists on the lot or parcel, then it may ha.ve a hangar and 
tie-down area as an accessory use. 

One small change to the proposed Ordinance is advisable. Section 389,2 says the 
Overlay District applies to the rural residential areas adjacent to the Sunset Airstrip 
identified in Policy 28. Policy 28 correctly refers to "rural lands" not "rural residential 
lands." The word "residential" should be deleted from Section 389-2. 

We request that you fOIWard the ordinance to the Board of Commissioners with a 
recommendation for adoption with this change and any others proposed by your staff. 

Enclosure 

cc by email to: 
Anne Debbaut 
Paul Schaefer 
Suzanne Savin 
Bob and April Jossy 

Very truly yours, 

J~eL'Il.&/@ 
Lawrence R. Derr 



Sep. 4. 2013 9:54AM 

Kathie Garcia 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

--~-•• Forwarded Message 

LorI)! Derr 
Tuesday, September 03, 2013 7:23 PM 
Kathie Garcia 
FW: Airport Issue 

From: "Fish, Gary" <gary.fish@state.or.us> 
Date: Wed, 9 Sep 2009 12:05:58 -0700 
To: Larry Derr <Iarry@jprlaw.com> 
Con'Ver5ation= Airport Issue 
Subject: FW: Airport Issue 

Here is Dale's message. Please calf me with any Questions. 

Gary 

Gary Fish [ Willamette Valley Regional Representative 
Community Services Division 
Oregon Dept. of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 15(1 I Salem, OR 97301-2.540 

No.0939 

Office: (503) 373~0050 ext. 254 I Cell: (971) 239-9454 I Fax: (503) 378-5518 
gary.fish@:state.of.\.I$ <mallto'your name@state.or.us> I www.oreaon.gov/LCD <http://www oregoo,govtLCD> 

from: Blanton, Dale 
Sent: Tuesday, September 01,2009 2:53 PM 
To: Fish, Gary 
Cc: Hallyburton, Rob; Rindy, Bob; Holmstrom, aill 
Subject Airport Issue 

Hi Gary, 

r have looked at the provisions ofORS Chapter 836 to get a better idea ofhow the airport in Washington Coun!)' should be deftlt with. 

P. 4 

Based on information in the PAPA, I can not say which category of airport we are dealing with. To advise the county, we need to clarify the status of 
the airport based on Department of Aviation lists. 

Our Airport Planning Rules (OAR 660-0ivision 13) primarily deal with planning for publioly owned airpOrts licensed, Or otherwise recognized by 
the Department of Transportation on or before December 31, 1994, that in 1994 were the base for three or more aircraft and privately owned public 
u!te airports specifically recognized in the administrative rules of tho Oregon Department of Aviation liS meeting certain statutory criteria (See ORS 
836.610). 

A second category ofairports is subject to the provision ofORS 836.608. These are private use airports and privately owned public use airports that 
were the base for three or morO airoratl as shown on the records of the Department of Aviation on Dcccmber 31, 1994. Tne requirements for diese 
airports are generally gOVetlled by the provisions of ORS 836.608 and wero eft'ective On passage of the legislation, rather than being subject to our 
rules. Our rules specify safetY requirements for these airports as required by ORS 836.608(8) (See OAR 660-013-0155 and OAR 660-013-
0070(1 )(b) referencing Exhibit 2). Airport boundaries for these airports are subject to the requirements of ORS 836.608(2). This statute requires; 
"Local planning documents sholl establish a boundary showing areas in airport ownerShip, Or subject to long-term lease, that are developed or 
committed to airport uses described in ORS 836.616(2). Areas committed to airport uses shall include those areas identif1ed by the airport owner that 
the 10cI).I govetnment determines can be reasonably expected to be devoted to airport uses allowed under ORS 836.616(2)." I note that ORS 836.608 
contains a variety of requirements related to [o~l regulation of airport uses for this category of airports. 

A third eateg0tY for airpOrts is outlined in ORS 836.608(7). This section of the statute indicates: "A local government may adopt standards and 
requirements for the establishment ornew airports, the expansion of existing airports and the regula.tion of uses and activities at airports serving as 
the base for two or fewer aircraft on December 31, 1994, as shOWn in the records of the Department ofTl'llnsportation. The standards and 
requiremeQts shall comply with applicable land use planning laws. 
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Sep. 4. 20 13 9:54AM 

Kathie Garda 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

••• - •• Forwarded Message 

Larry Derr 
Tuesday, September 03, 2013 7:23 PM 
Kathie Garcia 
FW: Airport Issue 

From: "Fish, Gary" -<gary.fish@state.or.u5> 
Date: Wed, 9 Sep 2009 12:05:58 ·0700 
To: Larry Derr <Iarry@jprlaw.com> 
Conver5ation: Airport Issue 
Subject: FW: Airport Issue 

Here is Dale's message. Please call me with any Questions. 

Gary 

Gary Fish I Willamette Valley RegiOnal Representative 
Community Services Division 
Oregon Dept of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 1 Salem, OR 97301-2.540 

No.0939 

Office: (503) 373-0050 ext. 2541 Cell: (971) 239-94541 Fax: (503) 378-5518 
gary.fish@state.Qr.\.I$ <mallto'your name@state.or.us> I www.oreqon.govllCD <httP'/lwww Qregoo,gQvtlCD> 

From: Blanton, Dale 
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2009 2:53 PM 
To: Fish, Gary 
Cc: Hallyburton, Rob; Rindy, Bob; Holmstrom, Bill 
Subject: Airport Issue 

Hi Gary, 

I have looked at the provisions ofORS Chapter 836 to get Ii belter idea of how the airport in Washington CoonlY should be dealt with. 

P. 4 

Based on information in the PAPA, I can not say which category of airport we are dealing with. To advise the county, we need to clarity the status of 
the airport based on Department of Aviation lists. 

Our Airport Planning Rules (OAR 660-))ivision 13) primarily deal with planning for publicly owned airpOrts licensed, Or otherwise recognized by 
the Department of Transportation on or before December 31, 1994, that in 1994 were the base for three or more aircraft and privately owned public 
use airports specific lilly recognized in the administrative rules ofthc Oregon Department of Aviation as meeting certain statutory criteria (See ORS 
836.610). 

A second category of airpOrts is subject to the provision of ORS 836.608. These are private use airports and privately owned public use airports that 
were the b1l.'So for threo or more aircratt as shown on the records ofllle Department of Aviation on December 31, 1994. Tile reqUirements for these 
airports are generally governed by !he provisions of ORS 836.608 and were e1l'ective On passage of the legislation, rattler than being subject to our 
rules. Our rules specify safelY requirements for these airports as required by ORS 836.608(8) (See OAR 660-013-0155 and OAR 660-OJ 3-
0070( I )(1)) referencing Exhibit 2). Airport bOUndaries fOr these airports ftre subject to the requir6lllents of ORS 836.608{2). This sral\lte requires; 
"Local planning documents shall establish 8 boundary showing areas in airport OWnerShip, Or subject to long-tenn tease, that are developed or 
committed to airport uses described in ORS 836.616(2). Areas committed to airport uses shall include those areas identifLcd by the airport owner that 
the local govetnment determines can be reasonably expected to be devoted to airport uses allowed under ORS 836.616(2)." I nolt that DRS 836.608 
contains a variety of requirements reluted to (o~1 regulation of airport uscs fOr this category ofairports. 

A third category for airports is outlined jn ORS 836.608(7). This section of the statute indicates; "A tocat government may adopt standards and 
requirements for the establishment of new airports, the ~xpansion of existing airports and the regulation ofllScs and activities at airports serving as 
the base for two or fewer aircraft on December 31, 1994, as shown in the records of the Depal'lmcnt ofTnmsportalion. The standards and 
requirements shall comply with applicable land use planning laws. 

Sep. L. 20'3 9:54AM 

Kathie Garcia 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

-_.-•• Forwarded Message 

Larry Derr 
Tue5day, September 03, 2013 7:23 PM 
Kathie Garcia 
FW Airport Issue 

From: "Fish, Gary" <gary.fish@state.or.us> 
Date: Wed, 9 Sep 2009 12:05:58 -0700 
To: Larry Dert <Iarry@jprlaw.com> 
Conver5ation: Airport Issue 
Subject: FW: Airport Issue 

Here is Dale'$ message. Please cali me with any Questions. 

Gary 

Garv Fish I Willamette Valley Regional Representative 
Community Services Division 
Oregon Dept. of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 1501 Salem, OR 97301-2.540 

No. 0939 

Office: (503) 373-0050 ext, 254 I Cell: (971) 239-9454 1 Fax: (503) 378-5518 
gary.fish@st"te.or,u$ <maHto'your oame@state,or.U5> I www.oreqon.gov/LCD <bttP'/1www oregon,gOY/lCD> 

From: Blanton, Dale 
Sent: Tuesday, september 01, 2009 2:53 PM 
To: Fish, Gary 
Cc: Hallyburton, Rob; Rindy, Bob; Holmstrom, Bill 
Subject: Airport Issue 

RiGary, 

I have looked al the provisions of DRS Chapter 836 to get a better idea of how the airport in Washington Counry should be dealt with. 

P. 4 

Based on information in the PAPA, r can not say which category of airport we are dealing with. To advise the county, we need to clarify the status of 
the airport based on Department of Aviation lislS. 

Our AirpOrt Planning Rules (OAR 660·I)jvision 13) primarily deal with planning fOr publicly OWned rurpOrts licensed, Or otherwise recognized by 
the Department of Transportation on or before December 31, 1994, that in 1994 Were the base for 11me Of man: aircraft and privately owned public 
use airports specificlllly recognized in the administrative rules of the Oregon Department of Aviation as meeting cmam ststlltoty criteria (See DRS 
836.610). 

A second category of airpOI'tS is subject to the provision of DRS 336.608. These are private use airpoI'tS lind privately owned public use airports Ih2t 
were the b .. e for three or more aircraft as shown on the records of the Department of Aviation on Dettmber 31, 1994. The reqUirements for dleso 
airpOrts are generally governed by the provisions of ORS 836.608 and were e!l'ective on passage of the legislation, miller than being subject to our 
rules. Our rules specify safelY requirements for these airports as required by ORS 836.608(8) (See OAR 660-013-0155 and OAR 660-0) 3-
0070( I )(b) referencing Exhibit 2) Airport bollndarles fOr these airports ftre subject to the requirMlents of ORS 836.608{2). This stal\Jte requires; 
"Local planning documents shall eSlJlbHsh a boundary showing areas in airport ownersrup, or sllbject to long·tenn tease, that are developed Or 

committed to airport uses described in ORS 836.616(2). Areas committed to airport uscs shall include those areas iden\if(cd by the airport owner that 
the locl).l govetnment ~etermiDes cm be re .. onably expected to be de¥ored to airport uses allowed under ORS 836.616(2)." I nolt that DRS 836.608 
contains a variety of r~uirem¢nts related to fo~1 regulation of airport uses fOr this category of airports. 

A third cj\~gory for airports is outlined jn DRS &36.608(7). This section of tile statute indicates; "A (ocat government may adopt stlUldards!\rld 
requirements for the eShblishmonl of new airports, the ~pansion of ""isting ailports and tho regulation of uses lind activities at airports serving as 
the base for two or fewer aircraft On December 31, 1994, as shown in the records of the Oepanmcnt ofTnmsportation. The SUlIldllrds lind 
requirements shall comply with applicable lnod use planning laws. 



Sep. 4, 2013 9:54AM No,0939 p, 5 

A "Personal use Airpol1," as described in ORS Chapter 215. is totally witbin the local government'S planning authority as outlined more fully in ORS 
Chapter 215. 

Issue Discussion: 

As I understand it, the question in 11Ii5 circumstance is primarily related to residential access to the airport for an airpark type de:'IoIOpmenl, rather 
than airport planning ... 

The county is apparently considering expansion of Its airport overlay lOne to cover a residential area in order to foster access to the existing airport 
and to allow the construction ofhangc:rs, tllxiways etc. Based on your description oithe overlay zone, the result of ~tension of the overlay zone is 
the authorization of the full array of airport uses to an area that is primarily intended for residential airpark development. Our rulos do not contain 
any specific authorization for residential airpark development. Our rules fIIld the statute are intended to treat airpark development as a residential use 
based on other applicable goal requiremmlts rather than recognize this unique type of development as an airport use auThorized within an airport 
boundary. Approval of residentiiU airpark development is II local option as long as the proposed residential use is permitted in the area and consistent 
with applicable planning requirements (e.g. inside an urban growth boUndary, within It rural community or within lll1 exception area). 

IfI understand The situatiOn correctly, we should suggest that the county find a way to Iluthori:l:c the residential area to connect to the alrport taxiway 
system and to authorize: airplane hangars, without authorizing lhe full range of airport \Jses Or treating this area as part of the airport boundary. If this 
is an airport described in ORS 836.608(2), the county is also subject to the requirements of ORS 836.608(3)-(6). (In the event the COunty has not 
implemented these provisions ofORS 836.608, they are probably directly applicable bccEluse they were effective on passage of the I~gislation (Sec 
also ORS 191.646). 

I know this is a complicated issue, and the regulatory framework is confusing, but I hope this helps. Let me know if you Wl!J1t to discuss this rurther. 

Dale 

Dale Blanton, AICP I Senior Coastal Policy Analyst 
Oregon Coastal Management Program 
Oregon Dept. of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 I Salem. OR 97301-2540 
Office: (503) 373-0050 ext. 260 I Fax: 378-6033 
dale blanton@state,or us <malltojdale.blanton@state.or.us> I www.oregon.govfLCD <http://www.Q[~gQn gQl{/LCQ> 

------ End of Forwarded Message 
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A "Personal use Airpol1," as described in ORS Chapter 215, is totally Within me local government's planning authority as outlined more fully in ORS 
Chapter 215. 

Issue Discussion: 

As I understand it, the question in this circllmstance is primarity related to residential access to the airport for an airpark type developmenT, rather 
than airport pl!lnIling ... 

The county is apparently considerin~ expansion of Its aiI'Port overlay .zone to cover a residential area in order to foster access to the existing airport 
and to allow the construction ofhangcrs, tlIxiways etc. Based on YOUr deScription oitbe overlay zone, me result of elCtension of the overlay zone is 
the authorization of the full array of airport uses to an area that is primarily intended for residential airpark development Our rules do not contain 
any specific authorization for residential airpark development. OUr rules and tile statute are intended to treat airpark development as a residential use 
based on other applicable goal requirements rather than recognize this unique type of development as an airport use authorized within nn airport 
boundary. Approval of residentieJ eirpark development is a local option as long as the proposed residential use is permitted in the area and consistent 
witb applicable planning requirements (e.g. inside an urban growth boUndary, within II rural community or wit\lin ill1 elCception area). 

IfI understand the silllation correctly, we should suggest tbat the county find a way [0 authorize the residential area to connect to the airport taxiway 
system and to authorize airplilne hangars, witbout IlUthorizing lhe full range of airport uses or treating this arC8 as part of me airport Iroundary. If this 
is an airport described in ORS 836.608(2), the county is also subject to the requirements ofORS 836.608(3)-(6). (In the e"lent the COunty has not 
implemented these provisions ofORS 836.608, Ihey are probably directly applicable because they were effective on passage of the legislation (Sec 
also ORS 191.646). 

J know Ihis is a complicated issue, and the regulatory frrunework is confusing, but I hope this helps. Let me know if you WlIllt to discuss this further. 

Dale 

Dale Blanb:ln( AICP I Senior Coastal Policy Analyst 
Oregon Coastal Management Program 
Oregon Dept. of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 I Salem, OR 97301-2540 
Office: (503) 373-0050 ext:. 260 I Fax 378-6033 
dale blanton@state,Qr us <malltojdale.blanton@state.or.us> I www,oreaon.gov/LCD <http://www.Qn,:gQO gQl/,ILCP> 

------ End of Forwarded Message 
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A "Personal use Airport," !IS described in ORS Chapter 215, is totally within the 1000.\ government's planning authority a~ outlined more fully in ORS 
Chapter 215, 

Issue Discussion: 

As 1 understand it, the question in this ,ircumstanct is primarily related to residential access to the airport for an airpark type development, rllther 
than airport pillruling ... 

The county is apparently considerine expansion of its airport overlay tone to cover a residential area in order to fostcr access to the existing airport 
and to allow the construction ofhangcrs, fllxiways etc, BllSed On your deScription of the overley zone, the result of elC~nsion oflbe overlay zone is 
the authorization of tbe full array of airport uses to an area that is primarily intended for residential airpark development Our rules do not contain 
lilly spccific authorizaUon for resIdential airpark development. OUr rules and the statute Bl'I: inlended to !real airpark development as a residential use 
based on other applicable goall'Ujuiremonts ratner than recognize this unique type of development as !In airport use authorized within an airpoIt 
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Dale 

Dille BlilntQn, AICP I Senior Coastal Policy Analyst 
Oregon Coastll Management Program 
Oregon Dept. of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 I Salem, OR 97301-2540 
Office: (503) 37HJ050 ext. 260 I Fax: 37&-6033 
dale blantxlO@state,orus <mallto:dale.blanton@stlte.or,us> I www,oregon.gov/LCD <http://www.\ll!!900 9Qy/LCD> 

------ End of Forwarded Message 
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Sep 0413 09:15a Jossy 

By Fax: 503-846-4412 

Washington County, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
PLanning and Development Services, Long Range PLanning 
155 N. First Ave., Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro. OR 97124-3072 

Re: Proposed Ordinance No. 772 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

5036470492 p.1 

RECEIVED 
[SEmz~;Cl 

Long Range Planning 
Land Use & Transportation 

Please submit this letter to the Planning Commission for its hearing on September 4, 2013. 

I am Bob Jossy; my "'rife and I own the land adjacent to the Sunset Airstrip. Tbru Ordinance No. 
772 our land is proposed for application of the new Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

We are asking the Planning Commission to forward Ordinance No. 722, and include all of the 
Rural Residential, EFU and AF-20 property adjacent to Sunset Airstrip that is under my wife and 
my ownership, to the Board of Commissioners with a recommendation for adoption. 

We are creating a subdivision around the Sunset Airstrip (see included plot map). Our goal is to 
create a subdivision that is cohesive and united in conjunction with the airstrip. We want all the 
owners of homes in the subdivision to be part of the airstrip community. In Ordinance No. 772 
there lS language that states prior to issuance of a building permit for a single family dwelling, 
the o'wller must sign and record a waiver not to remonstrate against customarily accepted airstrip 
and airpark uses. That is a powerful tool for the present and future homeowners that will be 
associated with the airstrip. Ifwe do not include the 3 EFU parcels and the AF-20 parcel we 
create a subdivision that is not cohesive and united with the airstrip community. Without rulland 
included, some neighbors would be bound by the regulations of the Airpark overlay and some 
would not, creating the possibility of future conflicts. 

We are not asking to circumvent current land use laws and allow homes to be built where the law 
does not already permit a home, the underlying zoning regulates that. We are asking that if a 
home is built the owner will be under the regulation of the Residential Airpark Overlay District. 

Larry Derr has stated in a letter submitted to the Planning commission that the proposed 
ordinance is consistent with applicable state law when applied to rural lands induding rural 
residential, EFU and AF-20. 

Thank you for your consideration 

Bob Jossy 

~rf~r 
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Sept 4, 2013 

To: Washington County Planning Commission 
155 North First Avenue 
Hillsboro OR 97124 
Testimony on Proposed Ordinance #772 Hearing Sept 4, 2013 
To create a new "Residential Air Park Overlay District" 

Hillsboro has embraced an urban plan in which the layout, infrastructure, and economy is, in 
part. centered on its airport, an airport city existing for the benefit of large corporations and 
extensive flight training. This urban planning does not take into consideration the need to protect 
nearby high quality farmlands. Many of the rural residents of Western Washington County do 
not want this very productive and economically important farmland to be included in this airport 
city planning vision. If the proposed Ordinance #772 is adopted, the relentless procession of 
low flying, loud, lead polluting, private, aviation flight activities will increase over agriculture land 
being used for organic farms, equine facilities, dairies, and orchards. Hillsboro's aerotropolis 
model would be extended over food production land, making it very difficult for our rural 
community to provide a sustainable agriculture environment. 

Since the permits on Sunset Orchard Estates Air Acres 2 lots for development will be Type 1, 
with no notification to surrounding landowners, what protections will be put in place to keep 
these lots from being used for commercially aviation activities such as fuel storage and visitor 
fly-ins? How many planes, tie downs, and/or hangers will be allowed on each lot? 

It has been the unfortunate experience of those living in the Western Washington County area 
near rural airports, that when permit have been granted for aviation privileges for these airports, 
the privileges become substantially expanded; either when the owner engages in activities 
beyond the permitted uses or the property changes hands and the new owner pays no attention 
to the existing permitted uses. Any future conflict over permitted aviation uses vs. actually 
occurring aviation activities at rural airports can be avoided by having clear, published 
regulations that the county is willing to enforce. Since the co,-!nty is now only addressing 
violations when complaints are filed, it becomes difficult to see how any action will be taken to 
enforce the regulations on this proposed expansion given the limited funds for enforcement. 

The CPO meetings are sparse during summer months. It seems that this hearing has been 
purposely planned at a time to avoid public comment. It would be wise to have a second 
hearing held later this fall if a complete discussion of this expanded use is to be available for 
public comment. If public comment is largely avoided by the timing of this meeting, there may 
be contention and possible legal action regarding this proposed increase in aviation activity. 

At the very least, Ordinance #772 of the CDC Section 385 should state clearly that no 
commercial activity would be allowed on the Airpark #2 properties now, or any time in the future. 
At best Ordinance #772 should be denied. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ellen L. Saunders 
47950 NW Dingheiser Rd 
Manning OR 97125 
Ellen_L_Saunders@me.com 
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Date: September 4, 2013 

To: Washington County Planning Commission 

From: Miki and David Barnes 

Re: Ordinance No. 772 

We are submitting this testimony in opposition to the expansion of the Sunset Residential 
Airpark. Our reasons for taking this position include, but are not limited to, the following 
concerns. 

According to the 8/1/13 letter from Washington County Manager, Andy Back, to Citizen 
Participation Organizations and Interested Parties, those affected by the passage of this ordinance 
would be limited to property owners on either side of the airstrip. This is an erroneous statement 
as air traffic has a widespread impact well beyond airport boundaries. For example, our residence 
is located 12 miles form the Hillsboro Airport but nonetheless is impacted routinely by air traffic 
from Hillsboro Airport and other airports in the region. In fact, some days the relentless drone of 
aviation noise is audible almost constantly. Repeated complaints about these unwelcome noise 
intrusions to the Port of Portland are met with lame excuses and claims that nothing can be done 
to remedy the problem. Noise office staff has also indicated that some of the flights are 
originating from Stark's Twin Oaks, Scappoose, and other airports around the region. Noise from 
Apple Valley airstrip, located two miles from our home, also adds to the cacophony. 

As it is, much of western Washington County and a large swathe of Yamhill County have already 
been designated a high intensity flight training area largely on behalf of companies that profit by 
recruiting student pilots from all over the world then giving them free rein to train over the 
homes and neighborhoods of established communities. (See attached) The public was given no 
voice in the process whatsoever. Nor was their right to the enjoyment of their property 
considered. Instead, the decision was made by business and government interests in league with 
the FAA and the Port of Portland. 

Ordinance No. 772 contains no provisions for limiting aircraft noise or for addressing noise 
issues. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Greenhouse gas emissions are also a serious concern. The State of Oregon, Metro and other 
government agencies encourage area residents to carpool, use public transportation, bicycle, and 
walk to reduce their carbon footprint but sad Iy there seems to be a serious disconnect in applying 
these same standards to the aviation sector. 

In 2007 with the passage of ORS 468A.205, the state established legislative goals for addressing 
global warming by arresting emissions by 20 I 0, reducing Oregon's emission growth to 10 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2020 and at least 75 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 

According to the expanded transportation sector inventory of the 7/ \8/ 13 Oregon's Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions Through 20 I 0 report, a joint effort by Oregon's departments of Energy, 
Environmental Quality, and Transportation, emissions from "ground passenger and commercial 
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service vehicles, freight, and air passenger traveL .. increased 30 percent from 1990 to 20] O. 
Proportionately, the biggest increase in emissions was from the air passenger travel market, 
which doubled during the period." (pg. 3). Unfortunately ODOT opted not to include the 
substantial emissions generated by Oregon's more than 450 general aviation airports. If they had 
the greenhouse gas emissions from the transportation sector would have been much higher. To 
meet state goals the transportation sector will need to factor in the significant impact of business, 
recreational, and instructional aviation activity on global warming then determine how to reduce 
these emissions by 40 percent within the next six a half years. A good place to begin is by placing 
a moratorium on all unnecessary airport growth. It is hypocritical for a government entity to 
promote noisy, polluting high end airparks for the affluent while exhorting the rest of us to reduce 
our emissions. 

Far from doing anything to reduce or limit them, Ordinance No. 772 opens the door for increased 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

We urge this planning commission to protect the global community from the well documented 
impacts of C02 emissions by discouraging gratuitous recreational flying and airpark activity. 

Lead from piston engine aircraft is also an ongoing problem. Washington County residents are 
routinely exposed to well over a ton of highly toxic lead emissions annually, due in large part to 
relentless aviation activity. Among the biggest offenders are flight training and recreational 
flyers. Hillsboro Airport alone is responsible for emitting 0.7 tons of lead per year during the 
landing and take-off (L TO) phases of flight. EPA documentation ranks HIO in the top one 
percent, 2] st in the nation, out of almost 20,000 airports in lead emissions during L TO. 
Additional lead is released during the cruise phase. 

Stark's Twin Oaks and other Washington County airports also release this extremely poisonous 
substance on a near daily basis, as do overflights and training activity from airports located in 
nearby jurisdictions including Columbia, Yamhill, Multnomah, and Marion counties. Other 
offending airports include, but are by no means limited to, Scappoose, McMinnville, Aurora, 
POX, and Troutdale. 

An extensive body of literature attesting to the negative health effects of lead resulted in the 
discontinuation of lead as a paint additive in 1978 and its removal from automotive fuel between 
1973 and 1996. Yet despite this knowledge, the aviation industry continues to manufacture piston 
engine aircraft that utilize leaded fuel. 

A growing body of scientific research correlates repeated and chronic exposure to lead, even at 
levels previously considered to be safe, with the following conditions: 

• impaired cognitioll 
• attention deficit disorder 
• lower academic test scores for children 
• diminished IQ's 
• psychiatric disorders 

• hypertension 
• arrhythmia 
• dementia 

Ordinance No. 772 Testimony Miki & David Barnes Sept 4, 2013 2 

434

service vehicles, freight, and air passenger travel. .. increased 30 percent from 1990 to 2010. 
Proportionately, the biggest increase in emissions was from the air passenger travel market, 
which doubled during the period." (pg. 3). Unfortunately ODOT opted not to include the 
substantial emissions generated by Oregon's more than 450 general aviation airports. If they had 
the greenhouse gas emissions from the transportation sector would have been much higher. To 
meet state goals the transportation sector will need to factor in the significant impact of business, 
recreational, and instructional aviation activity on global warming then determine how to reduce 
these emissions by 40 percent within the next six a half years. A good place to begin is by placing 
a moratorium on all unnecessary airport growth. It is hypocritical for a government entity to 
promote noisy, polluting high end airparks for the affluent while exhorting the rest of us to reduce 
our emissions. 

Far from doing anything to reduce or limit them, Ordinance No. 772 opens the door for increased 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

We urge this planning commission to protect the global community from the well documented 
impacts of C02 emissions by discouraging gratuitous recreational flying and airpark activity. 

Lead from piston engine aircraft is also an ongoing problem. Washington County residents are 
routinely exposed to well over a ton of highly toxic lead emissions annually, due in large part to 
relentless aviation activity. Among the biggest offenders are flight training and recreational 
flyers. Hillsboro Airport alone is responsible for emitting 0.7 tons of lead per year during the 
landing and take-off (L TO) phases of flight. EPA documentation ranks HIO in the top one 
percent, 21 st in the nation, out of almost 20,000 airports in lead emissions during L TO. 
Additional lead is released during the cruise phase. 

Stark's Twin Oaks and other Washington County airports also release this extremely poisonous 
substance on a near daily basis, as do overflights and training activity from airports located in 
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discontinuation of lead as a paint additive in 1978 and its removal from automotive fuel between 
1973 and 1996. Yet despite this knowledge, the aviation industry continues to manufacture piston 
engine aircraft that utilize leaded fuel. 

A growi ng body of scientific research correlates repeated and chronic exposure to lead, even at 
levels previously considered to be safe, with the following conditions: 

• impaired cognition 
• attention deficit disorder 
• lower academic test scores for children 
• diminished IQ's 

psychiatric disorders 
hypertension 
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• dementia 
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• increase in violent crime rates 
• kidney damage 
• damage to central nervous system 
• red blood cell damage 
• decreased immune system functioning 
• likely carcinogen 

Once again, Ordinance No. 772 would only add to this serious health threat. 

Due to the complete failure of Washington County, the State of Oregon, and the federal 
government to establish safeguards to protect the community from the negative health and 
environmental impacts of aviation noise (see attached), pollution, and C02 emissions, we 
strongly urge the planning commission to oppose all further expansion at the Sunset Residential 
Airpark. 

j)~~ 
David Barnes 

Attachments 

Ordinance No. 772 Testimony Miki & David Barnes Sept 4, 2013 3 

435

• increase in violent crime rates 
• kidney damage 
• damage to central nervous system 
• red blood cell damage 
• decreased immune system functioning 
• likely carcinogen 

Once again, Ordinance No. 772 would only add to this serious health threat 

Due to the complete failure of Washington County, the State of Oregon, and the federal 
government to establish safeguards to protect the community from the negative health and 
environmental impacts of aviation noise (see attached), pollution, and C02 emissions, we 
strongly urge the planning commission to oppose all further expansion at the Sunset Residential 
Airpark. 

L;t2Zbmi~. ~ 

MikiBamos ~ 
)~~ 
David Barnes 

Attachments 

Ordinance No. 772 Testimony Miki & David Barnes Sept 4, 20]3 3 

• increase in violent crime rates 
• kidney damage 
• damage to central nervous system 
• red blood cell damage 
• decreased immune system functioning 
• likely carcinogen 

Once again, Ordinance No. 772 would only add to this serious health threat 

Due to the complete failure of Washington County, the State of Oregon, and the federal 
government to establish safeguards to protect the community from the negative health and 
environmental impacts of aviation noise (see attached), pollution, and C02 emissions, we 
strongly urge the planning commission to oppose all further expansion at the Sunset Residential 
Airpark. 

)~~ 
David Barnes 

Attachments 

Ordinance ]\io. 772 Testimony Miki & David Barnes Sept 4, 2013 3 



436



224 SPECIAL NOTICES 

INTENSIVE FLIGHT TRAINING IN VICINITY OF 
PORTLAND·H ILLSBORO AIRPORT, 

HILLSBORO, OR 
Intensive flight training activity In areas S to NW of the Portland·HiIIsboro Airport witllin 25 NM at or belOw 5500 
These BreaS are In use from sunrise to sunsel dally. Participating alreraft reports on 122.75. 

Fort I 

ConI rolled IIrlng occurs In Ihe vicinity 01 th, 
area defined by Iht following radlal/OME co 

Limes 

Controlled firing occurs In Ille ylclnity of th, 

defined by the following radlal/OME coord," 

SPECIAL I 
PAC 

VHF air·to·alr frequencies enable alrcrall 
stations 10 elChatllle necessary operationa, 

Frequencies have be.n designated as fOI' 

North Atl 

Carlbbe. 
Paelflc i' 

MOUNT ST. HELENS N 
The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) aM 

staUon within the monumenl and within tnt 
of slgntseelng flighls In the area. the 10110,"' 
1. VFR aircraft are encouraged 10 trensmil . 
I.S$ Ihan 10,000 leel MSL within 10 nsulk 
:I. VFR RighI below 3000 teet AGt - slrongl) 
3. VFR mgnt allOye 3000 leet AGt - lIy s co· 
VFR Jules of "sea and be seen" and gooa i 

Federal or Slate authorily. An; , 
and McMInnville Flight S~,. 
Seallie Center's ability 10 ~" 

DEVILS TOWI 

BIRD H~ 
Heavy concentration ot mlgralory and w'ot, 
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SII 
Boeing Fiel 
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runways, between sunrise and sun$1 

Sp 

of visual separation for simU'lcl">, 
and 5 miles vlslbiHly or gr." 

'"er.fllan,jiM and departing simultaneou.', 

LASI 

laser liC:hl demonstration will be conduCti 
BZN VORTAC 129 redial at 8 r, 

of 090 and a minimum of 089. Th 
laterally of the lig"l source. c.", 
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Summary of Adverse Health Effects of Noise Pollution 

Prepared by Louis Hagler, MD 

Based on the World Health Organization Guideline for Community Noise 

(See: htt.p://www.w ho.int.ldocstore/peh/noise/guidelines2.ht.ml for complete report) 

As the population grows, there is increasing exposure to noise pollution, which has 
profound public health implications. Noise pollution creates a need for action at the 10(;:\[ 

level, as well as for improved legislation and management. Urban noise pollution produces 
direct and cumulative adverse health effects by degrading residential, social, working, and 
learning environments with corresponding real (economic) and intangible (we ll·being) 
losses. The World Health Organization has documented seven categories of adverse health 
effects of noise pollution on humans. 

1. Hearing Impairment: Hearing damage is related to duration and ill Lellsity of noise 
exposure and occurs at levels of 80 dB or greater, which is equivalent to the noise of heavy 
truck traffic. Children seem to be more vulnerable than adults. 

2. Interference with Spoken Communication: Noise pollution interferes with the 
ability to comprehend normal speech and may lead to a number of personal disabilities, 
handicaps, and behavioral changes. These include problems with concentration, fatigue. 
uncertainty, lack of self confidence. irritation. misunderstandings, decreased working 
capacity, disturbed interpersonal relationships, and stress reactions. 

8. Sleep Disturbances: Uninterrupted sleep is known to be a prerequisite for good 
physiological and mental functioning in healthy persons. Noise pollution is a major cause of 
sleep disturbances. Apart from various effects on sleep itself, noise pollution during sleep 
causes increased blood pressure, increased heart rate, increased pulse amplit.ude, 
vasoconstriction, cardiac arrhythmias, and increased body movement. These effects do lIot 
decrease over time. Secondary effects include fatigue. depressed mood and we ll·being, and 
decreased performance. Combinations of noise and vibration have a significant detrimental 
effect on health, even at low sound pressure levels. 

4. Cardiovascular Disturbances: A growing body of evidence suggests that noise 
pollution may be a risk factor for cardIOvascular disease. Acute exposure to noise activates 
nervous and hormonal responses, leading to increased blood pressure and heart rate and to 
vasoconstriction. If the exposure is of sufficient intensity, there is an increase in heart rate 
and peripheral resistance; an increase in blood pressure, and increased levels of stress 
hormones (epinephrine, norepinephrine, and cortisol), 

5. Disturbances in Mental Health: Noise pollution is not believed to be a cause of 
mental illness, but it is assumed to accelerate and intensify the development of latent 
mental disorders. Noise pollution may cause or contribute to the following adverse effects: 
anxiety, stress, nervousness, nausea, headache. emotional instability, argumentativeness, 
sexual impotence, changes in mood. increase in social conflicts. neurosis, hysteria, and 
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psychosis. Children, the elderly, and those with underlying depression are' in;];.I::' 
susceptible to these effects. 

6. Impaired Task Performance: The effects of noise pollution on tas ... ,:1 <.! 

have been well-studied. Noise pollution impairs task performance. increat" 
decreases motivation. Reading attention, problem solving, and memory an ~t ~i.n;i iy 
affected by noise. Noise produces negative after-effects on performance, pari i, "lady ill 
children; it appears that the longer the exposure, the greater the damage. 

7. Negative Social Behavior and Annoyance Reactions: Annoy}! de;;I;' : as 
a feeling of displeasure associated with any agent or condition believed by ; .', '·:if.: ;Iid to 
adversely affect him or her. Annoyance increases significantly when noise i ; ni~d 
by vibration or by low frequency components, 'T'he term annoyance does no; :i:1 I;o,:o','er 
the wide range of negative reactions associated with noise pollution; these illulde angt:t', 
disappointment. dissatisfaction, withdrawal. helplessness. depression, anxi·.:!,·' distrnc!ion. 
agitation. or exhaustion. Social and behavioral effects are complex, subtle, ; 11', indirect. 
These effects include changes in everyday behavior (closing windows and d· :' 10 eliminate 
outside noises), changes in social behavior (aggressiveness or disengagemcli· ... ,Iile! challges 
in social indicators (residential mobility, hospital admissions, drug conSUl11p, ;(.11, and 
accident rates), and changes in mood (increased reports of depression). No:;;;~ ;llw',e ,')0 dB 
is consistently associated with decreased helping behavior and increased agg-r,;;slvcness. 

Effects of Multiple Sources of Noise Pollution: Most environments C i!ltain a 
combination of sounds from more than one source (e.g., trains, boom-box cn r~, 'ill' horns and 
alarms, and heavy trucks). Adverse health effects are related to total noise c:\! ,usure from 
all sources. In residential populations, combined sources of noise pollution \Ii i i lead to a 
combination of adverse effects, such as sleep disturbances; cardiovascular dis! urbances; 
interference at work, school. and home; and annoyance; among others. 

Groups Vulnerable to the Effects of Noise Pollution: Although ev(:ryone may be 
adversely affected by noise pollution, gTOUpS t.hat are particularly vulnerable include 
infants, children, those with mental or physical illnesses, and the elderly. I3u(;<tltse children 
are particularly vulnerable to noise induced abnormalities, they need special protection. 

Conclusions and Recorrunendations: The adverse health effects of nnise pollution 
are numerous, pervasive, persistent, and medically and socially significant. These adverse 
effects represent a significant public health problem that can lead to social handicaps, 
reduced productivity, impaired learning, absenteeism, increased drug use, and accidents. 
The aim of enlightened governmental controls should be to protect the population from 
these adverse effects of noise. 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND USE 
& TRANSPORT A TlON, 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
LONG RANGE PLANNING 
155 NORTH FIRST AVENUE 
HILLSBORO, OREGON 97124 
(503) 846-3519 

AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING 

l 
STATE OF OREGON I 
COUNTY OF WASHINGTON I SS 

J 

Linda Schroeder, declares as follows 

SUBJECT: INDIVIDUAL NOTICE 
MAILING 
2013-17 (Ord 772) 
2013-18 (Ord 773) 

That at all times herein mentioned, she was an employee of the County of Washington, that acting for the County 
on the 21st day of August, 2013, she did on that date, mall the attached information to the parties so deSignated 

Attached IS a list of the parties to whom the information was sent 

I, Linda Schroeder, being first duly sworn depose and say that I am the party In the foregOing statement and that 
the same IS true 

Subscnbed and sworn to before me thiS :2.10 day of August, 2013 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

County Counsel ( 
For Washington County, 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND USE 
& TRANSPORT A TlON, 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
LONG RANGE PLANNING 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 
OREGON 

August 21, 2013 

Individual Notice No. 2013-17 

At your request, Long Range Planning is providing you with 
Individual Notice No. 2013-17 which describes proposed Land Use Ordinance No. 772. 

Ordinance Purpose 
and Summary 

Who Is Affected 

What Land Is Affected 

Key Provisions 

Initial Public Hearings 
Time and Place 

Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the Washington 
County Community Development Code (CDC) to create a Residential Airpark Overlay 
Distnct. The new district would authorize hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways when 
constructed on property with an eXisting dwelling. 

Ordinance No. 772 also proposes to amend Policy 28 (Airports) of the Washington 
County Rural/Natural Resource Plan to add text relating to the ReSidential Airpark 
Overlay District and to replace the eXisting Sunset Alrstnp map With a new map that 
shows the ReSidential Airpark Overlay Distnct boundaries. 

Owners of property on either Side of Sunset Airstnp, which is located south of North 
Plains (south Side of Highway 26) and west of Glencoe Road. 

Certain properties located on either side of Sunset Airstrip proposed for designation as 
ReSidential Airpark Overlay Distnct lands. 

~ Adds new CDC Section 389 (Residential Airpark Overlay District) which contains 
regulations governing Residential Airpark Development and authorizes limited 
accessory uses commonly associated with airstrips when constructed on property 
with an existing dwelling. 

~ Allows the designation of certain properties located on either side of Sunset Airstrip 
as ReSidential Airpark Overlay District lands. 

Planning Commission 
2:00pm 

September 4, 2013 

Board of Commissioners 
6:30pm 

September 24, 2013 

Hearings will be held in the Shirley Huffman Auditonum In the Charles D. Cameron 
Public Services BUilding, 155 North First Avenue, Hillsboro, Oregon. 

On September 24, 2013, the Board of County Commissioners (Board) may choose to 
adopt the ordinance, make changes to it, continue the hearing to a future date, or rejed 
the ordinance. If it is adopted on September 24, the ordinance would become effective 
on November 21, 2013. 

Department of Land Use & Transportation' Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 

155 N First Avenue, Ste. 350 MS 14 . Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
phone' (503) 846-351Q . fax: (503) 846-4412 . TTY: (503) 846-4598 . www.co washmgton.or.us 
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Community 
Development Code 
Section Added 

Rural/Natural Resource 
Plan Policy Amended 

How to Submit 
Comments 

Staff Contact 

PnJposed Ordinance is 
available at the 
following locations 

Plan Documents 
Affected by 
Ordinance No. 772 

For more information 
about these plan 
documents, please call 
Long Range Planning at 
(503) 846-3519. 

» Section 389, Residential Airpark Overlay Dlstnct 

» Policy 28, Airports 

Submit oral or written testimony to the Planning Commission and/or the Board at one 
of the public heanngs. Written testimony may be mailed or faxed to the Planning 
Commission or Board In advance of the public heanngs in care of Long Range 
Planning. We are unable to accept e-mail as public testimony. 

Washington County, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
155 N. First Ave., SUite 350-14, Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

Fax: 503-846-4412 

Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner 
155 N. First Ave., SUite 350-14, Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
Telephone: 503-846-8817 Fax: 503-846-4412 
e-mail: pau.-schaefer@@co.washington.or.us 

• Washington County, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services, Long Range Planning 
155 N. First Ave., Suite 350, Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
Telephone: 503-846-3519 

• www.co.washington.or.us/LUT IDivisions/LongRangePlanning 12013-
land-use-ordinances.cfm 

• Cedar Mill Community Library and Tigard Public Library 

• Citizen PartiCipation Organizations (CPOs); Call 503-821-1128 for a directory of 
CPOs. 

WASHINGTON COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DOCUMENTS 
Comprehensive 

Framework Plan for D 
the Urban Area 

Urban Community Plans: D 

Rural/Natural 
Resource Plan 

Community 
Development 

Code 

Transportation 
Plan 

[ Public Facility 
Plan 

Exceptions 
Statement 
Document 

D 
Urban Planning 

Area 
Agreements 

D 

D 

Z:\PLNG\WPSHARE\20130rd\Ord772....AlrportOverlay\Nobces_Affidavlls\ORD772_IndlvlduaINollce doc 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services Division 
Long Range Planning . 
155 N First Avenue. Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro. OR 97124-3072 

1{gCEIVEDl 

AUG 222013 
LINDA SCHROEDER 
WASHINGTON COUNTY LRP 
155 N FIRST AVE, MS 14 
HILLSBORO OR 97124 

~¢"%--'V.l 
I') ~ . 

~(('1"~ ,-
';:) ""'" -- PnNEV BOIIIIES 

02 1R $ 00.460 
0002004488 AUG21 2013 
MAILED FROM ZIP CODE 91123 

97124$3072 C003 11'1/ I j •• 1',
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WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 
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Individual Notice Mailing list 
No 2013-17 (Ord 772) 
No 2013-18 (Ord 773) 

Page 1 of 8 
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Individual Nolice Mailing list 
No 2013-17 (Ord 772) 
No 2013-18 (Ord 773) 
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Individual Notice Mailing list 
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Hillsboro 

. LaCie moves 150 emplo~ees cuSonfewer,moreprofitable tal signs and touch-screens, 
., markets instead of trYing to Planars current focus. 

from Hillsboro t~.Ticjard grow overall revenue. 'fhrrd-quarterrevenues 
" , ','. . The company outlined. totaled $37.5 million, down 

LaCie, an international company th~t sells three strategic priorities: 16 percent from the same 
devices from USB keys to hard drives, is • Doubling revenue from its' quarter a year ago. Planar bas 
o!,erations with about 150 employees from Hlllsb,onts "multunedia resource func- sold most of its electrolunu- . 
Tigard.' "'. " " , . tton"(MRF)components.. .. ne~centproductlinesmce' 

~~~~J!t~~~\!!!~.twl.ill.wiijgJ¥viJr.irui.@l. on Te.ell ~rrlrl:i:d:;~~;~~~;;;'~~'d';f;' "=~.,.""",,unUU"'C.Y" 
, things-conditioning, proper - and IDfraStructure'; and ' 

tecbnique - that could use' . foot-S, 241 • P88 bond tssuance costS .. ' 
s~~e fine tunin~. , ' . , and day" BondS would mature In five (5) years or less from isSuance 
.' But .w,: are Just g~tting . last year, his date and m88 be lSsuedln one or'more serles. " 
IDto~p-everyguygoes 'solLHe . August 16,20,_ 

through that," Osborne said. 
"Were I)ot happy with any
body. I mean, if we were sat, 
isfled With someone after 
sevenjdays : .. " " ,~ ~,I • 

On a scale of 1-10, with· 
10 being game, sbape, Lyerla 
said'he is a seven today. He 

, said his conditioning wont 
be a problem 'Yben the Aug. 
31 season opener arrives 
against Nicbolls State Uni-
versity. . 
" "I'm working to prove 

to the coaches every day in 
practice that ,they can trust 
and depend on me," Lyerla' 
said. 

. . ' . H<i said his biggest strug
'. gie is beiilg more consistent: 

In the past, coaches have" 
:" said Lyerla can make an All:" 

" .~eriCan 'block one plaY, 
then botch an assignment 
on the next play. .. ,"" 
, "That's something I'm . 
trying to figure out," L¥erla 

, . said of being more cons is- ',' 
tent. "When you go from'" 
high school to college, every-~' 
thing changes .. It'goes, from 
b~ing just a regular football 
~eto being pretty much a 

, busmess. The problem I had 
was adjustmg to the busjhess 
side of things (meetings, film ' 

But as I gotten 

.. ' 

Important Notice To'AII Persons Who 
Own Or Have An Interest In Land In 

. Washlngto,; CountY .' ' .' 

The washington ~u~~ 'PI~~~ing com~I~lon'~~d Board O\~,: ':' ; 
CommissIoners will SOOn consider Ordinance 'Nos. 772 and 773 .. 

, ,/'"\ ~' \," , '<,' ,-. .',' '. -:~ (, '_, I' 

Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to 
, the Washington County CommunitY DeveloPment Code relating to a -
Residential Airpark Overlay 01stnct'The ordinance also proposes to . 
amend Polley 28 (AIrports) of ttie Washington Cqunty RuraVNatural 
Resource Plan to add text relabng to the ReSidential Nrpark Overlay 

, District and to'replace the existing Sunset Alrstnp map with a new J 

map that ~hOWs the Resld",nttal Airpark ~eriay District bOu~~arie,s.:, 

Ordlnanee No. 773 proposes to amend Section 430-63 of the I -
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occupations In unincorporated areas of Washington County., 
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, " "~ 155 North First Avenue, Room 

Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
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Important Notice To All Persons Who 
Own Or Have An Interest In Land In 

Washington County 

The Washington County Planning Commission and Board of 
Commissioners will soon consider Ordinance Nos. 772 and 773. 

Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to 
the Washington County Community Development Code relating to a 
Residential Airpark Overlay District. The ordinance also proposes to 
amend Policy 28 (Airports) of the Washington County Rural/Natural 
Resource Plan to add text relating to the Residential Airpark Overlay 
District and to replace the existing Sunset Airstrip map with a new 
map that shows the Residential Airpark Overlay Dist-rict boundaries. 

Ordinance No. 773 proposes to amend Section 430-63 of the 
Washington County Community Development Code relating to home 
occupations in unincorporated areas of Washington County. 

Initial Planning Commission Public Hearing: 
2:00 pm, Wednesday, September 4,2013 

Initial Board of Commissioners Public Hearing: 
6:30 pm, Tuesday, September 24,2013 

The hearings will be held in the Shirley Huffman Auditorium of the 
Charles D. Cameron Public Services Building, 155 North First 
Avenue, Hillsboro, Oregon. The Planning Commission and/or Board 
may continue hearings on these ordinances if necessary. 

For more information about these ordinances, contact Long Range 
Planning at (503) 846-3519, or by writing: 

Washington County, Dept. of Land Use & Transp·ortation : 
Planning and Development Services - Long Range Planning 

155 North First Avenue, Room 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
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'Own,Or Have An'lnterest In Land In 

, Washington County 

The Washington County Plannrng Commission and Board of 
Commissioners will soon consider Ordinance Nos 772 and 773 

Ordlnance,No 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to 
Washington County Commumty Development Code relating to a 

Residential AIrpark Overlay Dlstnct The ordmance also proposes to' , 
amend POhcy 28 (Airports) of the Washington County Rural/Natural' 

. Resource Plan to add text relating to the Resident.?!, Airpark Overlay 
District and to replace the existing Sunset AirstriP map with a new 
map that shows'the Residential Airpark Overl8Y Dlstnct boundaries , . ' 

Ordinance No 773 proposes t~ amend Sectlon '430-63 of the 
Washington County Communrty Development Code~ relating to home 
occupatlohs in u,,!lncorporate~ ~reas of Washington Co~nty 

Initial Planning Commission Public Hearing. 
, 2:00 pm, We,dnesday, September '4, 20-i3 ' 

Initial Board of Commissioners Public Hearing: 
6:30 pm, Tues~y, September 2~: 2013 

The hearings' will be held In the Shirley Huffmaf')'Audlfonum of the 
,\Charles D Cameron public Selvlce's Bulldlng,-155 Nl?rth First· , _ 

Avenue, Hillsboro, Oregon, The Planning Commission and/or Board , 
,mayconti~ue heanngs on these ordinances If ne~essary " I • 

For more ~nform~tJon ~bout these ordInances: cO~Ui~ Long Range 
,Pli.mnlng at (503) 846-3519, or by wrttJ~9' , 

'Washlngton'~unty. Dept ofL.cind Use& Ttanspor:tatlon ' 
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:,~ - -155North..FlrstAvenue,Room350-14 " ~-, 
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Acknowledgmg its inevita
bility can help us "make the 
most of our lives," say the 
site's creators' - whether or 
not that involves seeing our 
parents more often, "The 
'right kind of reminders can 
help us to focus on whai ' 
matters, and perhaps make 
us, ~etter peop!e:; 

, , '. ,-

SARA 

B~tty Dahlquist; 96, says, 
"The day just hasn't started ,) , , 
until I'm fully put together 
~nd"dressed," "-' , 

I've"kver knci"wn., ,,' 
",' 'My own sense ~i stYle and 
, passion fo~ personal style, 
had to have been inherited ' 

, from this Wonderful woman, 
:,my Gram,' Betty Doihlquist 
At 96, she stilI wakes up , 

" eVery day an(fm~es ~ure 
, that she lias an outfit on that 
is coo~ted and pretty, 

I can count'on one 
hand the days I've seen ' 
,her without sOlIte kind' of 
"accessory on, She ADNAYS 

, has a pair'of earrings on; or a, 
"headband,' ',' " I 
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Important Notice To All Persons Who 
'Own.Or Have An' Interest In Land In 

, Washington County 

The Washington County Plannrng Commission and Board of 
CommiSSioners will soon consider Ordinance Nos 772 and 773 

Ordlnance,No 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to 

Res::~~~~f~;~~!~~~~s~~~ ~:~~~~aenn~c~~~ ~~~:ie:Ot~' , 
amend POhcy 28 (Airports) of the Washington County Rural/Natural' 

. Resource Plan to add text relating to the ReSldentl?!' Airpark Overlay 
District and to replace the existing Sunset AirstriP map with a new 
map that shows'the ReSidential Airpark Overl8Y Dlstnct boundaries .-- - ' 

Ordinance No 773 proposes t~ amend Sectlon '430-63 of the " 
Washington County Communrty Development Code~ relating to home 
occupatlohs In u,,!lncorporated ~reas of Washington Co~nty 

Initial Planning Commission Public'Hearlng, 
, 2:00 pm, We,dnesday, September '4, 20-i3 ' 

Initial Board of Commissioners Public Hearing: 
6:30 pm, Tues~y, September 2~: 2013 

The hearings' will be held In the Shirley Huffmaf')'Audlfonum of the 
,"Charles D Cameron public Selvice's Bulldlng,'155 Nl?rth First· '. 

Avenue, Hillsboro, Oregon, The Planning Commission and/or Board, ' 
may continue heanngs on these ordinances If necessary,' I .' 

For ~re ~nform~tJon ~bout these ordInances: cO~Ui~ Long Range 
"Plimnlng at (503) 846-3~19, or by wrttl~9' , 

'Washlngton'~untY. Dept ofLcind Use& Ttanspor:tatlon ' 
Planning and Development Services - Long Range Planning 
:,~ - -155North..FlrstAvenue,Room350-14 " ~', 

. " , ': Hillst>9~~9,R 971~4-30~2 ' '"' -:, , 

L 
THE OREGONIAN. FRIDAY, AUGUST,16, 2013 

theyare Acknowledgmgitsinevita-
bility can help us "make the 
most of our lives," say the 
site's creators' - whether or 
not that involves seeing our 
parents more often. "The 
'right kind of reminders can 
help us to focus on whai . 
matters, and perhaps make 
us better people." 
,", ',' ,-' " 
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" Oregon Live. com 
1320 S.W. Broadway, Portland, OR 97201-3499 

Affidavit of Publication 

I, K 7 L£ bC.~ duJy sworn depose and say that I am the Principal Clerk Of The Poblisher of The 
Oregonian, a newspaper of general crrcuJatlOn, as defined by ORS 193.010 and 193 020, publlshed in the city of Portland, in 
MuJtnomah County, Oregon; that the advertisement was publIshed Without lllterruption in the entire and reguJar lSsue of The 
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Important Notice To All Persons Who 
Own Or Have An Interest In Land In 

Washington County 

The Washington County Planning Commission and Board of 
Commissioners will soon consider Ordinance Nos. 772 and 773. 

Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to 
the Washington County Community Development Code relating to a 
Residential Airpark Overlay District. The ordinance also proposes to 
amend Policy 28 (Airports) of the Washington County Rural/Natural 
Resource Plan to add text relating to the Residential Airpark Overlay 
District and to replace the existing Sunset Airstrip map with a new 
map that ,:;hows the Residential Airpark Overlay District boundaries. 

Ordinance No. 773 proposes to amend Section 430-63 of the 
-Washington County Community DeveiopmentC6de relating to home 
occupations in unincorporated areas of Washington County. 

Initial Planning Commission Public Hearing: 
2:00 pm, Wednesday, September 4, 2013 

Initial Board of Commissioners Public Hearing: 
6:30 pm, Tuesday, September 24,2013 

The hearings will be held in the Shirley Huffman Auditorium of the 
Charles D. Cameron Public Services Building, 155 North First 
Avenue, Hillsboro, Oregon. The Planning Commission and/or Board 
may continue hearings on these ordinances if necessary. 

For more information about these ordinances, contact Long Range 
Planning at (503) 846-3519, or by writing: . 

Washington County, Dept. of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development Services - Long Range Planning 

155 North First Avenue, Room 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 

August 1, 2013 

To: Citizen Participation Organizations and Interested Parties 

From: Andy Back, Manager x!Jf.1tr1 ~ 
Planning and Development S'P~ices 

Subject: PROPOSED ORDINANCE NO. 772 

OREGON 

Enclosed for your information is a copy of proposed Ordinance No. 772. Listed below is a description of the 
ordinance, heanng dates, and other relevant information. If you have any questions about the ordinance, or If 
you would like additional Information, please contact Long Range Planning. 

Ordinance Purpose and Summary 
Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the Washington County Community 
Development Code (CDC) to create a new Residential Airpark Overlay Dlstnct. The new district would 
authorize hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an existing dwelling. 

Ordinance No. 772 also proposes to amend Policy 28 (Airports) of the Washington County Rural/Natural 
Resource Plan to add text relating to the ReSidential Airpark Overlay Dlstnct and to replace the existing Sunset 
Airstrip map with a new map that shows the Residential Airpark Overlay Dlstnct boundanes. 

Who Is Affected 
Owners of property on either side of Sunset Airstnp, which IS located south of North Plains (south side of 
Highway 26) and west of Glencoe Road. 

What Land is Affected 
Certain properties located on either side of Sunset Airstrip proposed for designation as Residential Airpark 
Overlay District land. 

Key Provisions 

l>- Adds new CDC Section 389 (Residential Airpark Overlay Dlstnct) which contains regulations governing 
ReSidential Airpark Development and authonzes limited accessory uses commonly associated with airstnps 
when constructed on property With an existing dwelling. 

l>- Allows the deSignation of certain properties located on either side of Sunset Airstnp as Residential Airpark 
Overlay District lands. 

Initial Public Hearings 
Time and Place 

Planning Commission 
2:00 pm 

September 4, 2013 

Board of County Commissioners 
6:30pm 

September 24, 2013 

Department of Land Use & Transportation' Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 

155 N Frrst Avenue, Ste. 350 MS 14 . Hlllsboro, OR 97124-3072 
phone: (503) 846-3519 . fax: (503) 846-4412 . TTY: (503) 846-4598' www.co.washmgton.or.us 
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Hearings will be held in the Shirley Huffman Auditorium in the Charles D. Cameron Public SelVlces Building, 
155 North First Avenue, Hillsboro, Oregon. 

On September 24, 2013, the Board of County Commissioners (Board) may choose to adopt the ordinance, 
make changes to It, continue the hearing to a future date, or reject the ordinance. If It IS adopted on 
September 24, the ordinance would become effective on November 21, 2013. 

Community Development 
Code Section Added 

Rural/Natural Resource Plan 
Policy Amended 

How to Submit Comments 

Staff Contact 

Proposed Ordinance is 
available at the following 
locations: 

~ Section 389, Residential Airpark Overlay District 

~ Policy 28, Airports 

Submit oral or written testimony to the Planning CommiSSion and/or 
the Board at one of the public hearings. Written testimony may be 
mailed or faxed to the Planning Commission or Board in advance of 
the public hearings in care of Long Range Planning. We are unable 
to accept e-mail as public testimony. 

Washington County, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development SelVices, Long Range Planning 
155 N. First Ave., SUite 350-14, Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

Fax: 503-846-4412 

Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner 
155 North First Ave., Suite 350-14, Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
Telephone: 503-846-8817 Fax: 503-846-4412 
e-mail: pauLschaefer@co.washington.or.us 

• Washington County, Department of Land Use & Transportation 
Planning and Development SelVices, Long Range Planning 
155 North First Ave., Suite 350 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 Telephone: 503-846-3519 
www.co.washington.or.usILUTIDivisionsILongRangePlanningl 
2013-land-use-ordinances.cfm 

• Cedar Mill Community Library and Tigard Public Library 

• Citizen Participation Organizations (CPOs); Call 503-821-1128 for 
a directory of CPOs. 

S:\PLNG\WPSHARE\2013ord\Ord772_AlrportOverlay\Nobces_Affidavlls\Ord772_CPO_InterestedPartJes.doc 
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PROPOSED LAND USE ORDINANCE Ordinance No. 772 

DISTRIBUTION AFFIDAVIT 

I = Immediately after filing * P = After completion of CPO Notice & printing 

WHEN WHO DATE 
I Metro - Chief Operating Officer [Include copy of DLCD Form 1 Notice] NIA 
I DLCD - (1) [Include Form 1 Notice of Proposed Amendment] 07/19/13 
I Long Range Planning Section - Alsha Willits (1) 07/19/13 
I Long Range Planning Section - Ordinance Planner (1) 07119113 

P Post on Land Use Ordinance web page [Broadcast email will be sent to 08101113 e-subscrlbers, which Include Board of Commissioners 8< Planning Commission] 
P CPOs (11) 08/01113 
P CCI Steering Committee (1) 08101113 
P OSU Extension Service - Dan Schaur 1 Margot Barnett (Will share 1 copy) 08101113 
P Cedar Mill Community Library (1) and Tigard Public Library (1) 08101113 
P Metro - Ray Valone (1) 08101113 

P 
ODOT - Planning and Development Manager, Region 2 Headquarters -

08101113 
prefers notice via email to ODOTR2PLANMGR(ci)ODOT.STATE OR US 

P DLCD, Metro Regional Representative - Anne Debbaut (1) 08101113 

P City Planning Directors (14) [send memo only that desCribes ordinances and 08101113 that they are available upon request] 

P SpeCial Service Districts (14) [send memo only that desCribes ordinances and 08101113 that they are available upon request] 
P HomebUilders Association - Justin Wood ICIty/servlce district memo only] 08101113 

P Beaverton School District - Richard Stelnbrugge & Jennifer Garland 
[cIty/service district memos only] ~ 08101113 

P Hillsboro School District - Mike Scott [cltylservlce district memo only] 08101113 
P DLUT Director - Andrew Singelakis (1) 08101113 
P DLUT Planning and Development Services Manager - Andy Back (1) 08101113 
P DLUT Current Planning Section - Nadine Cook & Sr. Current Ping Staff (5) 08101113 
P DLUT Engineering & Construction Services - Gary Stockhoff (1) 08101113 
P DLUT Operations - Dave Schamp (1) 08/01/13 
P Long Range Planning Staff [DOria, Angela, Linda + others If applicable] 08/01113 
P Extra copies for hearings [check With ordinance planner to determine If needed] 08101113 

* Except for immediate copies, aI/ ordinances should include CPO Notice when printed. 

Total ordinance copies needed;' 60 + extras. 

I, Angela Brown 

SubSCribed and sworn to before me on thiS .J!2!!aay of August. 2013 

S IPLNGlWPSHAREI20130rdIOrd772_AlrportOverlaylNotlces_AffidavltsIOrd772_0Islrlbutlon_Affidavll doc 
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PROPOSED LAND USE ORDINANCE Ordinance No. 772 

DISTRIBUTION AFFIDAVIT 

I = Immediately after filing * P = After completion of CPO Notice & printing 

WHEN WHO DATE 
I Metro - Chief Operating Officer [Include copy of DLCD Form 1 Notice] NIA 
I DLCD - (1) [Include Form 1 Notice of Proposed Amendment] 07/19/13 
I LonQ Range Planning Section - Alsha Willits (1) 07/19/13 
I Long Range Planning Section - Ordinance Planner (1) 07119113 

P 
Post on Land Use Ordinance web page [Broadcast email will be sent to 08101113 
e-subscnbers, which Include Board of Commissioners 8< PlannlnQ Commission] 

P CPOs (11) 08/01113 
P CCI Steering Committee (1) 08101113 
P OSU Extension Service - Dan Schaur 1 MarQot Barnett (will share 1 copy) 08101113 
P Cedar Mill Community Library (1) and Tigard Public Library (1) 08101113 
P Metro - Ray Valone (1) 08101113 

P 
ODOT - Planning and Development Manager, Region 2 Headquarters -

08101113 
prefers notice via email to ODOTR2PLANMGR@ODOT.STATE OR US 

P DLCD, Metro Regional Representative - Anne Debbaut (1) 08101113 

P 
City Planning Directors (14) [send memo only that descnbes ordinances and 08101113 that they are available upon requestl 

P 
Special Service Districts (14) [send memo only that desCribes ordinances and 08101113 that they are available upon request] 

P HomebUilders Association - Justin Wood [cIty/service district memo only] 08101113 

P 
Beaverton School District - Richard Stelnbrugge & Jennifer Garland 
[cIty/service district memos only] ~ 08101113 

P Hillsboro School District - Mike Scott [clty/servlce district memo only] 08101113 
P DLUT Director - Andrew Singelakis (1) 08101113 
P DLUT Planning and Development Services Manager - Andy Back (1) 08101113 
P DLUT Current Planning Section - Nadine Cook & Sr. Current Ping Staff (5) 08101113 
P DLUT Engineering & Construction Services - Gary Stockhoff (1) 08101113 
P DLUT Operations - Dave Schamp (1) 08/01/13 
P Long Range Planning Staff [DOria, Angela, Linda + others If applicable] 08/01113 
P Extra copies for hearings [check with ordinance planner to determine If needed] 08101113 

* Except for immediate copies, aI/ ordinances should include CPO Notice when printed. 

Total ordinance copies needed;' 60 + extras. 

Angela Brown , certify the above information was m/a~I~9/d'lbuted 

,~ V-
------~----~--~==--~-

SubSCribed and sworn to before me on thiS .J!2!!aay of August. 2013 

• 

OFFICIAL SEAL 
UIIDA HELEN DUFFY 

NOTARY PUBLIC • OREGON 
COMMISSION NO. A454378 

If (ONNISSIO" IXPIIIS DI(IN8U Of. 1814 
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PROPOSED ORDINANCE 
DISTRIBUTION LABELS 
Updated 4112113 (LCS) 

[CPOs updated as of 10/24112] 

CP04B 
Suite H, Box 242 
16200 SW Pacific Hwy 
Tigard, OR 97224-3494 

CPO 6 
PO. Box 5607 
Aloha, OR 97006 

Tom Black, CPO 9 
870 NW GarIbaldi Street 
HIllsboro, OR 97124 

Inactive CPOs: 
CPO 5: Sherwood Tualatin 
CPO II: Gaston, Cherry Grove 
CPO 12C Cornelius 

Inactive CPOs, contd.: 
CPO 12F: Forest Grove 
CPO 13. Roy, Verboort, Gales Creek 
CPO 14 Banks, Buxton, Manmng, Ttmber 

Ray Valone (I) 
Metro 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736 

Community Dev.!Planning Dlfector 
CIty of Banks 
P. O. Box 428 
Banks, OR 97106-0428 

Ben Altman (Cornelius) 
RKA 
29515 SW Serenity Way, Apt. 0 
Wilsonville, OR 97070-9538 

Community Dev./Planning DIrector 
City of Gaston 
P.O. Box 129 
Gaston, OR 97119-0129 

Bruce Bartlett, CPO I 
P.O. Box 91582 
Portland, OR 97291-0582 

Kathy Stallkamp, CPO 4K 
17635 131st Ave 
Tigard, OR 97224 

Kevin O'Donnell, CPO 7 
Suite 1-2, Box 173 
4804 NW Bethany Blvd. 
Portland, OR 97229 

Lars Wahlstrom, CPO 10 
9775 SW Clark Hill Road 
Beaverton, OR 97007 

CCI Steering Committee (I) 
c/o OSU Extension Service 
MS48 

Cedar Mill Community Library (I) 
12505 NW Cornell Road 
Portland, OR 97229-5688 

Anne Debbaut (1) 
Metro Regional Representative 
DLCD 
1600 SW Fourth Ave., Suite 109 
Portland, OR 9720 I 

CommunIty Dev.!Planning DIrector 
City of Cornelius 
1355 N Barlow Street 
Cornelius, OR 97113-8912 

Community Development Director 
City of Forest Grove 
P.O Box326 
Forest Grove, OR 97116 

Community Dev.!Planning Director 
CIty of King City 
15300 SW 116th 
Kmg City, OR 97224-2693 

CPO 3 
Garden Home Recreation Center 
7475 SW Oleson Road 
Portland, OR 97223 

JIm Long, CPO 4M 
10730 SW 72nd Avenue 
Portland, OR 97223 

CPO 8 
P.O. Box 890 
North Plains, OR 97133 

CPO 15 
PO.Box330 
Cornelius, OR 97113 

Margot BamettlDan Schauer (1) 
CPO Coordmators 
OSU Extension Service 
MS48 

Tigard Public Library (I) 
Attn· Tecbnical Services 
13125 SW Hall Blvd. 
Tigard, OR 97223 

Plannmg and Development Mgr 
ODOT RegIOn 2 Headquarters 
Prefer notice sent VIa email to: 
ODOTR2PLANMGR@ODOT STATE 
OR US 

Community Dev.!Planning DIrector· 
City of Beaverton 
PO Box 4755 
Beaverton, OR 97076-4755 

Community Dev.!Planning Director 
CIty of Durham 
17160 SW Upper Boones Ferry Rd 
Durham, OR 97281 

Community Dev !Planning Director 
City of Hillsboro 
MS60 
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PROPOSED ORDINANCE 
DISTRIBUTION LABELS 
Updated 4112113 (LCS) 

[CPOs updated as of 10/24112] 
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PROPOSED ORDINANCE 
DISTRIBUTION LABELS 
Updated 4112113 (LCS) 

[CPOs updated as of 10/24112] 
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CommUnIty Dev.lPlanning Director 
CIty of Lake Oswego 
POBox 369 
Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

Community Dev !Planning Director 
City ofportland 
1120 SW 5th, Rm. 1002 
Portland, OR 97204-1966 

CommUnIty Dev.!Planning Director 
City of Tualatm 
18880 SW Martinazzi Ave. 
Tualatin, OR 97062-7092 

Fire ChIef 
Banks Fire Protection District 
300 Main Street 
Banks, OR 97106 

FIre ChIef 
Gaston Rural F ire District 
102 E Main Street 
Gaston, OR 97119 

Diane Taniguchi-Dennis 
Clean Water Services 
MS 10 

General Manager 
Tualatm Valley Water DIstrict 
1850 SW 170th Avenue 
Beaverton, OR 97006-4211 

Jillian Detweiler 
TriMet 
710 NE Holladay 
Portland, OR 97232 

JennIfer Garland 
FacihtIes Planning Coordinator 
Beaverton School DistrIct 
16550 SW Merlo Road 
Beaverton, OR 97006-5152 

ANDREW SlNGELAKIS (1) 

CommunIty Dev.lPlanning Director 
CIty of North Plains 
31360 NW Commercial Street 
North Plains, OR 97133 

CommunIty Dev !Planning DIrector 
CIty of Sherwood 
22560 SW Pine Street 
Sherwood, OR 97140 

Community Dev !PlannIng DIrector 
CIty of Wilsonville 
29799 SW Town Center Loop E 
Wilsonville, OR 97070 

Fire ChIef 
Cornehus Rural Fire District 
1355 N. Barlow Street 
Cornelius, OR 97113-8912 

Fire Chief 
Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue 
20665 SW Blanton Avenue 
Aloha, OR 97007 

General Manager 
Raleigh Hills Water District 
5010 SW Scholls Ferry Road 
Portland, OR 97225 

Tigard Water District! 
TIgard Water ServIce Area 
P.O Box 230281 
Portland, OR 97281-0281 

General Manager 
Tualatm HIlls Park & Rec. District 
15707 SW Walker Road 
Beaverton, OR 97006 

Dick Steinbrugge 
Executive AdmmistratorlFacilities 
Beaverton School District 
16550 SW Merlo Road 
Beaverton, OR 97006-5152 

ANDY BACK (1)· 

Community Dev.!Planning Director 
City of RIvergrove 
PO Box 1104 
Lake Oswego, OR 97034 

CommunIty Dev.lPlanning DIrector 
CIty of TIgard 
13125 SW Hall Blvd. 
Tigard, OR 97223 

Fire Chief 
Forest Grove FIre & Rescue 
1919 Ash Street 
P.O Box326 
Forest Grove, OR 97116 

Fire Chief 
Washington Co. Fire District #2 
313 70 NW CommerCIal Street 
North Plains, OR 97133 

General Manager 
Rivergrove Water District 
17661 Pilkington Road 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

General Manager 
West Slope Water District 
P O.Box25140 
Portland, OR 97225 

Justin Wood, Govt AffaIrs Director 
Home Builders Association 
15555 SW Bangy Road, Suite 301 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

Mike Scott, Superintendent 
Hillsboro School District 
3083 NE 49th Place, #200 
HIllsboro, OR 97124-6008 

NADINE COOK and 
Sr. Current Planning Staff (5) 
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GARY STOCKHOFF (I) 
MS 18 

DaRlA MATEJA (I) 
Long Range Planning 

ALAN RAPPLEYEA (I) 
[distribute in BCC meetmg notebook 1 

DAVE SCHAMP (I) 
MS 51 

ANGELA BROWN (I) 
Long Range Planning 

PLANNING COMMISSION (12) 
[to Conme for meetmg packets 1 

KAREN SA V AGE (I) 
Long Range Planning 

LINDA SCHROEDER (I) 
Long Range Planning 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
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Linda Schroeder 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

linda Schroeder 

Thursday, August 01, 2013 4 53 PM 

'ODOTR2PLANMGR@ODOTSTATEOR US' 

Paul Schaefer, Anne Kelly 

Subject: Washington County Proposed Land Use Ordinances 772 and 773 

Attachments: Ord772_web pdf, Ord773_web pdf 

Tracking: Recipient 

'ODOTR2PLANMGR@ODOT.STATE OR US' 

Paul Schaefer 

Anne Kelly 

Delivery 

Delivered: 8/1/2013 4:S3 PM 

Delivered: 8/1/2013 4' 53 PM 

TO: Planning and Development Manager - ODOT, Region 2 Headquarters 

Proposed Land Use Ordiriances 772 and 773 are attached for your review. 

Page 1 of 1 

Please contact Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner, at paul schaefer@co.washington.or.us or 503-846-8817 If you 
have questions or concerns about Ordinance 772. 

Contact Anne Kelly, Associate Planner, at anne kelly@co.washington.or.us or 503-846-8131 if you have 
questions or concerns about Ordinance 773. 

Regards, 
Linda Schroeder 

Linda Schroeder, Assistant Planner 
Washington County 
Dept. of Land Use & TransportatJon 
Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 
(503) 846-3962 

oJ] Save paper, toner, and energy. AVOid printing emalls whenever possible I 

10/22/2013 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 
OREGON 

August 1, 2013 

To: 

From: 

Washington County Cities and Special Service Districts 

Andy Back, Manager &,k.r A-$ 
Pla'nning and Development ~~ices 

Subject: Proposed Land Use Ordinance Nos. 772 and 773 

The Washington County Planning Commission and the Board of Commissioners will soon consider 
proposed Land Use Ordinance Nos. 772 and 773. These ordinances are available on the Washington 
County web site at: 

www.co.washington.or.usILUTIDivisionsILongRangePlanning12013-land-use
ordinances.cfm 

If you would like a copy of these ordinances or additional information, please contact Long Range 
Planning at (503) 846-3519. 

The Initial public hearings before the Planning Commission and the Board of Commissioners are listed 
below. The hearings will be held in the Shirley Huffman Auditorium In the Charles D. Cameron Public 
Services Building, IS5 North First Avenue, Hillsboro, Oregon. The Planning Commission or Board may 
continue hearings on the ordinances if necessary. 

Planning Commission 
2:00pm 

September 4, 2013 

Board of Commissioners 
6:30 pm 

September 24, 2013 

Ordinance No. 772 

Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add a new section (Section 389) to the Washington County Community 
Development Code (CDC) to create a new Residential Airpark Overlay District. The new district would 
authOrize hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways when constructed on property with an existing dwelling. 

Ordinance No. 772 also proposes to amend Policy 28 (Airports) of the Washington County Rural/Natural 
Resource Plan to add text relating to the ReSidential Airpark Overlay District and to replace the existing 
Sunset Airstrip map with a new map that shows the Residential Airpark Overlay District boundaries. 

Ordinance No. 772 would affect certain properties located on either Side of Sunset Airstrip proposed for 
designation as ReSidential Airpark Overlay District lands. Sunset Airstrip is located south of North Plains 
(south Side of Highway 26) and west of Glencoe Road. 

Department of Land Use & Transportation' Planning and Development Services 
Long Range Planning 

155 N Flrst Avenue, Ste. 350 MS 14 Hlllsboro, OR 97124-3072 
phone: (503) 846-3519 . fax' (503) 846-4412 . TrY: (503) 846-4598· www.co.washmgton.orus 
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Ordinance No. 773 

Ordinance No. 773 proposes to amend Section 430-63 of the Washington County Community 
Development Code (CDC) regarding home occupation standards. Primary changes include removal of 
eXisting restrictions on warehousing, distribution, and retail sales of pre-manufactured products. To 
prevent prospective Impacts to surrounding neighborhoods, additional changes are proposed to limit 
business-related deliveries/pick-ups, storage, and onsite consumption of intoxicants. 

S:\PLNG\WPSHARE\20130rd\Ord772_AlrportOverlay\Nobces_Affidavlts\Ords772-773_CitlesNobce.doc 
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Ordinance No. 773 

Ordinance No. 773 proposes to amend Section 430-63 of the Washington County Community 
Development Code (CDC) regarding home occupation standards. Primary changes include removal of 
eXisting restrictions on warehousing, distribution, and retail sales of pre-manufactured products. To 
prevent prospective Impacts to surrounding neighborhoods, additional changes are proposed to limit 
business-related deliveries/pick-ups, storage, and onsite consumption of intoxicants. 
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F :1 [gJDLCD Notice of Proposed Amendment or 
DPeriodic Review work Task Proposed Hearing or 
DUrban Growth Boundary or Urban Reserve Area 

THIS COMPLETED FORM, meluding the text of the amendment and any supplemental mformatlOn, must be submitted to DLCD's 
Salem office at least 35 DAYS PRIOR TO THE FIRST EVIDENTIARY HEARING DRS 197.610, OAR 660-018-0020 and 
OAR 660-025-0080 

JUrIsdiction: WaShington County 

Local File Number Ordinance No_ 772 

Is this a REVISION to a previously submitted proposal? 

[8J Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment(s) 

CSJ Land Use Regulation Amendment(s) 

D Transportation System Plan Amendment(s) 

D PerIodic RevIew Work Task Number 

D Other (please describe): 

Date of First Evidentiary Hearing. 09104/2013 

Date of Final Hearing. 09/24/2013 

[8J No D Yes Original submittal date: 

D ComprehensIve Plan Map Amendment(s) 

D Zonmg Map Amendment(s) 

D Urban Growth Boundary Amendment(s) 

D Urban Reserve Area Amendment(s) 

Briefly Summarize Proposal in plain language IN THIS SPACE (maximum 500 characters): 

Ordinance No. 772 proposes to add Section 389 to the Community Development Code relating to Residential Airpark 
Overlay District (RAO)_ The RAD authorizes hangars, tie-downs, and taxi-ways on property with an existing dwelling. 

Policy 28 (Airports) of the Washington County RurallNatural Resource Plan would be amended to add text relating to 
Residential Airpark Overlay District and to replace the existing Sunset Airstrip map with a new map showing Residential 
Airpark Overlay District boundaries. 

Has sufficl.ent mfonuation been included to advise DLCO of the effect of proposal? [8JYes, text is included 

Are Map changes included: mmimum SYz"xll" color maps of Current and Proposed deSIgnatIOns. [8J Yes, Maps included 

Plan map change from: N/A To: N/A 

Zone map change from:N/A 

Location of property (Site address and TRS): N/A 

PrevIOus density range.N/A 

Applicable statewide plannmg goals: 

12345 6 
[gJ [gJ [gJ D D D 

New density range. N/A 

7 8 
D D 

9 10 
[gJ [gJ 

11 
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To: N/A 

12 
[gJ 

13 
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Is an exception to a statewide planning goal proposed? DYES CSJ NO Goal(s). 

14 
D 

Acres involved: NI A 

15 16 17 18 
D D D D 

19 
D 

Affected state or federal agencies, local governments or speCIal dIstrIcts (It IS JunsdlctlOn's responSIbility to notify these agencies. 

Washington County, Oregon Department of Aviation, Federal Aviation Administration, Port of Portland (Hillsboro 
Airport), City o(North Plains 

Local Contact person (name and tItle)' Paul Schaefer, Senior Planner 

Phone: 503-846-8817 Extension 

City' Hillsboro ZIp. 97124-Address. ISS N 1'\ Ave, Suite 350,'14 

Fax Number 503-846-4412 E-mail Address:paul_schaefer@co.washington.or.us 

- FOR OLCD internal use only-

DLCD File No __________ _ 
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FILED 
JUL 1 8 2013 

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS Washington County 
County Clerk 

FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

ORDINANCE 772 

I 

An Ordinance Amendmg the RurallNatural 
Resource Plan Element of the Comprehensive 
Plan and the Community Development Code to 
Develop a Residential Airpark Overlay 

------------------------------~ 

6 The Board of County CommissIOners of Washington County, Oregon ("Board") 

7 ordains as follows: 

8 SECTION 1 

9 A. The Board recogmzes that the RurallNatural Resource Plan Element of the 

10 Comprehensive Plan (Volume III) was readopted wIth amendments, by way of Ordmance 

11 No. 307, With portions subsequently amended by Ordinance Nos. 342, 383,411,412,458, 

12 459,462,480,482,499,539,547,572,574,578,588,598,606,609,615,628,630,631, 

13 637,643,648,649,653,662,671,686,733,740, 753, and 764. 

14 B. The Board recognizes that the Community Development Code Element of the 

15 Comprehensive Plan (Volume IV) was readopted with amendments on September 9, 1986, 

16 by way of Ordinance No. 308, and subsequently amended by Ordinance Nos. 321,326,336-

17 341,356-363,372-378,380,381,384-386,392,393,397,399-403,407,412,413,415,417, 

18 421-423,428-434,436,437:439,441-443,449,451-454,456, 457, 462-464, 467-469, 471, 

19 478-481,486-489,504,506-512,517-523,525,526,528,529,538,540,545,551-555,558-

20 561,573,575-577,581,583,588,589,591-595,603-605,607-610,612,615,617,618,623, 

21 624,628,631,634,635,638,642,644,645,648,649,654,659-662,667,669,670,674, 

22 

Page 1 - ORDINANCE 772 

WASHINGTON COUNTY COUNSEL 
ISS N. FIRST AVENUE, SUITE 340 

HILLSBORO, OR 97124-3072 
PHONE (503) 846-8747 • FAX (503) 846-8636 
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12 459,462,480,482,499,539,547,572,574,578,588,598,606,609,615,628,630,631, 

13 637,643,648,649,653,662,671,686,733,740, 753, and 764. 

14 B. The Board recognizes that the Community Development Code Element of the 

15 Comprehensive Plan (Volume IV) was readopted with amendments on September 9, 1986, 

16 by way of Ordinance No. 308, and subsequently amended by Ordinance Nos. 321,326,336-

17 341,356-363,372-378,380,381,384-386,392,393,397,399-403,407,412,413,415,417, 

18 421-423,428-434,436,437:439,441-443,449,451-454,456, 457, 462-464, 467-469, 471, 

19 478-481,486-489,504,506-512,517-523,525,526,528,529,538,540,545,551-555,558-

20 561,573,575-577,581,583,588,589,591-595,603-605,607-610,612,615,617,618,623, 

21 624,628,631,634,635,638,642,644,645,648,649,654,659-662,667,669,670,674, 
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676,677,682-686,692,694-698,703,704,708,709, 7il, 712, 718-720, 722, 725, 730, 732, 

2 735, 739, 742-745, 754-758, 760, and 762-763. 

3 C. Notwithstanding the rejection of Washington County's efforts to expand the 
-- -----~-~.-- -------

4 Private Airport Use Overlay to properties adjacent to the Sunset Airstrip located south of the 

5 city of North Plains in 2009, subsequent planning efforts of the County, in part in response to 

6 a request to develop a residential airpark overlay near the Sunset Airstrip. indicate this 

7 concept of a residential airpark overlay is warranted for further review and development. 

8 Such changes to the planning documents, the Board recognizes, are necessary from time to 

9 time for the benefit of the residents of Washington County, Oregon. 

10 D. Under'the provisions of Washington County Charter Chapter X, the 

11 Department of Land Use and Transportation has carried out its responsibilities, including 

12 preparation of.notices, and the County Planning Commission has conducted one or more 

13 public hearings on the proposed amendments and has submitted its recommendations to the 

14 Board. The Board finds that this Ordinance is based on those recommendations and any 

15 modifications made by the Board are a result of the public hearings process; 

16 E. . The Board finds and takes public notice that it is in receipt of all matters and 

17 iJ1formation necessary to consider this Ordinance in an adequate manner, and finds that this 

18 Ordinance complies with the Statewide Planning Goals, the standards for legislative plan 

19 adoption as set forth in Chapters 197 and 215 of the Oregon Revised Statutes, the Washington 

20 County Charter, the Washington County Community Development Code, and the Washington 

21 County Comprehensive Plan. 
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19 adoption as set forth in Chapters 197 and 215 of the Oregon Revised Statutes, the Washington 

20 County Charter, the Washington County Community Development Code. and the Washington 

21 County Comprehensive Plan. 
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SECTION 2 

2 The folloWIng exhibits, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, are 

3 adopted as amendments to the designated documents as follows: 

4 A. Exhibit 1 (2 pages), amending the Community Development Code by addIng 

5 a new section (Se"tion 389, Residential Airpark Overlay Distnct); and 

6 B. Exhibit 2 (6 pages), amending Pohcy 28, AIRPORTS, of the RurallNatural 

7 Resource Plan to add certain text relating to the new Residential Airpark 

8 Overlay District. 

9 SECTION 3 

10 All other Comprehensive Plan provisions that have been adopted by prior ordInance, 

11 which are not expressly amended or repealed herein, shall remain in full force and effect. 

12 SECTION 4 

13 All applications received prior to the effective date shall be processed in accordance 

14 with ORS 215.427. 

15 SECTION 5 

16 If any portlon of this Ordinance, including the exhibits, shall for any reason be held 

17 mvalid or unconstitutional by a body of competent jurisdiction, the remainder shall not be 

18 affected thereby and shall remain in full force and effect. 

19 SECTION 6 

20 The Office of County Counsel and Department of Land Use and Transportatlon are 

21 authorized to prepare planning documents to reflect the changes adopted under Section 2 of 

22 thiS Ordinance, includmg deleting and addmg textual material and maps, renumbering page's 
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or sections, and makIng any technical changes not affecting the substance of these 

2 amendments as necessary to conform to the Washmgton County Comprehensive Plan format 

3 SECTION 7. 

4 This OrdInance shall take effect on November 21, 2013. 

5 ENACTED this ___ day of ______ , 2013, being the ___ reading 

6 and ____ publIc hearing before the Board of County Commissioners of Washington 

7 County, Oregon. 

8 BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY, OREGON 

9 

10 
CHAIRMAN 

11 

12 RECORDING SECRETARY 

13 READING PUBLIC HEARING 

14 FIrSt First 
Second _________ _ Second ' ____________ _ 

15 Third _________ _ Third ____________ _ 
Fourth __________ _ Fourth _______________ _ 

16 Fifth _________ _ Fifth ___________ __ 

17 VOTE: Aye: _______ _ Nay: __________ _ 

18 Recording Secretary: ______________ Date: _______ _ 

19 

20 

21 

22 
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Ordinance No 772 
Exhibit 1 

July 18, 2013 
Page 1 of 2 

Amend the Community Development Code to include a new section (Section 389, Residential 
Airpark Overlay District) 

389 

389-1 

389-2 

389-3 

RESIDENTIAL AIRPARK OVERLAY DISTRICT 

Intent and Purpose 

The Intent of the Residential Airpark Overlay District IS to support the continued 
operation and vitality of the Sunset Airstrip and the uniqueness of residential airpark
type development The Residential Airpark Overlay District authorizes uses 
commonly associated with airstrip use and accessory to reSidential uses and 
ensures compatibility with the continued operation of'Sunset Airstrip 

Applicability 

ThiS Overlay District applies to the rural residential areas adlacent to the Sunset 
Airstrip Identified In PoliCY 28 of the Rural/Natural Resource Plan ThiS overlay 
district allows limited accessory uses commonly associated with adlacent airstrip 
use Residential uses are not authorized by the Residential Airpark Overlay District 
and are sublect to the standards of the underlyinq land use districts 

The prOVisions of Section 386, Private Use Airport Safety Overlay District, continue 
to apply to lots and parcels within the Residential Airpark Overlay District that are 
also designated with the Private Use Airport Safety Overlay District 

Designation of the Residential Airpark Overlay District authorizes Residential Airpark 
Development WAD) but does not allow access to the eXisting private airstrip Access 
to the airstrip must be obtained from airstrip owner prior to accessing the airstrip from 
a RAD 

Uses Permitted Through a Type I Procedure 

The use of land and buildings must be In compliance With the underlYing land use 
district as established by the Rural/Natural Resource Plan, and IS further limited to 
the follOWing permitted uses on lands designated as Residential Airpark Overlay 
District 

A Residential Airpark Development (RAD) may be authOrized to allow for the 
addition of an indiVidual aircraft hangar and a paved tie-down area on the same 
lot or parcel as an eXisting detached Single family dwelling Unit as the primary 
use Each lot or parcel may be provided With a hanger and a paved tie down 
area The hanger can be attached or detached to the dwelling unit 

B Accessory uses and structures on a lot or parcel With an eXisting dwelling unit' 

(1) Aircraft Hangar An aircraft hangar cannot be used as a residence 

abcdef Proposed additions 
aOOGeI Proposed deletions 
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(2) AViation fuel storage consistent with all applicable federal, state and local 
reqUirements, Including the 2010 or most current Oregon Structural 
Specialty Code and 2010 or most current Oregon Fire Code 

C Aircraft taxi ways 

Property Owner Notification 

Prior to the Issuance of a bUilding permit for a Single family dwelling unit the property 
owner shall submit to the ReView AuthOrity a copy of a Signed and recorded waiver 
of the right to remonstrate against customarily accepted airstrip and airpark uses. 

abcdef Proposed additions 
aliG{jef Proposed deletions 
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Page 1 of6 

Amend Policy 28, AIRPORTS, of the Rural/Natural Resource Plan to add the follOWing text 
relallng to the new Residential Airpark Overlay District set forth In Exhibit 1 of this ordinance 

POLICY 28, AIRPORTS: 

It is the policy of Washington County to protect the function and economic 
viability of existing public use airports, while ensuring public safety and 
compatibility between airport uses and surrounding land uses for public use 
airports identified by the Oregon Department of Aviation (DOA). 

Introduction 

Changes In state law passed In 1995 and 1997 require local JUrisdictions to adopt an airport planning 
program for certain airports desCribed In ORS 836 600 et Seq The Aeronautics DIvIsion of the Oregon 
Department of Transportation (now the Department of AVlatlon/DOA) and the Department of Land 
ConselVatlon and Development together developed Airport Planning Rules (OAR 660-013) and Idenltfled 
certain public and private use airports that would be subject to these rules, based on the parameters set 
forth In the statute The DOA manages the list of Identified airports, which IS subject to amendment 
through a review and decision process by the state AViation Board, pursuant to OAR 738-090 
Procedures for amendment of the state airport list Include publiC notice procedures As necessary, the 
County Will Initiate ComprehenSive Plan amendment proceedings to remain current With DOA list of all 
airports 

PoliCY 17 of the Washington County 2020 Transportation Plan Idenllfles and outlines transportatlon
related poliCies for the County's three public use airports The Rural/Natural Resource Plan and the 
Comprehensive Framework Plan for the Urban Area each outline land use related poliCies that address 
only those airports Within the Washington County JUrisdiction that are Identified by the DOA liSt, With the 
addition of Skyport, a small public use facility located north of Cornelius 

Polley 28 outlines Implementing strategies WhiCh, In part, set forth Airport Overlay Districts to regulate 
safety concerns, land uses and land use compatibility Issues on airport properties and Within surrounding 
area These are structured to address state-recognized airports In two categories, generally referred to 
herein as Public Use Airports and Private Use Airports Where the Airport Overlay Districts are 
concerned, references to airports and airport facilities generally Includes heliports as well 

Several other airport facilities eXist throughout the County that are not a part of thiS airport planning 
program and thus not recognized by the established Airport Overlay Districts In general, these Include 
personal use airports, heliports and agriculturally related landing striPS With the exception of 
agriculturally related landing striPS, these facIlities are regulated as speCial uses In speCified land use 
districts pursuant to standards outlined In the Community Development Code Where personal use 
facilities are concerned, the Community Development Code make a distinction between the terms and 
heliport, as they are permitted equally in all land use dlstncts 

OutSide the UGB, land use districts which allow personal use airports as a special use generally Include 
all rural dlstncts except rural commercial (RCOM) and rural Industrial (RIND), inside the land use dlstnct 
which allow personal use heliports as a speCial use Include the rural reSidential districts (AF-5, AF-10 and 
RR-5), and the speclallndustnal overlay district (SID) Urban land use districts that permit personal use 

abcdef Proposed additions 
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districts pursuant to standards outlined In the Community Development Code Where personal use 
facilities are concerned, the Community Development Code make a distinction between the terms and 
heliport, as they are permitted equally in all land use districts 

OutSide the UGB, land use districts which allow personal use airports as a special use generally Include 
all rural districts except rural commercial (RCOM) and rural Industrial (RIND), inside the land use district 
which allow personal use heliports as a speCial use Include the rural reSidential districts (AF-5, AF-10 and 
RR-5), and the special industrial overlay district (SID) Urban land use districts that permit personal use 
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Amend Policy 28, AIRPORTS, of the Rural/Natural Resource Plan to add the follOWing text 
relaling to the new Residential Airpark Overlay District set forth In Exhibit 1 of this ordinance 

POLICY 28, AIRPORTS: 

It is the policy of Washington County to protect the function and economic 
viability of existing public use airports, while ensuring public safety and 
compatibility between airport uses and surrounding land uses for public use 
airports identified by the Oregon Department of Aviation (DOA). 

Introduction 

Changes In state law passed In 1995 and 1997 require local JUrisdictions to adopt an airport planning 
program for certain airports desCribed In ORS 836 600 et Seq The Aeronautics DIvIsion of the Oregon 
Department of Transportation (now the Department of AVlatlon/DOA) and the Department of Land 
ConselVatlon and Development together developed Airport Planning Rules (OAR 660-013) and Identtfled 
certain public and private use airports that would be subject to these rules, based on the parameters set 
forth In the statute The DOA manages the list of Identified airports, which IS subject to amendment 
through a review and decision process by the state AViation Board, pursuant to OAR 738-090 
Procedures for amendment of the state airport list Include publiC notice procedures As necessary, the 
County Will Initiate ComprehenSive Plan amendment proceedings to remain current With DOA list of all 
airports 

PoliCY 17 of the Washington County 2020 Transportation Plan Idenllfles and outlines transportatlon
related poliCies for the County's three public use airports The Rural/Natural Resource Plan and the 
Comprehensive Framework Plan for the Urban Area each outline land use related poliCies that address 
only those airports Within the Washington County JUrisdiction that are Identified by the DOA liSt, With the 
addition of Skyport, a small public use facility located north of Cornelius 

Polley 28 outlines Implementing strategies WhiCh, In part, set forth Airport Overlay Districts to regulate 
safety concerns, land uses and land use compatibility Issues on airport properties and Within surrounding 
area These are structured to address state-recognized airports In two categories, generally referred to 
herein as Public Use Airports and Private Use Airports Where the Airport Overlay Districts are 
concerned, references to airports and airport facilities generally Includes heliports as well 

Several other airport facilities eXist throughout the County that are not a part of thiS airport planning 
program and thus not recognized by the established Airport Overlay Districts In general, these Include 
personal use airports, heliports and agriculturally related landing striPS With the exception of 
agriculturally related landing striPS, these facIlities are regulated as speCial uses In speCified land use 
districts pursuant to standards outlined In the Community Development Code Where personal use 
facilities are concerned, the Community Development Code make a distinction between the terms and 
heliport, as they are permitted equally in all land use districts 

OutSide the UGB, land use districts which allow personal use airports as a special use generally Include 
all rural districts except rural commercial (RCOM) and rural Industrial (RIND), inside the land use district 
which allow personal use heliports as a speCial use Include the rural reSidential districts (AF-5, AF-10 and 
RR-5), and the special industrial overlay district (SID) Urban land use districts that permit personal use 
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heliports include all residential districts (R-5, R-6, R-9, R-15, R-24, and R-25+), the commercial and 
business districts with the exception of the neighborhood commercial district (allowed In OC, CBD, and 
GC distriCtS), and the industrial district (IND) 

Policy 28 allows Residential Airpark Development (RAD) within a Residential Airpark Overlay Dlstnct The 
Residential Airpark Overlay Dlstnct authonzes aircraft hangars, paved tie down areas and taxiways as 
accessory uses 

I mplementlng Strategies 

The County Will 

a Adopt and Implement Airport Overlay Districts consistent with LCDC Airport Planning Rules and 
ORS Chapter 836 In order to 

Protect public use airports by regulating land uses In designated areas surrounding 
the Portland-Hillsboro and the' Stark's TWin Oaks airports based on adopted airport 
master plans or eVidence of each airport's specific level of nsk and usage Prevent 
the installation of airspace obstructions, additional airport hazards, and ensure the 
safety of the public and gUide compatible land use Limit uses In specific nOise Impact 
and crash hazard areas that have been Identified for each specific airport To a 
lesser degree, protect the function and economic viability of the Sky port airport, 
which was not Identified pursuant to ORS 836600 but which the County recognizes 
as an established privately owned public use airport and thus reqUlnng regulatory 
measures to promote safety. 

2 Protect pnvately owned, private use airports Identified by the DOA Each airport's 
specific level of nsk and usage shall be used to guide the continued safe aeronautical 
access to and from these airports, consldenng the type of aircraft approved to use 
the field 

b Recognize the Portland-Hillsboro airport as the major aviation facility In Washington County and 
an airport of regional slgmflcance To promote Its operation, the County shall coordinate with the 
City of Hillsboro to help ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses The ComprehenSive 
Plan Will be updated to reflect any necessary changes resulting from thiS process 

c Work with airport sponsors to coordinate with the Federal AVlatJon Administration (FAA) In 
promoting FAA-registered flight patterns and FAA flight behaVior regulations In order to protect 
the Interests of County residents living near alrports._ 

d Maintain geographic information system (GIS) mapping of the Airport Overlay Districts and 
provide timely updates._ 

e Parllclpate In and encourage the adoption of master plans for all publiC use airports and, at a 
minimUm, an airport layout plan for the remaining DOA recognized airfields In Washington 
County;_ 

Discourage future development of pnvate landing fields when they are In proximity to one 
another, or where they are near other public airports and potential alfspace conflicts are 
determined to eXist by the FAA or the DOA 

g Allow Residential Airpark Development in a Residential Airpark Overlay Dlstnct 
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heliports include all residential dlstncts (R-5, R-6, R-9, R-15, R-24, and R-25+), the commercial and 
business dlstncts with the exception of the neighborhood commercial dlstnct (allowed In OC, CBD, and 
GC dlstncts), and the Industnal dlstnct (IND) 

Policy 28 allows Residential Airpark Development (RAD) within a Residential Airpark Overlay Dlstnct The 
Residential Airpark Overlay Dlstnct authonzes aircraft hangars, paved tie down areas and taxiways as 
accessory uses 

I mplementlng Strategies 

The County Will 

a Adopt and Implement Airport Overlay Districts consistent with LCDC Airport Planning Rules and 
ORS Chapter 836 In order to 

Protect public use airports by regulating land uses In deSignated areas surrounding 
the Portland-Hillsboro and the' Stark's TWin Oaks airports based on adopted airport 
master plans or eVidence of each airport's specific level of nsk and usage Prevent 
the installation of airspace obstructions, additional airport hazards, and ensure the 
safety of the public and gUide compatible land use Limit uses In specific nOise Impact 
and crash hazard areas that have been Identified for each specific airport To a 
lesser degree, protect the function and economic viability of the Sky port airport, 
which was not Identified pursuant to ORS 836600 but which the County recognizes 
as an established privately owned public use airport and thus reqUlnng regulatory 
measures to promote safety. 

2 Protect pnvately owned, private use airports Identified by the DOA Each airport's 
specific level of nsk and usage shall be used to guide the continued safe aeronautical 
access to and from these airports, consldenng the type of aircraft approved to use 
the field 

b Recognize the Portland-Hillsboro airport as the major aviation facility In Washington County and 
an airport of regional significance To promote ItS operation, the County shall coordinate with the 
City of Hillsboro to help ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses The ComprehenSive 
Plan Will be updated to reflect any necessary changes resulting from thiS process 

c Work with airport sponsors to coordinate with the Federal AViation Administration (FAA) In 
promoting FAA-registered flight patterns and FAA flight behaVior regulations In order to protect 
the Interests of County residents liVing near alrports._ 

d Maintain geographic information system (GIS) mapping of the Airport Overlay Districts and 
proVide timely updates._ 

e Parllclpate In and encourage the adoption of master plans for all publiC use airports and, at a 
minimUm, an airport layout plan for the remaining DOA recognized airfields In Washington 
County;_ 

Discourage future development of pnvate landing fields when they are In proximity to one 
another, or where they are near other public airports and potential alfspace conflicts are 
determined to eXist by the FAA or the DOA 

g Allow ReSidential Airpark Development in a ReSidential Airpark Overlay Dlstnct 
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heliports include all residential dlstncts (R-5, R-6, R-9, R-15, R-24, and R-25+), the commercial and 
business dlstncts with the exception of the neighborhood commercial dlstnct (allowed In OC, CBD, and 
GC dlstncts), and the Industnal dlstnct (IND) 

Policy 28 allows Residential Airpark Development (RAD) within a Residential Airpark Overlay Dlstnct The 
Residential Airpark Overlay Dlstnct authonzes aircraft hangars, paved tie down areas and taxiways as 
accessory uses 

I mplementlng Strategies 

The County Will 

a Adopt and Implement Airport Overlay Districts consistent with LCDC Airport Planning Rules and 
ORS Chapter 836 In order to 

Protect public use airports by regulating land uses In deSignated areas surrounding 
the Portland-Hillsboro and the' Stark's TWin Oaks airports based on adopted airport 
master plans or eVidence of each airport's specific level of nsk and usage Prevent 
the installation of airspace obstructions, additional airport hazards, and ensure the 
safety of the public and gUide compatible land use Limit uses In specific nOise Impact 
and crash hazard areas that have been Identified for each specific airport To a 
lesser degree, protect the function and economic viability of the Sky port airport, 
which was not Identified pursuant to ORS 836600 but which the County recognizes 
as an established privately owned public use airport and thus reqUlnng regulatory 
measures to promote safety. 

2 Protect pnvately owned, private use airports Identified by the DOA Each airport's 
specific level of nsk and usage shall be used to guide the continued safe aeronautical 
access to and from these airports, consldenng the type of aircraft approved to use 
the field 

b Recognize the Portland-Hillsboro airport as the major aviation facility In Washington County and 
an airport of regional significance To promote ItS operation, the County shall coordinate with the 
City of Hillsboro to help ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses The ComprehenSive 
Plan Will be updated to reflect any necessary changes resulting from thiS process 

c Work with airport sponsors to coordinate with the Federal AViation Administration (FAA) In 
promoting FAA-registered flight patterns and FAA flight behaVior regulations In order to protect 
the Interests of County residents liVing near alrports._ 

d Maintain geographic information system (GIS) mapping of the Airport Overlay Districts and 
proVide timely updates._ 

e Parllclpate In and encourage the adoption of master plans for all publiC use airports and, at a 
minimUm, an airport layout plan for the remaining DOA recognized airfields In Washington 
County;_ 

Discourage future development of pnvate landing fields when they are In proximity to one 
another, or where they are near other public airports and potential alfspace conflicts are 
determined to eXist by the FAA or the DOA 

g Allow ReSidential Airpark Development in a ReSidential Airpark Overlay Dlstnct 
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h Ensure that future Residential Airpark Development IS compatible with the continued operation of 
adlacent private airstrips 

Summary Findings and Conclusions 

In Washington County, the LCDC Airport Planning Rules apply to the follOWing faCIlities, which are 
Included In the County's airport planning program 

Public Use Airports - Publicly Owned 
a Portland-Hillsboro (KHIO) 

2 Public Use Airports - Privately Owned 
a Stark's TWin Oaks Airpark (7S3) 

3 Private Use Airports - Privately Owned (recognized by DOA as having 3 or more based aircraft In 

1994) 
a Apple Valley (1/2 mile S of Buxton) (OR61) 
b Meyer's Riverside (2 miles SW of Tigard) (OG34) , 
c North Plains Gllderport (2 miles W of North Plains) (1 OR4) 
d Olinger StriP (3 miles NW of Hillsboro) (OR81) 
e PrOVidence St Vincent Medical Center Heliport (25 miles NE of Beaverton) (530R) 
f. Sunset Airstrip (1iZ mile SW of North PlainS) (lOR3) 

In addition to the above, the Skyport Airport (4S4) (located 3 miles N of Cornelius) IS a privately owned 
publiC use faCility that was not Identified by the DOA because of ItS relatively small size and low level of 
activity However thiS faCIlity has been Included In the Gfounty's airport planning program because of ItS 
status as a publiC use airport The level of protection proVided for thiS faCIlity IS Similar to that ~ 
proVided fBHI1e.-privately owned private use airports Idenllfled In List 3, above 

The Portland-Hillsboro Airport, owned by the Port of Portland, IS located Within the city limits of Hillsboro. 
However land use and nOise Impact areas associated With thiS airport affect Gfounty lands The 
Gfounty's planning efforts for rural lands around the Portland-Hillsboro airport therefore Will be 
coordinated With the City of Hillsboro after tAe s"rrent (2()()3) master plan update prosess is somplete 

LCDC's Airport Planning Rules prescribe different levels of protection for the listed airports, depending on 
the nature of use and the size of the faCility In general, state requirements are applied to faCilities Within 
the Gfounty's JUrisdiction through the application of Airport Overlay Districts to regulate land uses The~ 
county utll,zes-8fe two sets of overlays one set applies to Public Use Airports (Portland-Hillsboro and 
Stark's TWin Oaks), and one set applies to Private uJlse Airports, including all of those Identified In List 3, 
above For each airport category (publiC and private), the overlay district set consists of 1) a land use 
overlay district to regulate airport related land uses at the airport Site, and 2) a safety andlor land use 
compatibility overlay district to mitigate land uses and height of structures and objects on properties 
Immediately surrounding airports For the Private Use Airports, the protection of the safety overlay district IS 
limited to graduated height restrictions along approach corndors For the Public Use Airport (I e, Stark's 
TWin Oaks), the second overlay district IS more elaborate and mitigates land uses and safety hazards In a 
broader area surrounding the airport ThiS overlay Includes boundaries to Identify areas subject to nOise 
ImpaCtS, bird strike hazards, and protection measures for Imaginary surfaces for airborne aircraft I 

PoliCY 28 Identifies an additional overlay, the ReSidential Airpark Overlay District The ReSidential Airpark 
Overlay District applies to certain rural lands adlacent to Sunset Airstrip ThiS district supports the 
continued operation of the Sunset Airstrip and the uniqueness of ReSidential Airpark Development by 
authOriZing limited accessory uses commonly assOCiated with airstrip use ThiS district also promotes 
public health and safety In the VICinity of Sunset Airstrip by ensuring that ReSidential Airpark Development 
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h Ensure that future Residential Airpark Development IS compatible with the continued operation of 
adlacent private airstrips 

Summary Findings and Conclusions 

In Washington County, the LCDC Airport Planning Rules apply to the follOWing faCilities, which are 
Included In the County's airport planning program 

Public Use Airports - Publicly Owned 
a Portland-Hillsboro (KHIO) 

2 Public Use Airports - Privately Owned 
a Stark's TWin Oaks Airpark (7S3) 

3 Pnvate Use Airports - Pnvately Owned (recognized by DOA as having 3 or more based aircraft In 

1994) 
a Apple Valley (1/2 mile S of Buxton) (OR61) 
b Meyer's Riverside (2 miles SW of Tigard) (OG34) , 
c North Plains Gliderport (2 miles W of North Plains) (lOR4) 
d Olinger Stnp (3 miles NW of Hillsboro) (OR81) 
e PrOVidence St Vincent Medical Center Heliport (25 miles NE of Beaverton) (530R) 
f. Sunset Airstrip (1iZ mile SW of North PlainS) (lOR3) 

In addition to the above, the Skyport Airport (4S4) (located 3 miles N of Cornelius) IS a pnvately owned 
publiC use faCility that was not Identified by the DOA because of ItS relatively small size and low level of 
activity However thiS faCility has been Included In the Gfounty's airport planning program because of ItS 
status as a publiC use airport The level of protection proVided for thiS faCility IS Similar to that ~ 
proVided fBHI1e.-privately owned private use airports Idenllf,ed In List 3, above 

The Portland-Hillsboro Airport, owned by the Port of Portland, IS located Within the city limits of Hillsboro. 
However land use and nOise Impact areas associated With thiS airport affect Gfounty lands The 
Gfounty's planning efforts for rural lands around the Portland-Hillsboro airport therefore Will be 
coordinated With the City of Hillsboro after tAe s"rrent (2()()3) master plan update prosess is s9mplete 

LCDC's Airport Planning Rules prescribe different levels of protection for the listed airports, depending on 
the nature of use and the size of the faCility In general, state requirements are applied to faCilities Within 
the Gfounty's junsdictlon through the application of Airport Overlay Districts to regulate land uses The~ 
county utll,zes-afe two sets of overlays one set applies to Public Use Airports (Portland-Hillsboro and 
Stark's TWin Oaks), and one set applies to Pnvate uJlse Airports, including all of those Identified In List 3, 
above For each airport category (publiC and private), the overlay dlstnct set consists of 1) a land use 
overlay district to regulate airport related land uses at the airport Site, and 2) a safety andlor land use 
compatibility overlay district to mitigate land uses and height of structures and objects on properties 
Immediately surrounding airports For the Pnvate Use Airports, the protection of the safety overlay dlstnct IS 
limited to graduated height restrictions along approach corndors For the Public Use Airport (I e, Stark's 
TWin Oaks), the second overlay dlstnct IS more elaborate and mitigates land uses and safety hazards In a 
broader area surrounding the airport ThiS overlay Includes boundanes to Identify areas subject to nOise 
ImpaCtS, bird stnke hazards, and protection measures for Imaginary surfaces for airborne aircraft I 

PoliCY 28 Identifies an additional overlay, the ReSidential Airpark Overlay District The ReSidential Airpark 
Overlay District applies to certain rural lands adlacent to Sunset Airstrip ThiS dlstnct supports the 
continued operation of the Sunset Airstrip and the uniqueness of ReSidential Airpark Development by 
authOriZing limited accessory uses commonly assOCiated with airstrip use ThiS district also promotes 
public health and safety In the VICinity of Sunset Airstrip by ensuring that ReSidential Airpark Development 
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h Ensure that future Residential Airpark Development IS compatible with the continued operation of 
adlacent private airstrips 

Summary Findings and Conclusions 

In Washington County, the LCDC Airport Planning Rules apply to the follOWing faCilities, which are 
Included In the County's airport planning program 

Public Use Airports - Publicly Owned 
a Portland-Hillsboro (KHIO) 

2 Public Use Airports - Privately Owned 
a Stark's TWin Oaks Airpark (7S3) 

3 Pnvate Use Airports - Pnvately Owned (recognized by DOA as having 3 or more based aircraft In 

1994) 
a Apple Valley (1/2 mile S of Buxton) (OR61) 
b Meyer's Riverside (2 miles SW of Tigard) (OG34) , 
c North Plains Gliderport (2 miles W of North Plains) (lOR4) 
d Olinger Stnp (3 miles NW of Hillsboro) (OR81) 
e PrOVidence St Vincent Medical Center Heliport (25 miles NE of Beaverton) (530R) 
f. Sunset Airstrip (1iZ mile SW of North PlainS) (lOR3) 

In addition to the above, the Skyport Airport (4S4) (located 3 miles N of Cornelius) IS a pnvately owned 
publiC use faCility that was not Identified by the DOA because of ItS relatively small size and low level of 
activity However thiS faCility has been Included In the Gfounty's airport planning program because of ItS 
status as a publiC use airport The level of protection proVided for thiS faCility IS Similar to that ~ 
proVided fBHI1e.-privately owned private use airports Idenllf,ed In List 3, above 

The Portland-Hillsboro Airport, owned by the Port of Portland, IS located Within the city limits of Hillsboro. 
However land use and nOise Impact areas associated With thiS airport affect Gfounty lands The 
Gfounty's planning efforts for rural lands around the Portland-Hillsboro airport therefore Will be 
coordinated With the City of Hillsboro after tAe s"rrent (2()()3) master plan update prosess is s9mplete 

LCDC's Airport Planning Rules prescribe different levels of protection for the listed airports, depending on 
the nature of use and the size of the faCility In general, state requirements are applied to faCilities Within 
the Gfounty's junsdictlon through the application of Airport Overlay Districts to regulate land uses The~ 
county utll,zes-afe two sets of overlays one set applies to Public Use Airports (Portland-Hillsboro and 
Stark's TWin Oaks), and one set applies to Pnvate uJlse Airports, including all of those Identified In List 3, 
above For each airport category (publiC and private), the overlay dlstnct set consists of 1) a land use 
overlay district to regulate airport related land uses at the airport Site, and 2) a safety andlor land use 
compatibility overlay district to mitigate land uses and height of structures and objects on properties 
Immediately surrounding airports For the Pnvate Use Airports, the protection of the safety overlay dlstnct IS 
limited to graduated height restrictions along approach corndors For the Public Use Airport (I e, Stark's 
TWin Oaks), the second overlay dlstnct IS more elaborate and mitigates land uses and safety hazards In a 
broader area surrounding the airport ThiS overlay Includes boundanes to Identify areas subject to nOise 
ImpaCtS, bird stnke hazards, and protection measures for Imaginary surfaces for airborne aircraft I 

PoliCY 28 Identifies an additional overlay, the ReSidential Airpark Overlay District The ReSidential Airpark 
Overlay District applies to certain rural lands adlacent to Sunset Airstrip ThiS dlstnct supports the 
continued operation of the Sunset Airstrip and the uniqueness of ReSidential Airpark Development by 
authOriZing limited accessory uses commonly assOCiated with airstrip use ThiS district also promotes 
public health and safety In the VICinity of Sunset Airstrip by ensuring that ReSidential Airpark Development 
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compiles with the provIsions of the Private Airport Safety Overlay District and the standards of the 
Residential Airpark Overlay District 
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2. Amend Polley 28, AIRPORTS, of the Rural! Natural Resource Plan to remove the Sunset 
Airstrip map shown below' 
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3 Amend Policy 28, AIRPORTS, of the Rural/Natural Resource Plan to add the Sunset 
Airstrip map shown below 
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