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FOREWORD

This document is the technical background report employed in the
development of the Comprehensive Plan for Umatilla County, Oregon. It
ggﬂ?gjnsAresggpgh datarwhich forms the basis of the Plan's Findings and

Policies. To facilitate its use, subject matter has been arranged in an

— e

order approximating that of the Plan. Additional information, not readily
incorporable (e.g. air photos, notes on citizen groups meetings, parcel
size maps, staff work sheets and other referenced publications) are on file

at the Umatilla County Planniny Department, Courthouse, Pendleton, Oregon.



CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT

Citizen involvement is not new to the planning process in Umatilla
County. During the initial planning program in the early 1970's,
several hundred citizens contributed their valuable knowledge and
community concerns in developing a County comprehensive land use
plan and zoning ordinance. The underlying purpose back then (as it
is today) was to insure that public wants and needs were reflected
in the plans and balanced with environmental constraints and special
interests.

Apparently, many communities have not embraced the citizen involve-
ment process. Often citizens have been ignored in important planning
decisions directly affecting their 1ife styles and livelyhoods. To
correct non-representative planning processes, the Oregon Legislature
in 1974 adopted Goal #1 “Citizen Involvement" as one of 13 other land
use planning goals. This goal outlines procedures to insure citizen
involvement in all phases of developing comprehensive land use plans.

Goal #1 specifically requires local governing bodies to develop and
publicize a citizen involvement program clearly defining procedures

by which the public will be involved. The Citizen involvement program
is to be an on-going process as land use planning needs continuously
change with time. Other supporting requirements of the citizen involve-
ment goal include: (1) the appointment of a committee for citizen
involvement to monitor and evaluate the citizen involvement program;
(2) the availability to the public of technical information used to
reach policy decisions; (3) assuring feedback mechanisms whereby
citizens understand and have a record of why a policy decision was
made; and (4) financial support helping to guarantee the continued
operation of the citizen involvement program.

In response to the citizen ifvolvement goal, Umatilla County imple-
mented an intensive citizen involvement process.

Umatilla County Citizen Involvement Processes

A requirement of the citizen involvement goal is the establishment of
an officialy recognized committee for citizen involvement (C.C.l.).

A major component of the citizen involvement program, the C.C.I. must
also be responsible for assisting the governing body (County Board of
Commissioners) in developing a citizen involvement progarm and evalu-
ating its progress and effectiveness in promoting citizen involvement.

On January 23, 1976, the Board of Commissioners officially recognized

the Umatilla County Planning Commission as the C.C.I. Because of its

County wide planning concepts, the County Planning Commission was felt
to be the ideal group to fulfill C.C.I. responsibilities.

The overseeing role by the County Planning Commission of County citizen
involvement programs was somewhat short lived. As a requirement of
receiving grant monies from the Land Conservation and Development Com-
mission (LCDC), the County was instructed by this agency to formulate
an independent C.C.I. by January 1, 1977. Reasons for requiring an
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independent C.C.I. were to: (1) help guarantee a truely “citizen
oriented" review board; and (2) ease the work load of the already
busy County Planning Commission. Consequently, a seven member
committee of independent citizens was officially appointed by the
County Board of Commissioners of Commissioners on June 1, 1977 to
serve as the Umatilla County ¢.C.I. (List available for reviow
at the County Planning Department.)

Land use planning revisions first began in the west portion of
Umatilla County. The Board of Commissionors racognized that the
rapid population amd economic growth occurring there required
immediate updating and rivision to the existing comprehensive plan.
Pursuant to the adopted Citizen's Involvement Program explained
above, the Board of Commissioners appointed the West End Citizens'
Adivsory Committee during February of 1976 to assist in the pre-
paration of the comprehensive plan revision for the West County
area. An organizational meeting was held, members chosen, and
by-laws adopted (all are on file and available for review at the
County Planning Department).

The first responsibility of the West End Citizen Advisory Committee
(W.E.C.A.C.) was to make necessary updates to the comprehensive plan
maps and text. After considerable citizen input, several specific
land use proposals were presented to the Planning Commission and
Board of Commissioners. A comprehensive plan map amendment along
Highway 395 and addition of a new “1ight industrial" text section
were the result of W.E.C,A.C's initial proposals.

W.E.C.A.C, next proceeded to review state land use planning goals
and bring into compliance the area's comprehensive plan. This
task met with Tittle success for several reasons. First, the by-
laws regulating the group were too rigid, requiring a lengthy
procedure to appoint constantly needed new members. Second,
membership was not always representative of all areas in the
-planning unit. Varfous proposals consequently met with opposition
from the public. Third, W.E.C.A.C. was also provided Tittle
planning data and staff direction, making defensible proposals
difficult, A1l of these circumstances contributed to dissention
and frustration. Consequently, major by-law revisions (September
14 and 23 1976) were initiated which widened area membership and
provided a more open public process in choosing new memberships.

Despite these corrective measures, many original W.E,C.A.C. committee
members Tlost interest and resigned. ~The County planning staff then
began taking a more active leadership role by providing technical
data, resource speakers, a planning schedule and other organizational
assistance. Thus, new citizen memberships were attracted and a
citizen involvement committee was one again functioning in West
Umatilla County.

The newly functioning West County Citizen Advisory Committee met
18 times over a 10 month time period reviewing data inventories,
soliciting citizen comments and reviewing goals and policies
suggested for incorporation into the West County Framework Plan.
Also, an agricultural advisory subcommittee contributed valuable
citizen input in identifying agricultural land. Both groups
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worked diligently and faithfully and their valuable efforts were
the foundation of land use policies found in this plan (see file
available at County Planning Department).

Stil1l another opportunity for citizen involvement occurred when a
special citizen task force was appointed to help resolve the location
of rural-residential lands and several other citizen concerns that
were objected to when the West County framework Plan was originally
presented for adoption. This nine member body composed of six
citizens, three County Planning Commission members, and one West
County Citizen Advisory Committee member, grappled three months

to revise unfavorable West County Citizens Advisory Committee and
County Planning Commission Framework Plan recommendations. The
task force reviewed all previous testimony, collected new comments,
and submitted their recommendations to the County Board of Commis-
sioners for appropriate consideration (membership lists are
available on file at County Planning Department).

Public Education and Awareness

A wide variety of communication techniques were used to inform
citizens of planning efforts in West Umatilla County. Planning
displays, newspaper releases, personal letter notices and presen-
tation to clubs and civic groups were initial methods of generating
public awareness. Specific informational efforts consisted of
planning fair which explained the planning process to be undertaken,
a fair booth disply information center at the County Fair showing
planning progress made, and three community workshops explaining the
citizen advisory committees' land use proposals suggested in the
Framework Plan.

Citizen involvement Committee meetings were advertised in west county
newspapers (Hermiston Herald and the Tri-City Herald) and on area
radio stations (KOHU, Hermiston; KTIX, Pendleton). Personal letter
notices were mailed to each member of the Citizen involvement com-
mittee regarding upcoming meetings and the topics to be discussed.

The following are total numbers of citizen comprehensive planning
meeting notificaitons from February 1976 to September 1977:

a. Newspaper (press releases) - 8
b. Personal letter meeting notices- approximately 1,000%

Records show active involvement of citizens in the 40 meetings held,
while news stories relating to the West County Citizen participation
process totals 60. Both Planning Commission and Board of Commis-
sioners hearings pertaining to the West County Framework Plan are
recorded on cassette tapes. These tapes and minutes are available
at the Umatilla County Planning Department.

Public Opinion Surveys and Review Opportunities

Another important aspect of the citizen planning process was the
distribution, compilation, and incorporation of public opionin survey

* Rotating membership and inaccurate records makes an exact number
impossible to determine.
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results and their reflected proposals into community policies. During
the months of July and August of 1977, a door to door housing survey
was condycted by the County Planning staff. I[n addition to questions
pertaining to housing, several opinion questions were asked, the most
important being that of what residents saw as serious problems in

their community. The survey included 1,089 households or approximately
41 percent of the households in the unincorporated area of the West
County Planning Unit, Analysis of this representative survey was a
major contributer to findings and policies later incorporated into both
the Framework Plan and the final West County Comprehensive Plan (survey
questions and analysis can be found in the Housing background report
within this document). ' o o

Incidental to the housing-public attitude survey mentioned above, was a

fair booth display at the County fair in August of 1977. Although the

main purpose of the display was to show the general public what planning
progress had been made, specific comments were solicited ragarding

citizen desires and problems in the areas where they resided., Several
constructive suggestions were added to the Framework Plan text and policies,

Opportunities to review goals and policies which represented balancing
West County citizen concerns and state planning goals were numerous,

In addition to distributing copies of the Framework Plan to all West
County Advisory Committee members, interested citizens, and all affected
government agencies and special districts, display copies were provided
at convenient locations such as city halls and libraries. Copies were
also provided in Timited quantities at each County Planning Commission
and Board of Commissioners public hearings,

Other County Citizen Involvement

Increasing development pressures on the fruit production lands north of
Milton-Freewater precipitated an Orchards District planning effort. Begin-
ning in the spring of 1978 public involvement was encouraged through
informal meetings at each of five grade school districts. A Citizen
Advisory Committee was appointed by the County Board of Commissioners
which represented both geographic sub areas and special interest groups.
Working through the fall and winter of 1978 the Orchards CAC, in conjun-
ction with County planners, developed the Orchards District Plan. In
April 1979 the Plan was adopted by the County Board of Commissioners.

To address planning for the mountainous areas of the County, the County
staff conducted meetings (fall of 1979) in the vicinities of the two
main areas of population/development - Tollgate and Meacham. Additional
public meetings .in 1980 and work with several mountain area citizen
committees in Tate 1981 to summer of 1982 were also held. Results of
those gatherings were incorporated into the exceptions process and
Comprehensive Plan of Goal #4, Forest Lands.

Further public involvement in developing County Comprehensive Plan
policies included contributions from County citizens participating in
the Umatilla Overall Economic Development subcommittees. These sub-
committees developed goals and policies for further regional economic
plans under the direction of East Central Oregon Association of Counties
staff (ECOAC). The district, consisting of Morrow, Umatilla, Grant,
Wheeler, and Gilliam counties, has area representation within each of
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the five county economic communities. Economic goals and policies
proposed for Umatilla County are therefore representative of Umatilla
County Citizens and do necessarily reflect County economic potential
and desires. There contributions and resulting economic policies have
been considered in development of the County Comprehensive Plan. A
more detailed description of citizen involvement is given in the Comp-
rehensive Plan.

Citizen Involvement - A Continuing Process

Because planning is a continuous process, so must be citizen involvement.
It is the responsibility of Umatilla County to continue to make planning
information available to the public and encourage continued citizen parti-
cipation through planning programs. Conversely, citizens are equally
responsible for using those opportunities. The County Board of Commis-
sioners continues the policy of maintaining standing citizen advisory
committees e.g., library, roads, parks, and recreation, solid waste,
mental health, and housing authority committees. Agreements between the
County and other jurisdictions (Joint Management Agreements, memos of
understanding and cooperative agreements) also implicitly recognize and
encourage public involvement in the decision processes.

Citizen involvement then is a two-way street; it is a vehicle for every-
one (city, county, state agencies, and private citizens) to take part

in land use decisions. Future citizen involvement policy must provide
mechanisms to facilitate citizen input and information at the local,
regional, state and federal levels.
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AGRICULTURE

Umatilla County is farm country. Farming is deeply rooted in the historic
development of the area. (See History and Settlement Section in Compre-
hensive Plan for further details). Agriculture still dominates the area's
economy and the area often gains national recognition for its rich
agricultural diversity.

During the past ten years, the development of irrigation projects in the
West County has fostered an agricultural economic boom and created economic
expansion in this area of Umatilla County. Irrigation in this dry-climate
region has made possible both a diversification of crops and major increases
in agricultural production. The availability of Columbia River water, im-
proved technology in pumping and irrigation equipment, and suitable soils
combine to make irrigated farming a profitable operation in much of the

West County area. In fact, between 1969 and the present, the area experi-
enced an increase in agricultural acreage, quite the opposite of what was
occurring throughout most of the nation. i

Other farm statistics indicate that Umatilla County and the other Columbia
Basin counties in Oregon are capturing a greater share of Oregon's agri-
cultural income. It has been estimated that given sufficient water and
the allowance of expansion of projected and present irrigation districts,
the Columbia Basin Counties (Morrow, Gilliam, Hood River, Sherman, Wasco,
_and Umatilla) would become the leading agricultural area of the state
within 15 years, especially if urban sprawl continues to reduce the prime
land base of Western Oregon agriculture.?

Urban sprawl has not been totally avoided in Umatilla County. Increased
agricultural production has lead to an increase in farm employment, has
attracted a number of food processing plants, and has fostered considerable
growth in and around the County's cities. Further intrusions of non-farm
residences into surrounding farmland, especially in a piecemeal pattern,
could undermine the agricultural economy similarily to what is happening
in the Willamette Valley. Therefore, providing proper guidance of future
growth in the County is vital to insure the area's agricultural potential
and yet accommodate the needs of an expanding population. This report will
substantiate agriculture's importance to Umatilla County and the necessity
for protection, preservation and expansion of this valuable resource.

Soils

Knowledge of the potentials and limitations of each soil for agricultural
use (as well as for other uses) is basic resource planning. Because Oregon
and Umatilla County are largely dependent on agriculture and related in-
dustries, and because of the limited acreage of such lands, preservation

of the most productive soils is extremely important.

As part of the County Soil Survey conducted by the S.C.S. Soil Scientists,
soil series are identified as individual mapping units. Interpretations
for use, development and agricultural management can be made considering
the Timitations of each soil The S.C.S. land capability classification
system uses eight lTand capability classes. Soils placed within each class
exhibit the same general limitations for preparation or treatment. The
soil limitations become progressively greater from Class I to Cyass VIII.
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Within each class are sub-groupings which are classified according to the
major cause of limtations. These include: (e) for erosion hazard becuase

of sTope or textural quality (e.g. sand, silts, Toams hamper crop production
unless a plant cover is maintained); (w) for wetness becuase of drainage
conditions or overflow limitations because of soil qualities (e.g. shallow,
droughty or stony); (c) for climate that is too cold, too dry or too cloudy
for production of many crops.

The following is a summarization and description of the eight S.C.S.land
capability classes:

Class I - Soils having few limitations restricting their use and
are excellent for cultivated crops. They are deep, well drained,
and the topography is nearly level. Water holding capacity is
high, and they need only ordinary crop management practices;

Class IT - Soils having some Timitations that reduce the choice

of plant crops or require moderate conservation practices. Some
limiting factors may include gentle slopes, erosion hazards, res-
tricted drainage, and slight to moderate alkali or salt conditions.

Class IIT - Soils having severe limitations that reduce choices of
plant crops or requires special conservation practices, or both.
Limiting factors may include: moderate Steep slopes, high erosion
hazards, poor water penetration qualities, restricted root zones,
Tow fertility and unstable soils structure;

Class IV - Soils having very severe limitations that reduce the
choice of plant crops, requires very careful management, or both.
Limitations in use result from severe slopes and erosion problems,
shallow soils, Tow water holding capacity, poor drainage and severe
alkalinity or salinity soil qualities;

Class V - Soils having. less erosion potential but have other limita-
tions that Timit their use largely to pasture, range, woodland, or
wildlife. Limitations include: frequent stream overflow, too short
a growing season, stony or rocky soils, no drainage (ponding areas).
Pastures can often be improved on this class of land;

Class VI - Soils possessing severe limitations that make them usually
unsuited to cultivation. Agricultural uses are restricted to mainly
pasture, range, woodland, or wildlife. Similar Timitations are found
in this class and are found in class IV soils, but they are more rigid;

Class VII - Soils having very severe limitations that render them
unsuited to cultivation and retrict their use largely to pasture or
range, woodland or wildlife. These soils are the poorest for pro-
ducing crops, but they have significant importance for grazing,
timber production or wildlife uses;

Class VIII - Soils usually associated with landforms having limita-
tions that eliminate their use for commercial crop production. Uses
are restricted to recreation, wildlife, water supply, or aesthetic
purposes. Examples of types of soils or land forms include sandy
beaches, river wash, and rock outcrop.
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The following table more clearly illustrates the ‘intensity with which
each land capability class can be used with safety.
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SOURCE: Taken from Brady, Nyle C. and Buckman, Harry O.,
The Nature and Properties of Soils,
(New York: McMilTlan, 1974) 639 pp.

Capability classifications for county agricultural soils are in various
stages of completion. Updated, preliminary soils surveys have been
finished for western Umatilla County, Orchards District (north of
Milton-Freewater), selected mountain areas around Tollgate and Meacham,
and rural lands surrounding the city of Pendleton. The remainder of the
county will be surveyed later with a final compeltion date near 1990.

Two detailed maps have been completed depicting both the dryland and
irrigated agricultural capabilities of the West County.

A general review follows, summarizing their agricultural capabilities
characteristics. Maps were completed for the west County first because
of the heavy pressures for rural development on agricultural soils.

West County

Two maps have been prepared dipicting both the dryland and irrigated agri-
cultural capabilities. (See Maps on pages B-5 and B-6) It should be noted
that agricultural capabilities improve with the availability of water.3
Many of the limitations normally found in the semi-arid climate of the

West County (e.g. wind erosion, lack of water for growing crops, poor soil
stability) are overcome with the proper application of water. Water holds
down blowing soil, reduces wind erosion and often the sandy desert soils
have very low water holding capacities and few nutrients necessary for
growing certain crops. Since irrigation is the major agricultural practice
and greatly contributes to the economic diversity and stability of the

East County, and future irrigation projects are desired and are contemplated
to occur in the area, it would be advantageous to know which soil would be
the most desirable for irrigation. For the above reasons, most of the
analysis pertaining to agricultural capabilities will be slanted towards
irrigation potentials. '
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Analysis of the maps and preliminary data reveal the following:

(1) Nearly 55% of the surveyed area has an irrigation agricultural
capability class of I through I1I, and approximately 90% of the
land area surveyed is classed as I through 1V, indicating
desirable soils for growing crops with water;

(2) There are no Class V soils either irrigated or dryland;

(3) The "Irrigation Agricultural Land Capabilities Map" (page B-6)
located the various soils capabilities for irrigation. Obser-
vation indicated that the better soils are located in the southern
part of the planning area and the more restrictive soils are
lTocated towards the Colubmia River to the north. Wind and topo-
graphy have played a major role in the formation; and consequently,
the capabilities of soils, because they follow the prevailing wind
pattern (southwesterly), and soils in higher elevations do not
contain the sandy materials associated near the Columbia River.

(4) The major division between soil capabilities occurs at about the
650 foot contour which approximates the Union Pacific Railroad
Line running southwest to northeast. There are inclusions of
other soil types within each of the two general soil capability
areas, mostly due to wind and water deposition.

Orchards District Soil Survey

Only a soils identification map. has been completed for the Orchards District
by the Soil Conservation Service staff. However, applying preliminary soil
interpretatoin data, the fellowing soil classification analysis is possible.

Nearly all of the survey area is irrigated, so an analysis of dryland
soils capabilities is not discussed.

Approximately 98% of the soils in the Orchard District have an irrigation
classification of I through 1V,

Area soils are complex due to mixing of alluvial materials from the
Walla Walla River. Immediately north of Milton-Freewater an alluvial
fan occurs; this area is composed- mainly of riverwash cobbles and gravels,

Most of the orchards are located on the above mentioned soil (Freewater
Very Cobbly Loam) because it's cobbles near the surface act as heat
absorbers and radiotors, stimulating early fruit harvest. Early fruit
means higher prices for orchardists. A Class IV capability is assigned
to the soil.

The northern half of the District's soil is a complex mixture of bottom-
land and upland soils. Irrigated agricultural capability classes vary
from I to IV.

(See map on page B-78 for location of Orchards District soil capabilities.)



Meacham/Tollgate/Pendleton Surveys

New soil surveys have been completed for these selected areas of the county.

(1) For the mountainous areas, several maps have been completed depicting
soil limitations only. (See maps on pages B-7a, 7b, 7c, 7d, 7e.)

(2) Preliminary data has been completed for Pendleton, but has not yet
been mapped.

(3) When time permits, maps and interpretations will be incorporated
into the technical information, and any appropriate findings and
policies will also be added to the Plan during updates.

Remaining County

It is recognized that there is need for a new detailed soils survey county-
wide. This task is likely to be completed well beyond the County Plan
completion date of 1982. This Plan has been accomplished using the new
detailed soil mapping and less detailed soils association data for the
remainder of the county. It is suggested that upon completion of the
county soils survey, this part of the Technical Report document be updated.

Generalized soils information available shows that the remaining area in
the Columbia Basin varies in agricultural suitability. Soil associations
5, 6 and 7 on the map on page B-10 are within this area and have dryland
suitabilities from Classes VI to VII. These soils are light, sandy soils.
If irrigated, these soils improve in suitability (Classes III, IV, VI.)

In the Columbia Plateau, which is east of the Columbia Basin and adjoins
the footslopes of the Blue Mountains, there are roughly four sub-areas
with somewhat different soil types. The largest sub-area is the highly
productive wheat retion north of Pendleton. Deep loess soils such as
Shano, Ritzville, Walla Walla and Athena soils (see Map page B-10) are
very good dryland wheat areas and are classed as II and III. The second
sub-area is located south of Pendleton. The Pilot Rock association makes
up the major portion in this area. The Pilot Rock association is also a
Class III soil and very good for dryland wheat. The thrid sub-region is
located north and west of Milton-Freewater. Elisforde intermixed with
other silty soils have a suitability classifiation of III and are mostly
irrigated. The fourth sub-area is southwest of Pendleton. The most
common soils are Condcn and Morrow, having a suitability Class IV. Soil
depth and slope, along with limited rainfall, reduces yields compared with
the more productive soils north of Pendleton with intermixtures of dry-
Tand wheat.

Adjoining the Columbia Plateau area is the Palouse Prairie. This is a
region of steep slopes, with deep soils on the north exposures and
shallow, barren soils on southern aspects. Guardane, Palouse, Rockly
and the Gwin-Umatilla-Kahler associations are soils found in this area.
Suitabilities vary from Class IV to Classes VI and VII. This area is
timbered rangeland.

The Blue Mountain area is primarily used for timber and livestock grazing,
so an agricultural capability is somewhat misleading in this area. Since
the land capability classification system is primarily based on limitations
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for cultivated cropping, timber and rangeland yields would be a more
accurate way of comparing the soils with this area. Most soils in this
area have suitability classes of V, VI, and VII.

Creek and river bottom areas make up the remaining soils associatoins in the
county. The lower elevation areas along major flood plains are generally
deep, silty soils. Consequently, their suitability rating is better (Class
III). The upper portions of the Umatilla and Walla Walla River have more
cobbles and gravels, and are less suitable for cultivation. These soils
have 1ittle chance to develop, due to the constant reworking of them by
flood waters. Suitability is lower, having a Class VII. (See soil #1

on map on page B-10.)

The above general soils information for the county was determined from
detailed soils mapping, where available, and general reconnaissance and
aerial photos. The land capability units for the general soil associations
were obtained by averaging the capabilities of individual mapping units

and their extent within each association. The average capabilities took
into account steep erodable soils and non-arable rangeland soils. Capa-
bilities were averaged only for non-irrigated cropping so that a county-
wide comparison could be made.

Climate

Besides good soils, Umatilla County's agricultural success is dependent
upon climate. The desirable semi-arid to temperate climate allows between
120 to 150 frost-free growing days in the dry land farming plateaus, and
about 200 frost-free days along the Columbia River. The more temperate
mountain areas have shorter frost-free growing season which averages about
50 days.} (See introduction of Comprehensive Plan for more detailed
climatic description of the county.)

Water

County agriculture depends upon water in the form of natural precipitation
falling directly on the ground, and also from stored water from surface
sources such as rivers, streams, etc., and sub-surface groundwater.

Natural precipitation amounts increase as elevation rises. Near the Columbia
River lTess than 10 inches of rain is recorded in a year, with amounts
averaging less than six inches during the growing season (April to September).
In order to grow the many crops presently cultivated in the West County,

large amounts of stored water are required to supplement the meager rainfall.>

The central wheat lands rely upon a 12 to 16 inch rainfall. Because these
amounts are low, a fallow-rotation crop system is practical where some land
is not cropped one year and allowed to lay dormant to absorb necessary water
for the next crop year.

Natural precipitation reaches maximum amounts when approaching the Blue
Mountains. Along its foothills annual rainfalls reach between 15 and

20 inches. Dry land farming mixes with grazing activities due to the
steeper topography. Twenty to 50 inches fall in the blues, which supports
grazing activities and some timber production. (See maps in Chapter C,
pgs. 11, 12, 13.)
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In order to grow the many crops presently cultivated, large amounts of
stored water are required. Water plays a critical role becuase it has

other use demands (e.g. domestic consumption, generation of electricity,
navigation, and fish migration), and is apparently being "mined" or con-
sumed at a faster rate than replenishment, especially in the West County.
Should water supplies not continue, agricultural as well as most facets

of the county economy will be adversely affected. For this reason, exami-
ning existing and future agricultural water situations is pertinent. (Please
refer to Natural Resources Technical Report for overall water picture).

While recognizing natural precipitation's dry land wheat farming contri-
bution, concentration will be given to irrigation farming noting its
important crop yield capabilities. An excellent county review of water
availabilities and situations is found within the Umatilla County Overall
Economic Development Report. The effort here is to extract pertinent data.

Before examining important extractions of the report, it should be noted
that there are over 145,000 plus irrigated crop and pasture acres in the
the county.6

The report indicated that:

A large majority of the irrigation water is from surface water
sources (e.g. Columbia River, Umatilla River, Butter Creek, Cold
Springs Reservoir) with significant acreages being irrigated
from deep groundwater supplies.

- Both surface and subsurface sources are being or threatening to be
depleted.

- The Oregon Water Resources Department has identified one critical
groundwater area (Ordinance) where appropriations of groundwater
from deep basalt aquifers may be curtailed. A similar situation
is developing in the same regions (Stage Gulch, Butter Creek),
likely creating additional groundwater supply cutback on an even
larger area,

- The ‘Umatilla River is the most obviously over-used surface source,
with extreme low flows during summer irrigation seasons and further
threatened by unused up-stream diversion claims. Other in-stream
uses (e.g. fish migration) are adversely affected hy these low
flows and could impose additional irrigation cutbacks. Four irri-
gation districts in the area (Westland, Stanfield, West Extension
and Hermiston) rely upon Umatilla River water for irrigation and
would be impacted by any allocation cuts. (See Irrigation District
Map on page B-14),.

- Butter Creek stream flows are also inadequate to meet all agricultural
demands.

- Depleting groundwater and traditional irrigation surface source
supplies cause irrigators to increasingly rely upon new surface
water impoundments and the Columbia River.

- Once thought to be inexhaustible, the Columbia River will not
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Tikely be able to supply projected irrigation demands without
adversely affecting other instream uses.

- The State of Washington has recently "layed claim" to a future
alTocation of 1,360,000 acre feet per year of Columbia River water
for several large irrigation projects seriously inhibiting future
irrigation development opportunities in Northern Morrow and Umatilla
Counties, Such decisions seem to ignore more advantageous alter-
natives of downstream irrigation development (i.e., shorter pumping
distance due to smaller elevation differences; diversions would be
baelow electricity-producing dams, not as greatly impacting energy
production on the Columbia River system; and better coordination
peak river flows with irrigation seasons),

- Future impoundment opportunities (adding 10 to 12 million acre feet)
are possible on the Columbia River system, especially upstream of
Grande Coulee Dam and in the upper Snake River basin. This develop-
ment would not occur, however, without major economic and environ-
mental costs. This additional capacity may or may not benefit
northern Umatilla County farmers and cannot be determined until
a comprehensive study of costs vs. benefits of al] regional issues
and uses of the Columbia River is completed,

- The Snipe Creek Project, if developed, could irrigate from 15,000
to 20,000 acres supplementing current inadequate Butter Creek
water flows, A water impoundment, canal, and tunnel at Camus
Creek would divert needed water during irrigation demand seasons.
Much work remains to be done on the project, but there is strong
Tocal support for it.

- Another irrigation project (Stanfie]d—West]and) utilizing Columbia
River water, was proposed to irrigate approximately 100,000 acres
in Northern Morrow and Umatilla Counties. Original support for
the project has since dissolved, but still under discussion is a
smaller scale project that would serve low elevation farms near
Hermiston and Stanfield where irrigation wells have dropped in
recent years.

In all, water is the backbone to continuing expansion of the agricultural
economy in Umatilla County. Even though there are additional plans to
expand irrigation water use, future availability of this precious resource
is questionable. Aslo, currently escalating costs of energy could Tlimit
future irrigation expansion. For example, new thermal costs based on the
cost of replacing hydropower with thermal power could have significant
impact on an irrigator's operating costs. Also, the costs of many pro-
duction items are closely tied to energy costs (e.g. equipment costs
related to aluminum reduction, a highly energy-intensive process). Other
high energy cost items potentially Timiting irrigation are fertilizers,
essential to Columbia Plateau yields, food processing facilities, another
energy user, and finally transportation costs deliver the product to
often distant markets.

Complicating the quantity issue is the unfortunate absence of a federal

water policy to coordinate various local, state, and regional uses of
the Columbia River. These federal decisions, besides often not accurately
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reflecting nor responding to local and regional needs, have tremendous
local impacts upon the future availability of water for irrigation.8

Constant pressure to use more and more of the limited Columbia River
further complicates future administrative decisions. Most of this
pressure felt locally is related to diminishing groundwater supplies
previously relied upon for agricultural, industrial, and municipal

uses. Deepening these wells is costly and as earlier explained, may

not be allowed in specific areas in the future. Recharge is extremely
slow, evidenced by 27,000 year old water analyzed.9 Also, regulating
fufure groundwater allocations is the responsibility of another non-local
agency--the State of Oregon.

Surface water sources are then viewed as the primary future water supply
source. Most agree that full county support is important for the most
feasible of these surface water projects. However, local situations and
concern may not be considered unless county involvement is effective.

From this review, one becomes aware that perhaps the greatest challenge
facing Umatilla County farmers is the accquisitions of adequate water
supplies. This may not be easy with control in the hands of federal and
state agencies. However, it is imperative that local irrigators, agri-
cultural agency personell and local government officials become more
actively involved in both surface and groundwater policy formulation.
Area concerns need to be constantly addressd and liason with these policy
makers insured to maintain accurate data and local peculiarities as
allocation decisions are made. Not only important for maintaining
irrigation water supplies participation is this process can also help
coordinate locally required, agri-industrial and industrial land use
development, and needed municipal water supplies, both dependent upon the
availability of water. So important is water to the economic viability
of the planning area that a special water policy has been incorporated

in this plan to evaluate future development against its effects upon the
water resource. Its purpose is to initiate a water management process
considering the many uses of water. Agriculture will have a high priority
in this)process. (See Economy chapter in Comprehensive Plan for Water
Policy.
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COUNTY AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITIES

Cropland

A recent survey reveals that about 700,000 acres of the county is crop
land. Crop land can be segregated into two major categories--irrigated
and dry land activities.l0 (Please refer to Tables B-1 through B-IV on
pages B-23 through B-25 for the most recent harvest and sales value
statistics for the following county crops).

Dry Land Crops

Grain crops are the major dryland farm use in Umatilla County. Approxi-
mately 570,000 acres of the cropland are devoted to dry land wheat and
other small grains. This acreage includes land left fallow in alternate
years, mostly for wheat production. In other words, about 285,000 acres
are planted-yearly in the county for wheat harvesting.

In general, dry land wheat is grown throughout the county. West County
grows this crop in its extreme eastern and southern areas. Strip cropping
practices are common here where planting is at right angles to the pre-
vailing winds and is cultivated in alternative rows. Strong winds and
sandy soils necessitate this conservation practice. North central Umatilla
County practices the fallow system and grows the majority of dry land
wheat. (See existing land use map in Open Space Technical Report). Dry
land wheat is also cultivated in the south central part of the County in
the Pilot Rock region.

Nearly all of the wheat planted is in the fall (winter wheat) and is soft
wheat low in protein and suitable for pastry and flour. Acreage yields
vary according to elevation, soil type and rainfall, with 5-10 bushels
per acre in low elevations, dryer, sandy soils nearer the Columbia; to

60 to 80 bushels per acre in higher elevated loamy soils, with higher
rainfall in the east-central county area.

Wheat and other small grains have an international market. The majority of
this grain is hauled by truck to the Port of Umatilla (McNary) and shipped
by barge to Portland for redistribution. Some grain is shipped to Portland
by truck.

. The future of wheat and its role in Umatilla County is uncertain and
unpredictable. The crop is subject to price fluctuations influenced by
governmental policies, and to differing annual yields caused by varying
weather conditions. Statistics from the Umatilla County Extension Agents
point out that the value of sales generated in 1978 from wheat production.

It should be noted that other grain types (e.g. oats, rye, corn, barley)
are grown in rotation with wheat. Noteworthy are the diversification and
feed producing aspects these grains offer area farmers.

Local extension agents predict a need for additional rain storage
facilities, especially at West County shipping terminals should prices,
world-wide weather conditions, government regulations, and demand dictate
increased harvest. Barge transportation facitities in West Umatilla
County are cheaper than transporting by truck and will 1ikely remain
competitive becuase of increasing oil and gas prices.
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Green peas are the second most important dry land cash crop in the county,
Classified as a field crop, peas are grown along the foothill lands of

the Blue Mountains., Starting east of Pendleton to Just south of Milton-
Freewater. The pea industry has declined recently, but made a significant
jump in 1978, Total acreage planted in 1978 was 33,000 representing
$6,800,000 or 8.4% of the total crop revenues. Future uncertainties
similar to wheat (e.g. fluctuating demand, government regulations) exist
for ths crop; however, it will probably be more devastating because of the
smaller acreages. Most of the pea crop is processed at plants in Weston,
Walla Walla, and Milton-Freewater.

Irrigated Crops

A variety of crops are grown on the irrigated lands which make up about
18% of Umatilla County cropland (120,000 acres).l? Potatoes, alfalfa
hay, wheat, corn, melons, mint, sugar beets, asparagus, and onions are
the msot common crop varieties grown. Most of these crops are rotated
on the same lands to conserve soil qualities and quantities. Because of
this practice, it is nearly impossible to ascertain an accurate total
acreage of irrigated cropland in any one year. Also included in this
section are approximatley 36,000 acres of irrigated pasture Tand. While
not classified as a crop, some years these pastures are used to grow

hay and do support an important livestock industry.

Irrigated farm Tand is found extensively throughout the County but mainly
in West Umatilla County (95,000 acres) between the Columbia River and

the 1,000 foot elevation range. The Umapine area irrigates about 12,000
acres with about 13,000 remaining acres of irrigated land along river

and stream bottoms of the Umatilla River, McKay, Wildhorse and Bird Creeks,
and the Walla Walla River, Some of this acreage include irrigated pasture
land. Yields, revenue, existing and future markets vary with each crop

and are comparable in the following manner:

A. Potatoes - Grown almost exclusively in the West County, yields
are uniform (approximately 22 tons per acre). Most of the
potatoes are grown on the more sandy soils at Tower elevations,
Center-pivot irrigation produces nearly all the potatoes harvested,

Potatoes are the number one irrigated cash crop. 1In 1978, 13,000
acres were being devoted.to this crop, with a relsulting gross
cash sales of $11,105,000, regresenting nearly 49% of all

county irrigated crop sales.l3 To emphasize the importance of
potatoes as a cahs crop, over 13% of all county sale receipts

of all crops grown were attributable To potatoes on only 2.5%

of total harvested acreage,

Expansion of potato acreges will Tikely follow the expansion of
center~-pivot irrigation. Additional acreage opportunities exist
for future potato production.

Harvested potatoes are trucked to local processing facilities or to
cold storage for fresh market distribution. Approximately 75% of
the potatoes are processed locally and about 25% are shipped out

in cold storage transportation facilities. Cold storage markets



seem to be stabilizing, and additional facilities are not antici-
pated. 15 The opposite is true of processing facilities where addi-
tional plants are contemplated should the expected acreage increases
occur. Further analysis of needed food processing facilities are
examined later in this report.

Truck and rail facilities are the two major transportation types

used by potato growers. After processing, about 60% of the packaged
product is shipped out by truck and 40% by rail.l6 As acreages
increase, more refrigerated rail cars and additional trucks will be
needed. It is speculated that barge transportation could play an
important role in marketing potatoes in the future. Future facility
siting will have to place considerable importance upon transportation
access.

. Alfalfa - Alfalfa hay is the second most important irrigated cash
crop. Some 30,000 acres of alfalfa were harvested in 1978 in

Umatilla County. Two thirds of all county hay production was in
the West County.17 Average yields range from four to seven tons
per acer. Traditionally, most of the alfalfa has been grown in
the irrigation districts and along streams and river bottoms but
now has given way to centor-pivot irrigation farming in the West
County. Additional acreages of alfalfa hay are forecast in the
future consistent with sprinkler irrigation development. Gross
value sales in 1978 for Umatilla County amounted to $2,025,000
or 2.5% of all crop revenues.

Two markets are available for alfalfa. The major market is for
the feeding of local Tivestock and horses. Supplementary markets
are retional with most of the feed hay being shipped to the Willa-
mette Valley and coast. Foreign and national exporting markets
are now beginning to develop. Pellet and cubing of the alfalfa
locally allows longer distance shipping. Japan is currently the
largest importer of pelletized feeds. Barge transportation is
used to ship the processed alfalfa to Portland for reloading onto
ocean-going ships. Existing cubing and pelleting facilities are
said to be adequate for the long range market needs .19

Irrigated Wheat - Irrigation water increases wheat yields tremen-

dously. Average yields are about 60 to 80 bushels per acre with
irrigation as compared to an average of 25 bushels per acre dry-
land farmed in West Umatilla County. Irrigatd wheat acreages have
been steadily increasing with center-pivot irrigation. It is
estimated that 12,000 acres (1977 estimate) of irrigated wheat is
grown on a rotating basis under center-pivot systems. Additional
irrigated wheat acreages are found around Umapine and Spofford both
in the vicinity of Milton-Freewater.

Market conditions and transportation requirements are similar to
dryland wheat production reported earlier. Iriggated wheat will,
however, likely increase in harvested acre with increased irrigation
development upon once dryland farmed areas.

Irrigated Pasture - Nearly 36,000 acres of pasture land is maintained
in Umatilla County. Significant amounts are maintained in the irri-
gation districts of Hermsiton, West Extension, and Westland. (See
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Irrigation Districts Map on page B-14). These pastures are small
and often maintaened by part-time farmers. However, FEcho and
Umatilla Meadows are important large winter pasture areas supporting
numerous herds of cattle and sheep., The Umatilla River flood plain
between Pendleton and Nolin, Birch Creek north of Pilot Rock, Wild-
horse Creek, and other isolated acreages also support pastures.
Pastures provide feed for horses and supplemental forage base for
range Tivestock,

. Other Irrigated Crops - Mint, melons, sugarbeets, corn, onions,

asparagus, and sweet corn are secondary row crops harvested in
Umatilla County. A1l require frrigation to be successfully grown.
Corn silage is also included in this category. Most of the corn
is used locally by the major feedlot operators,

Market conditions play an important role in the future production

of the above irrigated crops. For example, sugarbeets are experi-
encing poor world-wide prices and processing plants are located too
far away, increasing transportation costs to a non-profitable level.
Mint does not have the transportation problems of sugarbeets (it is
more storable and convenient to transportation); however, prices

are quite elastic. Corn silage has a tremendous potential for
growth. Local markets for the silage are now possible due to rising
meat rpices, the other livestock forage feeds readily available

to cattle raisers and favorable livestock wintering conditions(e.g.
late winter frost).

Several other irrigated crops are grown in the remaining in county
area, some of which are also grown in the West Coutn. These crops
include asparagus and onions cultivated in the east county, and
sweet corn, snap beans, alfalfa seed and lima beans in other areas
of the county.

Fruit Orchards - Most of the county's fruit is grown in the Walla

Walla Valley in east Umatilla County. About 3,200 acres are irri-
gated by flood and sprinkler irrigation to produce apples, cherries,
prunes and plums. Peaches and apricots also make minor contributions
to the area's fruit harvest. By far the most important crop is
apples, which contributes over 50% of the total county fruit sales
which amounted to $3,600,000 in 1978.20 Most of the crops are
processed locally in fresh-pack plants is Milton-Freewater. Most

of the processed fruit is shipped by rail to U.S. markets.

Since 1970 there have been major changes in fruit production with

a great drop in peach and apricot production and increases in apples
and cherries production. Much of the change in Umatilla County's
fruit production is related to changing markets. Overseas markets,
especially Japan and China could become important future consumers
thus lessening those adverse aspects of domestic competition from
California, Florida, and the Northwest. However it often takes many
years to develop international markets.

The lower Walla Walla Valley (north of Milton-Freewater) matures
fruit sooner than the upper Walla Walla River Valley (south of
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Milton-Freewater) giving lower valley fruit growers the higher
prices associated with the early fruit market. (See also Orchards
District Lot Size Analysis Section).

County Rangeland Activities

Rangeland or grazing lands are found in three distinct areas of the County.
Rangeland that is not forested lies in two belts, one along the Columbia
River and the other at hightr elevations between the cropland and the
forest land. Grazing forest lands (those in mixed forest-open space areas)
are found in the Blue Mountains.

Rangeland uses constitute a large land area in the County. Over 760,000
acres or 37% of the total county is used for this purpose.2l Some of
this acreage is wooded.

The history of grazing land usage in the county is typical of grazing
history in the western United States. Rangeland was in excellent condi-
tion before livestock numbers were introduced which exceeded the sustaining
capacity of the resource. First indications of range depletion occurred
during a series of dry summers in the early 1900's. However, no signi-
ficant reduction in 1ivestock numbers occurred until the early 1920's.

By then large areas of grazing land had reached delpeted conditions which
have only recently begun to recover.22 (See existing land use map in the
Open Space Technical Report.)

The county grazing resource included three general range types: 1) sagebrush-
grass-annual grass; 2) foothill bunchgrass; 3) conifer-shrub-grass.

The general range type found in the West County area is sagebrush-grass-
annual grass. The majority of range is located in the southern portions

of this region near Alkali Canyon and Service Buttes. Elevations range
from 1,000 to 1,500 feet, usually above practical irrigation heights and on
shallow topsoils not conducive to wheat farming. Narrow canyon bottoms
where intermittent water is available also make excellent grazing land.
Such areas exist in Despain Gulch, Cold Springs Canyon, and Missouri Gulch.

The predominate vegatation on grazing land is cheatgrass with some bluebunch
wheatgrass, needlegrass, squirreltail, sagebrush, rabbitbrush and bitterbrush.
Condition of this range is mostly fair in the southern portions of the West
County. Range capacities diminish toward the Columbia River where sandy
soils and lower rainfalls cannot sustain lasting forage. Lower elevation
ranges are considered fair to poor.

Major uses of rangelands are for sheep and cattle. Sheep ranchers own a
majority of the grazing land in the southern portions of the West County.
Sheep are ranged here in the late fall, winter and early spring. Cattle are
also ranged in this vicinity and are also pastured on rangelands in the lower
elevations nearer the Columbia River.

Rangeland on the Blue Mountain foothills is classed as foothill bunchgrass
type and occurs in the intermediate elevations on the rolling uplands and

in the main cropland area in the steep, non-cultivated areas with shallow
soils. The vegetation occurs in two distinct types, the bluebunch wheatgrass
and Sandberg bluegrass type; and the Idaho fescue and bluebunch wheatgrass
type. Where rangeland is intermixed with cropland, forage production is
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supplemented by grazing grain stubble. Where no cropland is present, range-
lands are grazed in the spring and fall.?

Range capacities vary greatly in the foothill rangeland, They are considered
better than the lowland rangelands in West Umatilla County with Fair to good
conditions.,

The conifer-shrub-grass type occurs in the higher elevations of the Blue
Mountains. Those areas forested have a tree overstory and a scrubgrass under-
story. Scrubs include bitterbrush, sagebrush, snowberry, ninebark, and ocean
spray. Grasses under the forest cover include hluebunch wheatgrass, Idaho
fescue, pinegrass, needlegrass, and elk sedge. There are some mountain

meadow grazing lands, especially in sothern Umatilla County around Ukiah.

Range conditions in the mountain grazing areas vary from poor to good. Live-
stock are grazed here in the summer and early fall,

Generally, livestock operations have a yearly sequence of operation. During
the winter months animals are kept in the lower elevation areas along river
and stream valley bottoms or pasture and grazing lands in the West County.
Some livestock are now, however, being grazed on circle irrigation lands with
a winter feed crop such as turnips. When spring arrives, the cattle are
trucked to the Blue Mountain foothills. In June the animals are herded into
the mountains where they graze until fall. During the fall months they graze
in the foothills again. From October to December the animals are rounded up
and driven to home bases to weather the winter cold.24

Rangelands and forest grazing lands provide important supplemental feeds for
Tivestock and help maintain Tocal Tivestock industries. They can be preserved
and maintained for grazing uses compatible with multiple resource management.

Livestock Industry

Umatilla County supports an important 1ivestock industry. Available feed
grains, favorable climatic conditions, and forage grasslands make 1ivestock
ranching a desirable and important supplemental income for the agricultural
sector of the economy.

A Took at Table B-II on page B-24 sums up the Tivestock situation in Umatilla
County. It 1ists the number of head sold and value derived from the three
major livestock types in Umatilla County. Cattle and calves make up the
greatest percentage of animals sold averaging about 55% of the total livestock
numbers for the period 1970 to 1978. Sheep and lambs are next with 30%, wtih
hogs and pigs contributing 15% of the major livestock types sold over the

seven year period. Table B-II also shows that the value of a Tivestock sales
has had a cyclic trend with a near double of value from $15,887,000 in 1970 to
$26,372,000 in 1973 to a significant dip and resurgence in 1978 of $22,955,000.

Diversification in agriculture is extremely important as it helps absorb

losses in certain sectors of the agricultural economic structure which have
traditionally been highly sensitive to governmental controls and other internal
and external conditions. The livestock industry has valuably contributed to
this area's diversity opportunities. This can best be illustrated by breifly
comparing crop vs. livestock cash contributions. Referring to Table B-III

on Page B-25, livestock and livestock product gross cash receipts contributed
between 18 and 38% of all the agricultural marketing in Umatilla County during



the period 1970 to 1976. In 1973, crops contributed 70% of all county gross
cash receipts and livestock approximately 30%. For the three years 1974, 1975,
1976 crop contributions rose to 80% and 82% of all gross cash receipts, and
livestock sales dipped 10% below previous levels. Increases in irrigated crop
acreages with corresponding higher yields and cash returns, and plunging meat
prices which depressed sales and reduced herd numbers have contributed to
livestock's smaller percentage share. However, smaller herd numbers and an
increasing demand for meat, coupled with drought in 1977 have brought meat
prices up and crop yeilds down to a point where crops contributed about 70% of
all cash receipts and livestock sales 30%. This is the same percentage ration
that occurred in 1973,

The Tivestock industry.is likely to remain a strong contributer to Umatilla
County's agricultural economy. What role it will play is discussed in the
following sections.

Livestock Types and Numbers

For purposes of this section, the term "home base operation" will be used to
define livestock number estimates. Home base operations are where livestock
is based in an area for at least six months of the year.

Cattle, sheep and pigs make up the majorty of livestock types born, fed and
shipped from the County.

By far the most important in terms of numbers and sale values are cattle and
calves. It is estimated that about 85,000 head of cattle-calves were wintered
and fed in the county during 1978,

In 1977, there was an inventory of 18,000 hogs and pigs in Umatilla County.
Nearly all of this inventory is attributed to Hansells' Pig Farm near Ordnance
in the extreme western section of the county.

Sheep and lambs are the third livestock type. In 1978, about 22,000 head were
inventoried in Umatilla County. Approximately one half of the total county
sheep and lamb inventory is "home based" in the West County.

Approximate value attributable to cattle-calves sales can be obtained from
Extension Service data. Table B-II shows that in 1978 about $18,300,00 in gross
cash receipts resulted for cattle sales in the county.

Hog and pig sales amounted to just over $3,000,000 in 1978. Most of this is
directly attributable to West County operations.

Summing up, Umatilla County contributions of the three major livestock types
amounted to approximately $23,753,000 in livestock cash receipts. A careful
assessment is therefore necessary when planning for future livestock industry
land use needs.

A stable and growing livestock industry is usually attributable to several
factors. First of all, the climate must be favorable to operate a livestock
industry for as much of the year as possible and also to grow the necessary

- feed for fattening the animals. Second, low rainfalls and sandy soils are
prerequisites for penning the animals in commerical feedlots. Third, there
must be available markets and a transportation system able to handle Tivestock
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and Tivestock by products. Finally, a water supply is required to sustain ani,
populations, All the above resources are found in the County, Following is
a more detailed explanation of these attributes,

The County's predominately semi-arid to temperate climate with late frost and
sandy soils makes possible nearly year round operation with excellent drainage
for consentrations of animal wastes. Being a major hay growing area along with
available silage grains and stapch byproducts form local food precessors en-
hances the county as an important 1ivestock raising area,

Unatilla County is also favorably Tocated in relation to available markets.
Portland, Seattle, and their metropolitan hinterlands provide the majority of
consumers, Cattle, for instance are mainly transported to Portland sTaughter-
houses form area feedyards. Sheep from Athena, Weston, Hermiston and Reith
feedyards are processed mostly at Ellensburg, Washington for distribution for
Seattle and Portland consumption. Pork meat from the Hansell Farm is similarly
shipped to Pendleton and Portland slaughter facilities for regional markets.

Local transportation Tinkages to processing facilities and to markets are
excellent. Many Tive animals are transported to area feedlots from Idaho,
Montana, and other Eastern Oregon locations taking advantage of the excellent
highway facilities, Highways I-84N and I-90N are the main arteries for
transporting processed meats. Nearly all mutton and beef are carried by
refrigerated trucks which provide fast service and less product damage than
other transportation forms. Trucks also play an important role in the move-
ment of Tive animals to slaughtering or meat processing plants. Over 50,000
head of cattle and 20,000 head of sheep per calendar year are shipped by truck
from the C & B Livestock feedyard in West Umatilla County.

Another essential transportation type used by the Tivestock industry is rail
facilities. Feed grains for major feedlot operations require close rail line
proximity to reduce transportation costs and take advantage of lower cost feeds
in other regions. A lot of supplemental feed required at commercial feedlots
in the county is shipped by rail from the mid-west. Also, rail facilities

are needed at most meat packing facilities to enable animal by -product ship-
ments to available markets. Main line rail facilities converge in the county
connecting to points east, west, north and south.

Water in the form of irrigation plays a significant role in the health and
viability of the Tlivestock industry. Originally, creek and river floodplains
as well as flood irrigation projects supplied water to pastures and feed for
livestock herds. Now center-pivot irrigation systems have added stimulas and
opportunities to the industry. Not only are they providing more local feed
and silage per acre for Tivestock, but also this more efficient irrigation
system allows the farmer. to plant a winter cover feed crop to stabilize soil
erosion and provide winter livestock feed. Also, increased crop acreages have
fostered food processing plants which in turn produce saleable by~produts
usable as animal feed. A mutually beneficial relationship is then established
in that normally cumbersome and costly waste by-products become usefyl commo-
dities. The result is more animals staying in the area for longer perjods of
time, thus generating more local dollars for area farmers. If irrigation
acreages increase, there will be additional opportunities for the livestock
industry.



umatilia cLounty

Grains, Field Crops, Truck Crops, Fruit, Hay and Silage

Harvested Acres

% Total Acres

Value of Sales

heat 293,400
' (16,000 irrigated)

Barley 16,000
Oats 500
Rye 600
Corn 3,000
TOTAL GRAINS 313,500
Potatoes 13,000
Green Peas 33,000
_Asparagqus 350
Sugar Beets 650
Watermelon, Musk-
melon, Cantaloupe 720
Mint 900

Other (Dry Peas, Dry
aans, Sweet Corn,
Jynions, and Others) 9,645

TOTAL FIELD AND

TRUCK CROPS

Apples (boxes)

Cherries {tons)

58, 265
900,000

1,520

Prunes & Plums (tons) 7,980

Other Tree Fruits,
(boxes) Peaches &

Apricots

Small Fruits &

Berries, (Straw-
berries, Grapes,
Raspberries, etc.) -----=---

TOTAL FRUITS

Alfalfa

Other Hay (sm. Grain,

Wild clover)

“orn Silage

2,000

Other Silage (mint

Peavine, etc.)
TOTAL HAY AND

SILAGE

22,500

61,500

94%
5%
0.05%
0.05%

0.09%

$45,375,000
1,454,000
15,000
35,000

97,000

100%
22.5%
56.6%

0.6%

1.1%

1.2%

1.5%

16.5%

100%

$46,976,000

$11,105,000
6,864,000
381,000

368,000

488,000

586,000

3,009, 000

$22,801,000

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A

 N/A

48.7%
11.4%
3.4%

36.5%

3,600,000
1,216,000

1,194,000

128,000

62,000

$6,200, 000

100%

$2,025,000
21,000

115,000

411,000

' $2,572,000

% Total Sales

96%

3%
0.02%
0.07%
0.02%

100%

48.7%
30.1%
1.7%

1.6%

2.1%
2.5%

13.3%

100%

58.1%
19.6%

19.2%

2.1%

1.0%

100%

78.7%
8%
4.5%

16%

100%

SOURCE: Compiled by the Umatilla County Extension Staff, 1978
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TABLE B-IV

ESTIMATED GROSS CASH RECEIPTS FROM AGRICULTURAL MARKETINGS
UMAITLLA COUNTY

1978

CROPS 1978
Grains - - - - = =~~~ . L L. Lo Lo $46,976,000
Hay and Si]age ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 2,572,000
Grass and Legume Seed - - - - -« - - - - 1,094,000
Field and Truck Crops =~ - - = = = - - _ 22,801,000
Fruits - - - = - - R 6,200,000
Specialty Crops - = = = « - ~ - & & . . 2,100,000
TOTAL ALL CROPS = = = = = = = = & o o - $81,743,000

ILIVESTOCK | 1978
Cattle and Calves = - - = = - = - - - . $18,338,000
HOGS = = = = = = = = = = = = = e o 3,043,000
Sheep and Lambs =~ - - - - - - - - o o < 1,574,000
Poultry (Chickens, Broilers & Turkeys) - 1,000
Horses and Mules - - - - = « = - &~ . - . 100,000
Other Livestock and Livestock Products - 697,000
TOTAL, ALL LIVESTOCK AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCTS $23,753,000

TOTAL, ESTIMATED GROSS CASH RECEIPTS, ALL CROPS
LIVESTOCK AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCTS $105,496,000

NOTE: These data indicate only gross cash receipts from agricultural
marketings. They do not reflect production costs nor net returns
to Umatilla County farmers and ranchers.

SOURCE: Umatilla County Extension Staff, 1978
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Commercial feedyards play a very important part in the livestock industry.
Livestock feedyards are important facilities providing meat products for
human consumption. They arose from need to produce volume amounts profit-
ably in an increasingly competitive and complex market.

Feedlots are often termed processing plants. Feeder cows (sizes vary from
500 to 800 pounds, depending on market conditons and feed prices) are either
sold to feedlot operations or contracted to them on a custom feeding basis.
Fattened on local and regional feed, animals are then shipped by truck to
area procesiing plants for slaughter and butchering.

Feedlot operations use the most modern marketing techniques, devoting their
time, monies and expertise to finding the best and most efficient marketing
means. Most farmers do not have this time nor expertise. Feedlots, there-
fore, offer the farmer opportunity to raise and sell livestock to commercial
feedlot operations at the most advantageous times. For example, if market
prices are high, the farmer may wish to sell the cattle himself directly to
processing plants. It eliminates the burden of potential Toss later and
enables the farmer to concentrate on other more promising aspects of his
farm operation. Feedlots thus provide valuable services to local stockmen.

Feedlots in the county understandably require most of the previously described
resource amenities needed for successful livestock raising. A most important
requirement is that animals be near a feed source. In addition, physical

land requirements dictate favorable soils which allow proper drainage of
effluents. The presence of these amenities have resulted in several major
feedlots in the West County. Several in Central County and several feedlots
in the east county in the vicinity of Milton-Freewater. A1l facilities are
extremely important to the local and total-county agricultural economy.

The future outlook for the livestock industry appears promising. The greatest
growth potential is connected with field crop expansion under center-pivot
irrigtion. Increased crop residues, silage feeds and possibilities for more
winter ranging under irrigation circles will increase livestock inventories

in the West End.

With the anticipated increase in herd numbers comes the possibility of a local
meat packing facility. Recent trends show that meat packing facilities are
moving closer to their source--the animals. Environmental regulations and the
increased cost of sewage disposal near market areas have furthered this trend.
Higher water costs have also added to the cost of processing meat near urban
markets.

The location of a local meat processing plant has a variety of advantages for
livestock producers. Of significance is an estimated 50% transportation savings
by shipping processed meat rather than Tive animals. Greater yields are also
anticipated with less shrinkage that normally occurs during transporting the

live animals to slaughter. Nearly a 1% increase in weight yield will be realized
with a localized meat packing facility. Other beneficial savings are less
bruising damage during transportation and the previously mentioned cost savings
using local area water and sewage disposal facilities.

A local meat packing facility will require rail access to ship the by-products

(e.g. hides, entrails) and a road system to transport the product to market.
Needed will be 30 to 50 acres to house all necessary facilities, and there must
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be access to energy.25 In addition , a steady supply of animals is desirable,
making feed yard operations extremely important in the establishment and
sustainment of a meat packing facility,

Local expertise predicts that future transportation needs are adequately met
with existing facilities. Both rail and road transportation linkages are
regionally excellent with the local picture needing some improvements, however.

When discussing future feed yard needs, it is important to consider both the
continued viability of existing operations, as well as the property location of
potential feed yards. Their importance is evidenced by the fact that a majority
of all cattle and significant numbers of sheep and pigs born, raised or fed in
the county are involved in the feed yard process,

Existing feedlots are difficult to locate and move, They require special

physical site properties, transportation facilities, and buffer areas to protect
objectionable activities normally associated with them. With these facts in

mind, controlling future Tand uses near these facilities through the comprehensive
planning and zoning process is necessary.

The apparent growth of the livestock industry is likely to spur new commerical
feedlot operations. Because of their roughage utilization, it is better for
them to be scatterd and draw from a surrounding area. Railroad access is a
prerequisite, especially for larger scale operations. Future feedlot siting
will also require adequate drainage facilities including runoff-collection
basins and treament of disposal systems. Odors, noise, insect and rodent
infestation and visual appearance are problems that should be considered in
developing policies related to 1ivestock feeding areas.26

Site size requirements for feedlots vary depending upon physical site qualities,
construction techniques and marketing practices. Economical herd sizes also
vary depending upon income, return desired, and whether feed is purchased or
processed on site.

Land Use Considerations in Agricultural Areas

Necessary for continued agricultural growth is stabilization of the persistant
escalating costs of farming. There are numerous reasons for these higher costs
(e.g. energy prices, inflation, various governmental regulations), most of

which are beyond the control of local farmers. Discussion of these various
problems are found in the Umatilla County Overall Economic Development Report,
To avoid repetition, only those issues that local government can effectively

and Togically minimize requlatory requirements or otherwise influence, stabilize
and improve future farming costs will be discussed here.

An unapparent, yet significant contributing cost to economical farming can be
unplanned and uncontrolled land use development. For example, dense non-farm
developments are generally incompatible with farm uses. As this form of urban
encroachment ocurrs into the farming areas, there can be numerous urban-agricul-
tural conflicts, such as excessive taxes resulting from a shift of development

and public service costs to farmers, adverse effects of non-farm land uses and
agricultural operations, and objections of non-farm people to some farm activities

Under the first group, it is often found that one reason non-farm uses move to
rural areas is to avoid urban taxes. At first this may be possible, but as more
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people move into an area, and as developers begin to create subdivisions and
small Tot partitions, the demand for urban services such as better roads, road
maintenance, new schools and a larger school bus system, increases county and
school districts costs and thus taxes.2/

Detrimental effects of non-farm activities on agricultural operations can also
include greater possibilties of trespass, harassment of Tivestock, and trampling
of crops.

Concluding, with indiscriminate land conversion, suburban-rural farmers become
reluctant to make captial investments, even though new expenditures are essential
to maintaining high levels of farm output. Additionally, spot urban development
may preclude expanding of a successful farm operation to reap the benefits of
increased economies of scale, because either the adjacent lands are too costly or
have been subdivided for other more competitive uses.

Part of the strength of an agricultural area lies in its cohesiveness as a unit.
Once a farming area is partially urbanized the ability of that area to resist
further conversion is substantially reduced. The strength of an area then lies
not in the fact that an operator is farming the land currently, but that upon
ownership exhange the land will continue in agricultural use.

Non-farm residents in a rural area also sometimes find certain aspects of normal
farming operations objectionable. These objections include farm odors, smoke
from smudgepots, noises made by farm animals and equipment and dust created by
tillage operations. The use of pesticides and herbicides may be a cause for
complaint. In some instances crop duster applied sprays drift as much as one
mile and cause extensive damage to non-farm gardens and landscaping.4% Occasion-
ally these objections have resulted in regulation by health authorities.

Umatilla County farms have also experienced some side effects of intrusion of
urban and suburban development. An example has occurred in the Hermiston Irri-
gation district where rural non-farm residences on small parcels have helped
erode agricultural stability. This is also true in the West Extension Irrigation
District and in parts of the Westland Irrigation District. (see map on page
B-14) To a lesser degree rural non-farm development has occurred in farming
areas around Pendleton and Milton-Freewater. In all instances, rural subdivision
and partitionings ranging from one half one, two and four acres have consumed
significant acreages of once agricultural land in the past 10 to 25 years. This
trend has effectively eliminated many farms and could pose serious problems and
conflicts to those existing commercial and_contributing part-time farming.opera-
tions in the vicinity. Some of the more important_problems and conflicts are:
increased demands for irrigation groundwater supplies for domestic use; higher
costs in the distribution of water for irrigation; higher operating costs and
increased land assessment; restrictions on the use of farm chemicals; complaints
of odors, dust, noise, dogs and children vs. livestock pose increased liabilities
to farmers.

To help mitigate these problems and maintain the stability of farms and farm
land, several land use implementation measures can be utilized. The implemen-
tation measures, along with several required state goals are outlined below:

Exclusive Farm Use Zoning

Land Conservation and Development Commission Planning Goal #3 requires that
agricultural lands be inventoried and preserved by adopting exclusive farm use
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zones pursuant to ORS 215, Exclusive farm use zones substantially Timit non-
compatible uses in farming areas. Only farm uses are allowed, except public and
private services deemed compatible with farm uses.

Exclusive farm use provisions also recognize that certain non-farm uses may be
carried out with Tittle or not conflict in agricultural areas., Such uses are
primarily commercial, industrial or recreationally oriented and in many cases

may inherit secondary economical benefits from agricultural activities. A public
review procedure is required before each of these uses is permitted to operate.
This allows Tocal assurance of conformity and compatibility. Exclusive farm use
zoning is also flexible in that it allows non-farm residential uses when the
following review criteria is met:

- The proposed dwelling is compatible with adjacent farm uses;

- The proposed dwelling will not interfere seriously with accepted farming
practices on adjacent lands devoted to farm uses;

- The proposed dwelling will not materially alter the stability of the overall
land use pattern of the area.

- The proposed dwelling will be situated upon generally unsuitable Tand for
production of farm crops and Tivestock, considering terrain, soil-land
condition, drainage and flooding, vegetation, Tocation and size of the tracts.

Associated with non-agricultural development are small lot sizes which can
threaten the solidarity of an agricultural region. The exclusive farm use zoning
Taws and State Agricultural Goal #3 address this potential problem. Lots size
minimums along with review standards and procedures which are appropriate for the
continuation of existing agricultural practices are prescribed. Because agri-
cultural activities vary and require different special quantities an qualities.
Minimum Tot sizes and other more appropriate protection strategies are left to the
discretion of local jurisdiction. It is further recognized that in agricultural
areas land division for farm purposes are necessary. There are some limitations,
however, set forth in exclusive farm use zones that require that all land parti-
tions be reviewed, and approved or disapproved by the county, to help protect and
perserve commercial agriculture in Umatilla County.

Support services such as sewer and water lines greatly influence development.

Many of the string or strip development derive their origins from improved roads,
sewer and water lines. Exclusive farm use zoning can help insure against premature
development caused by stimulating effects of support service extensions because

the statues require: services needing to pass through agricultural land shall not
be connected with any use that is not allowed in an exclusive farm use area; that
new services shall not be assessed as part of the farm unit; the capacity of these
new services shall be limited to serve specific service areas and identified needs.

Intensive study has been made of agricultural land in the county. In 1972,

about a million acres were identified as protected through a variety of management
techniques similar to those earlier discussed. The most effective, all inclusive
management tool, however, has been exclusive farm use (EFU) zoning. Not only has
exclusive farm use zoning prescribed or recommended conforming agricultural uses,
lots sizes, and extention of utility services, but it helps to ease the tax

burden of county farmers, especially marginal producers, Agricultural land zoned
exclusive farm use and farmed is valued based upon "farm use" for property and
inheritance tax purposes. Exclusive farm use designations also exempt land for
certain special district service assessments.
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The effectiveness of exclusive farm use policies to aid in the preservation of
agricultural land is subject to debate. Development pressures seem to "outweigh"
these tax incentives. However, without such a tax deferral program, many
farmers, especially marginal operations, are encouraged to take land out of
production in favor of higher return land uses (housing, industry, commerical),
In an effort to correct these inadequacies, there have been repeated legislative
revisions to farm tax laws.

Commercial activities in conjunction with farm use are conditional uses under

EFU zoning statutes (ORS 215.213(2)(a)). While not specifically listed, such
activities are extremely important in this county. Therefore, it is of interest
to mention these uses for clarification. In appropriate EFU zones, the following
activities will be considered conditional use: commerical livestock sales yards
and feed yards; feed and seed processing facilities; grain eievators; fertilizer
and agricultural chemical storage and sales facilities; facilities to make alcoho]
for fuel consumption; alfalfa pelletizing plants; cold storage and packaging
facilities. This list of uses is not inteneded to be all-inclusive. There may

be similar uses not mentioned which could warrant the same conditional use status,
Determination of similarities should be a responsibility of the Planning Commis-
sion since this function is currently given them for other zoning use questions.

Non-Farm Development Near Agricultural Lands

Lands near suburban and rural residential areas experience accelerated develop-
ment pressures. Special measures are employed to Tessen the burden on normal
farming practices near residential development. Such measures as open space pre-
servation, setbacks, and minimum lot sizes as deemed necessary for the greatest
protection of productive farm land near proposed non-agricultural development

are encouraged. Identified rural residential designations (those lands developed
or irrevocably committed to non-farm uses) should also aide in stopping needless
conversion of valuable farm lands. Lot size minimums in rural residential areas
should also compliment agricultural operation, generally requiring large lot area
minimums. In addition, less productive farm lands should be the first areas
converted to rural residential development. Found within the comprehensive plan
text are policies designed to protect and preserve agricultural land within or
near non-farm areas.

Mentioned earlier were reasons for escalating costs to farming and the necessity
of stabilizing them when possible. For example the 208 Water Quality Program is
one government regulation appearing to add to farm production costs. The program
attempts to alleviate non-point soures of water pollution (i.e., includes soil
and chemical runoff from farm land) by requiring corrective measures called

"Best Management Practices" or BMP's. Since most of the County is agricultural,
and therefore a majority of the non-point activities are farming related, respon-
sibility rests in great part upon area farmers.

The current status of the 208 Water Quality Program is not known, and when it
will be funded or implemented is estimated to be some time in th distant future,
if at all.

Local government can also help assist the farmer in stabilizing energy costs.
Policies in the energy conservation section are aimed at providing alternative
energy sources and participation in redistribution of power costs. What influence
the county will have, specifically regarding federally controlled power costs,
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are not known however, local needs must be presented when these issues are debated
and decisions made. (See the Energy Conservation Technical Report for additional
information),

There are other government laws and rules that can stimulate or reduce agri-
cultural operating costs. A more thorough examination is found within the
Umatilla County Overall Economic Development Report, January 1979.

Lot Size Survey

To fulfill the inventory requirement in State planning goal #3 and to aid in
determining appropriate guidlines or measures to protect agricultural land (e.q.
minimum lot sizes in EFU zones), a study of existing farm lot sizes and patterns
is necessary. One source of information on agricultural lot sizes and farm land
patterns for Umatilla County is -compiled in 4 year update reports authored by the
U.S. Census of Agriculture.

TABLE B-V
Number of Farms By Size, Uamtilla County
Size in Acres 1964 1974 1978
Less than 10 146 137 192
10 to 49 376 350 336
50 to 179 207 186 170
180 to 499 ‘ 134 124 140
500 to 999 122 98 111
1,000 to 1,999 124 128 124
2,000 acres or more 175 189 179
Number of Farms 1,284 1,212 1,252
Total Farmland in Acres 1,327,779 1,386,605 1,422,674
Average Size of Farm in Acres 1,034 1,144 1,136

SOURCE: U.S. Census of Agriculture

Table B-V shows the total county farm acreage increasing nearly 94,900 acres
in less than 10 years. This is opposite the national trend of declining farm
acres. A significant amount of this increase is due to converting the once
unused sagebrush. Tand in western Umatilla County to circle-irrigated farms of
potatoes, corn, wheat and alfalfa.

Examination of Table B-V also indicates that the number of farms and average
farm size has slightly declined. This reflects the fact that the agricultural
land base of the county has remained relatively stable with minor consolidation
of larger farms and a slight increase in the number of small farms (less than 10
acres category).
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While Tot size information from the Census of Agriculture is useful as general
information, it does not reflect the highly diversified nature of Umatilla County
agriculture, as described in earlier parts of this report. Agriculture uses
range from small fruit orchards to large dryland wheat farms to intensive managed,
circle-irrigation corporate farms to livestock grazing; each have their own
unique management practices, land area requirements and protection measures.
Mapping the specific agriculture pattern would be difficult because of the large
number of use categories and the relatively high yearly rate of change. The
generalized farm pattern map (page B-34) locates general farming types but is

not too meaningful for planning purposes. Hcwever, a general description of the
major agricultural uses and crops grown by geographic area or by special tech-
niques (e.g. irrigation, intensive agriculture) along with a representative
sampling and analysis within these areas should be useful in better understanding
the patterns of farming throughout the county and enabling an appropriate choice
of protective measures. The table following the map provides a general descrip-
tion of major uses, crop groupings and sample area studied. Not all crops or
agricultural uses are listed for any area, neither are the boundary lines

between these areas on this map intended to be exact, but only correspond

roughly to previously described county agricultural activities and their general
geographic location,

Sample Survey Areas

A glance at the map on page B-34 and Table B-VI clearly shows the expanse and
diversity of agriculture in Umatilla County. To reduce the time and reptitious
volumes of technical information which a total county agricultural lot size stud,
would require, sample areas were chosen as representative of similar, surrounding
agricultural uses. Sample areas selected are shown on the map on page B-38. Use
of the county's computer allowed a convenient printout and record of necessary
“information to determine farm parcel size information. In most cases, one sample
area consisting of a township (36 sections of land or 23,000 acres) per agri-
cultural "distict" was studied to determine special farm patterns, average farm
parcel sizes, average farm ownership sizes, farm homestead arrangements, soil
capabilities, farm deferral status and existing zoning. Some districts were
distinct units and therefore examined in total, whereas in transitional areas
where farmland and open grazing land intermixed and extended across several
climate regions, and additional sample township was examined. (See Table B-VII
for sample area names and the general farm areas they represent page B-40).

A township sampling was chosen because the areas was large enough to be represen-
tative of most agricultural districts and had definite boundaries. Adjacent
parcels along the township boundary were considered for inclusion because similar
farm ownerships were 1ikely. However, existing computer programs would not easily
permit the extraction of this additional area. Besides, upon review, the study
area was found to be large enough (23,000 acres) that parcel sizes were not
drastically affected by the exclusion of adjacent farm parcels in these perimiter
townships.

To determine average farm parcel and ownership sizes, first non-farm parcels
were identified and deleted from the calculations. Experience has shown that
parcels less than 20 acres with an owner-occupied house do not represent commer-
cial agricultural units for most farming districts in the county. Along with
size, additional qualifiers used to identify non-farm parcels are: separate
ownership

(not connected with adjacent farm parcels), non-farm tax defferral status,
public and other governmental ownership with improvement not related to farming
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8.
-

9.
]-OC

11,

12.
13.

14,

15.
16.
17.

18.

TABLE B-VII

Agricultural Sample Study Area Names

Sample Area
Name

Westland [rrigation District
Hermiston Irrigation District
Stanfield Irrigation District
Despain Gulch Circle Irrigation
Helix~Holdman Wheat

Athena Wheat-Pea

Vancycle Canyon Grazing-Wheat
Um%ﬁfﬁe Irrigation Basin
Orc;ards Digtrict

Spofford Wheat

Forks of Walla Walla Irrigation-
Orchards

Big Meadows

Lower Butter Creek Irrigation
Alkali Canyon Grazing - Wheat

Coombs Canyon Wheat
Upper McKay Creek Grazing
Guardane - Grazing - Wheat

Albee Pasture - Grazing

General Agricultural
Area Represented

*
'k
*
West County Circle Irrigation
North Central Dryland Wheat
Wheat-Pea District
Columbia Gorge - Vancycle Open
N Grazing

*

Northeast County Dryland Wheat

*

Forested Grazing

Butter Creek, Echo and Stanfield
Meadows

West Central - Grazing - Dryland
Wheat

South-Central Dryland Wheat
Forested Grazing
Foothill Grazing

Camas Prarie

* Sample Area represented all or nearly all of agricultural region



(e.g. state gravel pits, rural schools and churches, railroad property). Several
agricultural districts have unique circumstances such as exceptionally small and
intensively managed farms which tend to change the identification on non-farm
parcels explained above. An explanation of the method used to identify non-farm
parcels can be found in each special agricultural area analysis.

Once non-farm parcels were removed from the sample area, all farm tax lot acreage
was added together and the sum divided by the number of tax lots. An average farm
parcel size was then obtained. Average farm ownerships were calculated by combining
similarly owned farm tax lots and dividing this reduced number into the sum of all
farm acreage within the sample area. The average acreage of the individual and
owner-combined farm parcels was compared with the predominate soil classification
within the sample area to see if any patterns emerged which might identify useful
lot size minimums or other kinds of protective agricultural land use measures.
Local farm expertise was also sought regarding general lease patterns not normally
reocorded or available to the public, and historic information on past farming
patterns, ownerships and inheritance records, possibly giving further guidance in
choosing appropriate protective regulations. Recent farm partitions since the 1972
zoning ordinance adoption were also reviewed for additional guidance.
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Inventory Results

Arranging the inventory results into a meaningful form was not easy due to the
great diversity of farming activities in the county. However, when average farm
parcel sizes were placed in order, from the smallest to the largest, a pattern
seemed to emerge indicating similarities and consolidation of information, as did
the possibility of discussing similar minimum lot size protection measures for
large areas of the county. Also after further review of the farm unit size and
soil information, it was apparent that the Orchards District (includes the major
subregion area of the Forks of the Walla Walla River), Westland, Stanfield, and
Hermiston Irrigation District and the Umapine Irrigation Basin constituted a

small percentage of the County's agricultural land and because of unique circum-
stances and management practices are characterized by exceptionaliy small farms
when compared to the rest of the county. An additional unique area is the forested
grazing area of the Blue Mountains foothills, which contains both cultivated
agriculture, livestock grazing, and forest related uses, and thereby involves
decisions of whether to apply either State Land Use Goal #3 (Agriculture) or Goal
#4 (Forest Lands). Therefore, for the purpose of determining agricultural and
other resource protection measures or guidelines, these five special areas will be
analyzed separately.

The four remaining sample study areas of the county, Table B-VIII shows a pattern
of somewhat smaller farm unit and ownership size< in the north county than in the
south county; however, agricultural practices are nearly identical in both of those
regions. Review of farm sizes and patterns will, however, be discussed in two
separate sections: (1) North County Agricultural Region, and (2) South County
Agricultural Region.

North County Agricultural Region

Average farm parcel and ownership sizes for this region on Table VIII indicate
several important factors. First, a size difference between these two catagories
show that farm ownerships are made up of several tracts of parcels. Secondly,
examination of Assessor's Tax Maps bears this point out and if more closely
analyzed, show these farm ownerships are separated or not contiguous to one
another. This situation of disjoined ownerships is especially prevalent in the
productive Helix-Holdman wheat belt where the sample area examined had 12% of the
owners representing 24% of land area in separated ownership patterns. Checking
addresses of these ownerships show they area most locally owned and farmed. Addi-
tional public testimony revealed that a significant number of farm parcels are
owned by and leased to area farmers. Most all of the other sub-areas in the

North County wheat district have significant numbers of separated farm ownerships
except the Juniper-Vansycle Canyon and Butter Creek districts. Butter creek farm
parcels have been continuously farmed by the same families for many years, whereas
the sample area examined for the Juniper-Vansycle district does not adequately
reflect the separated ownership patterns of the remaining area and thus the
reasons for a more compact ownership pattern in these two areas.

Information from farmers about past farming patterns in this region helps explain
the occurrence of these disjoined ownerships. When the area was orginally home-
steaded, units of 160, 80 and sometimes 40 acres were given to farm families if
they made certain improvements and remained on the property for a specified length
of time. Additional purchase of adjoining lands was allowed to expand famring
operations. Many, however, could not or did not make the required improvements,
and moved away. These parcels were eventually purchased by more persistent and
efficient farm families, even though not adjacent to the original farmstead.
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The ability to successfully farm these separated parcels was due in large

part to the abundant amount of deep, fertile soils and relatively stable
rainfall amounts. (See Table B-VIII for predominat soil classifications.)
-Wheat yields on these sized parcels provided enough family income to purchase"
food and provide for other family needs, thus creating positive incentives to
stay on in the area. Over a period of years to the present, and despite un-
favorable economic stituations, deaths, moves and inheritances, the original
farm ownership sizes have remained about the same.

Specifically, the above historic faming pattern has resulted in average owner-
ship sizes varying from 310 to 983 acres. (See Table B-VIII.) It is interes-
ting to note that the average ownership size decreases as soil quality improves.
While these figures are interesting, only one sub-region (West County Center-
Pivot) has a representative size of the agricultural land required to constitute
a viable, economical farm. In the other sub-areas, many farmers have had to
lease extra agricultural land in addition to their farm holdings. !Unfortunately,
lease agreements are not recorded, so determinations of comparitive farming
sizes cannot be easily done. Approximately 800 to 1,500 acres (including
fallow land) is considered an adequate size to make a living, the size range
varying becasue of location and individual management capabilities. the

option to lease extra land is due in part to available fragmented farm parcels
and this factor partly accounts for the relatively few land partitions since
1972. In all of the sample areas in the North County Wheat Belt Region, only

20 land partitions in 10 years (average 2 per year) have occurred. Further
examination shows that this low rate of partitioning is representative of the
remaining wheat belt areas. Over half (11) have occurred in the West County
Center-Pivot Irrigation Region, resulting from sale of land to large farm
corporations having capital to invest in these expansive irrigation systems.

The smallest farm division was 30 acres, while the largest was over 3,000
acres., The average partition size is 80 acres, while the most prevalent was
about 160 acres.

Briefly mentioned earlier was the significant number of parcels that are
leased--both large and small sizes. Seven, twelve, twenty and thirty acre
parcels are leased from area owners, especially from those no longer actively
engaged in farming /e.g. retirees or heirs). Public testimony revealed that
this kind of farming situation is prevalent in this agricultural region.

South County Agricultural Region

Larger average farm parcel and ownership sizes are found in this region of the
county. Farm parcel sizes reach those of ownership sizes found in the North
County Wheat Region. Table B-VIII shows.the smallest average farm parcel size
to be 400 acres in the Camas Prairied sample area and over 1,200 acres for the
Alkali Canyon sample area. Respective ownership sizes start at about 820
acres and approach 2,550 acres. The range of sizes is probably due in part to
the better soils and rainfalls in Camas Prairie as opposed to marginal soils
and more scanty rainfall amounts in the Alkali Canyon area.

Like the North County Agricultural Region, farm ownerships are not in unified
blocks, but separated by other land ownerships. This is particularly the case
in Camas Prairie. Again, the original homestead laws helped to create these
separated ownerships; however, because of the poor shallow soils and meager
rainfalls, many homesteaders could not produce wheat or graze livestock in

the quantities or on the scale possible in the north. Those who could adjust
and diversify into cattle and sheep ranching along with hay and wheat crops
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were able to survive and could consolidate original farmstead acreages. Since
it took more Tand to produce or sustain agriculture, Tand holdings developed
into the rather Targe and somewhat fragmented ownerships mentioned earlier.

Ownership sizes in the sample areas do approach economical farm sizes for
livestock ranching and dryland wheat farming. Viable, self-sustaining wheat-
Tivestock ranches approach 2,000 to 2,200 acres in size, including land for
fallow (1,000 and 1,100 acies in crop per year), Leasing land to increase
farm acreages, especially wheat land, is slightly less prevalent in the South
County area. Also, partitioning land has been nearly non-existent in the
last 10 years (1972-1982) with only two (160 and 218 acres) occurring in the
four sample study areas listed under the South County Agricultural Region in
Table B-VIII, page B-40,

Specific findings regarding actual Teasing patterns as were offered for testi-
mony in the North County Agricultural Region were not obtained for this area.
However, knowledgable people expressed that it dose not matter what sizes

were being leased, as long as the parcel could be feasibly farmed as part of

an overall operation. There were too many complex and varible situations
pertaining to ownership, inheritance and management decisions to determine any
recognizable field leasing pattern for either of these major dryland wheat areas.

Conclusions and Farm Protection Alternatives for North and South County
Agricultural Regions

Survey results confirmed that whether analyzed on an area basis, by farming
management techniques (e.g. irrigation vs. dryland), or soils types, etc.,
commercial farms are highly variable in size, and complex as to structure and
operation. This underscores the need for an innovative and flexible agricultural
land protection proposal that recoginzes this complexity (the separated ownership
patterns, farm land sale and leasing needs, inheritance considerations) and

yet will help to protect the farm land base.

The present method of farm land protection is a 19 acre minimum, exclusive farm
use zone. This minimum parcel size has been in effect since 1972 and is based
upon standard divisions of U.S. Government Survey sizes whereby 19,0 acres
(actually 20 acres, but if adjacent road acreage is taken out, it becomes less
than 20 acres) is a standard subdivision of a section unit (640 acres). The
reasoning for a 19 acre minimun, is that this size would probably be too Targe
an area for a rural, non-farm resident to maintain and/or too expansive for
land upon which to place a non-farm residence.

While the 19 acre exclusive farm use lot size minimum is not nearly large enough
for a self-producing wheat or livestock operation, the zone's effectiveness

in protecting agricultural land can be partially measured by the number of
smallest partitions than can and have occurred in the North and South County
Agricultural Regions since 1972, Only 8 parcel splits of 19 acres (the smallest
allowed) have taken place in the last 10 years, in an area encompassing approxi-
mately 1,000,000 acres. Also, only 12 non-farm parcels in these two regions

have been allowed under exclusive farm use statutes and standards since 1977.

It appears then that the 19 acre lot size minimum is, at least in part, preventing
rampant creation of non-farm parcels throughout this important farming reigon.

As just mentioned, the present 19 acre minimum ]ot size is apparently helping
to maintain existing agricultural practices. However, there have been some
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comments at the state level that 19 acres is not large enough to protect
dyrland wheat farming, grazing operations or mechanized irrigation farmlands
and also protect other resource concerns in the future, while the above
statistical evidence shows otherwise, but acknowledging both the new agri-
cultural lot size and pattern information and state planning, it is somewhat
reluctantly agreed that the present agricultural minimum lot size cannot be
proven to reflect existing or future agricultural patterns and resource
needs. (See Comprehensive Plan Map section for further explanation).

In answer to the above concerns and to reflect agricultural practices and farm
owner needs, a variety of farm regulatory guidelines were formulated, rather
than the adoption of a commercial farm lot size minimum or keeping the present
19 acre minimum Tot size Exclusive Farm Use Zone. Testimony and research indi-
cate that commercial lot size minimums will not reflect the existing scattered
farming operations, be flexible enough to allow common sale, transfer and
inheritance of any future farm parcels or be flexible enough to adjust to
agriculture's rapidly changing market conditions and climatic uncertainties.
Flexibility is a key to sustaining commerical wheat and grazing operations in
the county.

Mentioned earlier were the significant number of parcels being farmed which
were much smaller than normal ownerships or even the predominate field manage-
ment unit size. In addition, these parcels were often separated from other
farmed parcels. Prior to this finding, the county originally felt that a

farm management unit/minimum parcel size concept would be an effective yet
flexible means to protect and regulate farm and non-farm activities. A farm
management parcel size minimum was determined to be the smallest area of farm-
land that could be partitioned and still permit normal farming practices that
could occur in an efficient and effective manner. Normal farm practices
included transporting farm equipment, fertilizers, sprays, seed, and feed to
prepare, plant, grow, harvest or ready for market area agricultural commodities.
The key to flexibility was to set a minimum parcel size that reflected actual
farming operations occurring in various areas of the county.

Review of the agricultural inventory information findings showed that the North
County Agricultural Region had generally smaller farming operations than the South
County, because greater production per acre was possible, generally attributable
to the better soils and more abundant rainfall, etc. Therefore, a smaller and
different farm management unit was considered logical for the North County (40
acres) and a larger one more appropriate for the South County (80 acres).

Further examination and farm community testimony showed that if farm partitions
were tied to a management unit size, it would 1ikely create unnecessary and
restrictive farm management problems. For example, inheritance and estate
planning, finance farm related structures (e.g. grain storage buildings), land
transfers to neighboring farms for management efficiency, etc. were complex,
varied with individual situations; and fixed minimum parcel size wouldn't
respond to these various situations, and would likely create hardships for

the farming community.

Based upon a representative cross section of farm community testimony, a fixed
or prescribed-lot size for farm partitions is not to be initiated. Basic
standards and procedures are required to assure the partition is for farm
purposes or will assist in the continued agricultural practices in the area.
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Now dwellings pose potential compatibility problems and were a concern. How
should they be reviewed and by what means would help determine a farm related
home from a non-farm home? An income requirement was first considered to help

in this matter. However, farm prices fluctuate too much and really could not

be used as a reliable measure to identify bona fide farm dwellings. It was
finally determined that a density for new dwellings would be the most appropriate
method to assist in the identification of farm related dwellings from hobby or
non-farm homes,

Since 40 acres is the smallest predominate field size (farm management unit)

in the North County Agricultural Region, this size should Togically be used

as the density to determine whether a proposed dwelling would be a farm or non-
farm dwelling. Intimated earlier is the fact that there are minor differences
between the North and South County Agricultural regions such as slightly larger
field patterns in the south part of the county. However, this minor difference
really does not outweigh the many similarities of farming occurring in both

of these agricultural regions. Therefore, the same forty acre dwelling density
found to be appropriate for the North County Agricultural Region is also
applicable for the South County Agricultural Region.

There are significant acreages of identified critical deer winter ranges in

the foothill grazing sub-area of the South County Agricultural Region. The
Fish and Wildlife Department has recommended, based on its studies, that to
protect and maintian for use this critical habitat, homes at 40 acre densities
are acceptable, but that residences on 160 acre densities are desirable. The
forty acre density standard for homes, based upon a farm management unit
concept, is then a compromise between the presently adopted 19 acre minimum and
the 160 acre minimum lot size recommended by the Fish and Wildlife Department.
The recommended 40 acre density should help protect the critical deer winter
range in this area. :

The possibility of dwellings on the farm management unit based density size

of 40 acres needs further explanation. With the application of this new
minimum size, creation of partitions and homes of 40 acres throughout the North
and South County Agricultural Regions will not likely occur. This has not

been the case with the 19 acre minimum lot size requirment in effect the last
ten years. Where the 19 acre parcels were expensive to buy and maintain as
rural residences, the 40 acre density guide would be even more cost prohibitive,

In summary, it is again emphasized that implementing a 40 acre minimum density
guide for dwellings will not create this: lot size/home pattern throughout
these two major county agricultural areas. Agriculturalists realize that to
do so would not be in their best interests. However, there are situations in
agriculture where adjustment is helpful to adapt to the continually changing
needs of this industry. It is felt that the 40 acre density guide as offered
in this report will do this. Planning is a continuing process and should it
become apparent that this form of protection management is not maintaining the
commercial agricultural characteristic of the area or not protecting other
natural resources, then the county has the opportunity to re-evaluate it and
make needed adjustments.

Special Agricultural Area Lot Size Analysis

As discussed earlier, there are areas in the county where special circumstances
create or determine unusual and unique farming opportunities and patterns.
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Table B-VIII identifies these areas; they are separated into a special category
mostly because of their much smaller average farm lot sizes. There are

other reasons for this segregation and because these areas have their own
unique circumstances, a separate discussion and analysis follows for each.

Umapine Special Farm Area

The Umapine Agricultural District is shown on the map on page B-52 and
encompasses well over 13,500 acres. lLocated northwest of Milton-Freewater,
this area has historically been tied together because of irrigation. Wheat,
alfalfa seed and hay, livestock operations, scme barley and small acreages of
row crops (e.g. onions, asparagus) are the main agricultural activities here.

The procedure used to determine average lot size information for Umapine farms
was nearly the same as those followed in the North and South County Agricultural
Regions. (See pages B-33 and B-39.) The only differences were that the total
area was analyzed instead of just a sample township, and that privately owned
non-farm parcels to be eliminated from the farm lot study were smaller. Often
the 20 acre separately owned non-farm parcels in the wheat/grazing areas were
found to be typical farms in parts of the Umapine area. This was discovered
to be true in portions east of Umapine where parcels were not necessarily
economical or self-supporting farms but have been contributing to the overall
agricultural economy of the county. Information indicated that a non-farm
parcel was typically a separatly owned five acre or less parcel with a house.
Individually owned vacant lots of this size range, and not on farm deferral
taxation, were also classified as “non-farm." Not very many of these exist.

While results of the 1ot size study show an overall average farm parcel size to
be nearly 60 acres and the average farm ownership over 90 acres, this does not
reflect the varied nature of the area. Observation of parcel and ownership maps
visually shows two different sub-areas. An area east of Umapine has smaller,
more individually owned parcels with mixtures of agricultural activities like
fruit orchards, small livestock operations and some row crop fields. West of
Umapine most farm parcels are more similar to the neighboring wheat/grazing areas
in the North County, having larger, separated ownerships. Farm use activities
are mostly irrigated wheat and alfalfa.

Noting the above differences, an additional calculation was made to learn what
the average farm parcel size and ownerships were east of and adjacent to
Umapine, and the bigger farm parcels largely west of Umapine. Results showed

25 and 30 acre farm parcels versus ownership size in the areas generally east
and immediately surrounding Umapine, and respective 85 and 130 acre lot and
ownership sizes in the Targer farms further west and south of Umapine. Further
study helps to understand why there are these two farming patterns. The smaller
farm parcels immediately surrounding Umapine were influenced by the nearness to
this small rural town, where the prevalent rural-residential hobby farm exists
around cities and towns throughout the coouty, while parcels east of Umapine are
greatly influenced by the more intensively managed orchards district, where
fruit farming has been marginally successful. The soils are somewhat similar

to the Orchards District, but less stoney, and the area is less protected from
forests than orchard Tands nearar Milton-Freewater; both factors are important
to sustaing the existing fruit farming industry.

The east Umapine area contains a variety of farm sizes and activities because
of its marginal or transitional nature. Records reveal thah 16 farm partitions
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have occurred, ranging in size from 9 to 105 acres (average 32 acres). How-

ever, the most prevalent farm partition is 20 to 23 acros. Numerous lot size
partitions since 1972 were probably influenced by the Orchards District to the
east which itself has had significant rural residential and small farm partitions.

Farm patterns mostly west of Umapine have been much more stable than in the
Central Walla Walla Valley north of Milton-Freewater, being influenced by differ-
ent soils, climate and farming operations. Farming is a full time commercial
venture here. Larger scale farms are not being phased out as is evident by

only five farm partitions since 1972. The average size of these partitions

is abount 140 acres, ranging in sizes from 20 to 290 acres.

The same farm partition-dwelling concerns discussed in the North and South County
agricultural Regions were expressed in the Umapine farm area. Placing a single
purpose standard for both farm partitions and dwellings has been deemed to be
inappropriate. The same approach used in the North and South County Agricultural
areas of minimal requirement for legitimate farm use divisions, and a density
requirement for controlling housing density to approximately the existing farm
home and farm use activities, is similary desired for this area.

The above review of existing farm use activities, management desires, and farm
parcel size and ownerships leads to the recommendation of two minimum dwelling
density sizes: 20 acres for smaller farms of approximately this size mostly east
of Umapine, and 40 acres for larger farms west, south and north of Umapine (see
map, page B-71).

A 20 acre minimum dwelling density requirement east of Umapine will maintain
the questionable farming pattern of small, not necessarily full-time commercial
operations. While there are some fruit orchards here, extending the Orchards
District 10 acre Fruit Tract Zone would not fit the overall farm parcel pattern
of the area. Also, development of orchards in this area seems improbable for
quite some time in the future. This size could allow some additional small
farms with residences without adversely affecting the commodity production of
the area. Only about 20 new farm divisions could be created. Regulating the
number of farm dwellings can also ensure a rural farming character. Not only
would farming activities be protected, but this area would remain a buffer
between the orchard lands to the east and the larger, more self-supporting
irrigated wheat and alfalfa farms to the west.

Because the area west of Umapine has many characteristics of the North and South
County Agricultural Regions (e.g. larger parcels with separated ownerships,

some leasing of Tland, very few partitions in 10 years), the same 40 acre

minimum dwelling density is recommended here. The same flexibility is needed
here, and establishment of this size provides some regulation consitency with

the dryland wheat farms to the west and south. Forth acres is also twice as
large as the present 19 acre minimum requirement which has adequately protected
these farms since 1972 from non-farm development. Wildlife protection is another
benefit of larger density minimum size than presently enforced.

West County Irrigation Districts

History, climate, soils, farming patterns and irrigation conveniently classify
portions of the Hermiston, Westland and Stanfield Irrigation Districts into
one lot size analysis grouping. These districts were formed in the early 1900's
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using water from the Umatilla River. Early homes envisioned great productivity,
but soils, climate and oftentimes inexperience proved otherwise. Consequently,
over the years the poorer lands were abandoned and left vacant, usually developing
into rural residential hobby farms, especially lands nearer the towns of
Hermiston, Stanfield and Umatilla.

The extent and impact of non-farm development and other influences has varied
in each irrigation district, mostly depending on its location and soil quality.
Portions of the Hermiston and Westland Irrigation District have intensive sub-
urban and rural residential areas becuase of their proximity to Hermiston,
which provides convenience to a wide range of services. These residential
areas have either been incorporated into the city, designated for future city
development or identified as rural residential. Other poritions of these dist-
ricts have remained isolated or buffered from the above influences and have
attained similar characteristics of the adjacent, more self-supporting farmlands.
{South portions of the Westland Irrigation District are an example.) The
remaining areas within these districts are those subject to this agricultural
review. (See map page B-70 for study areas.)

Agricultural Tot size and ownership studies did not differ from the analysis
made in the previous agricultural districts. Farm lots were identified along
with those not considered farms. Non-farm parcels were deleted from the inven-
tory so as not to distort the results. (Non-farm parcels were the same in size
and circumstances as those in the Umapine Agricultural District, pages B-33-39
for explanation.) The results of adding and combining farm parcels and similar
ownerships were average farm lot and ownership sizes. These figures are found
in Table B-VIII, page B-40.

The above procedure yielded similar farm size patterns for all three agricultural
districts. A1l districts have a general mixture of parcel sizes ranging from 5
to sometimes 200+ acres. A1l districts have some existing small farm units that
are not full-time, not self supporting operations. Each is a transition area
between larger, more self-supporting farms and the rural non-farm areas mentioned
earlier.

However, similarities end here when examining the other factors in this study.
The Stanfield Irrigation District has some significant differences when soils,
zoning, crop types and closer scrutiny of ownerships are considered. This
situation leads to a slightly different agricultural protection measure, the
justification of which follows.
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[New] Agricultural Inventory and Farm Protection Alternative Update for North and
South County Agricultural Regions o )

This section is being added in response to the county not receiving state
acknowledgement of the agricultural plan and zoning as previously outlined. The
additional information is also necessitated because the county is proposing a
different system of regulating agricultural activities than the present housing
density/no requirement for farm division combination. In the following sections,
information is provided explaining the reasons for the regulation changes, how
they provide desired flexibility, and yet still provide the county's desire to

protect the agricultural land lease from instrusive, harmful, and speculative

land use activities.

[New] Brief Summary of Compliance Order Pertaining to Presently Adopted Agricultural

Regulations
First, LCDC says that the county's present inventory suggests a higher

minimum lot size (density) should be adopted to protect the existing commercial
agricultural enterprises now taking place. Secondly, the state suggests that a
minimum size should be placed on divisions strictly for farm purposes (no
dwellings) to assure the continuation of existing commercial agricultural enter-
prises in the North/South County Agricultural Regions. A minimum division size
would reduce false expectations of the ability to develop on these often small
and possibly unfarmable Tots as opposed to the present no minimum policy for
strictly farm purposes.

The county has thoroughly discussed LCDC's conce}ns and strongly feels that
a minimum parcel size, let alone a large one, has the potential for creating
more problems than it solves. This is especially true if minimum lot sizes are
used as the primary criteria for restricting construction of homes in agricul-
tural areas, which is essentially unrelated to housing once area sizes for
septic tanks and wells are exceeded.
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Minimum parcel sizes also create numerous stumbling blocks- for a variety of
farm management options. The following examples, while not intended to be a
complete study, outline a few of the management problems envisioned with a
cumbersome minimum lot size.

A. Undivided Interests. Very large minimum lot sizes wmove ahead the day
when all parcels of Tand will be very likely to be held in undivided
interests by heirs and other parties. The greater the number of
persons involved in undivided interests in farm real estate, the
greater the complications in all types of negotiations relative to
that land, including but not limited to (a) lease agreements,

(b) participation in government farm programs, (c) entry into
contracts with the Soil Conservation Service concerning conser-
vation tillage methods and construction of erosion control and
water conservation structures such as terraces and grassed water-
ways, and (d) negotiations for the sale of purchase of farmlands.

The greater the number of persons involved in the undivided interests,
the more likely that negotiations must be by correspondence and/or

by phone. This slows down the negotiations, and often causes dead
lines to be missed, often because the owners of the property who are
not living in the immediate area and/or have little contact with the
land, do not understand the nature of the problem being negotiated.
Because they do not sense the urgency, and are not close by to facili-
tate communication, the overall process of management of the property
becomes less efficient than would be the case if the property could

be partitioned strictly for farm purposes so more one-on-one nego-
tiation could take place.

B. Financing. For the most part, in Umatilla County, land cannot be
transferred and financed except in separately described parcels.
Banks, regardless of the statutory options open to them, will
generally not mortgage parcels not separately deeded. Hense, any
property financing that might be accomplished in parcels. smaller than
the minimum 1ot size become under large lot size impractical, if not
impossible.

At times, a farmer finds himself in a position of having to mortgage
land to finance the construction of structures such as grain bins or
shop and machinery storage. If parcels could not be created for mort-
gage purposes smaller than a very large parcel minimum, the farmer
would have no choice but to expose a greater acreage to the risk of
being a specified security for a loan, plus be subject on that greater
acreage to the often “not helpful” supervision of the lender. Potential
default would more severely disrupt his farming operation if foreclosure
could proceed upon a much greater land base. And, as indicated above,
inability to sell off a smaller piece of land would preclude him from
extracating himself from his dilemma in better financial condition,

and still retain as viable a farming unit as possible.
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C. Estates. Very large minimum parcel size requirements would in many
instances severely handicap heirs in arranging to pay inheritance taxes
without losing "the.whole farm." The ability to sell off a smaller
parcel is very crucial to the transfer of land from one generation to
another, without displacing more people from the land,

One of the tragedies of estates is the often encountered hbitterness
associated with "forced business relationships," generally arising

out of "fmposed undivided interests." For the most part, such can be
avoided through a well planned estate--but not so easily if land could
not be parcelled into "smaller" lot sizes.

Some argue that the solution is simple~-just incorporate the farm.
There is some merit in this argument, but for most farm operations,

it cannot be economically justified. The added costs, administrative
requirements, record keeping, and in some cases added taxes are not
conducive to incorporation. And, if the number of persons involved is
too great, the corporation could not qualify for subchapter S treat-
ment, and the farm would be subject to "double taxation" rather than
the single tax treatment on a proprietary business basis.

0. Interagency Complications. The Soil Conservation Service contracts
with farmers for the making of improvements in farming methods in the
construction of terraces and grass waterways to control erosion and
conserve water. The more persons involved in undivided interests in
a given field, the more difficult it is to negotiate such contracts
to be both financially feasible and mutually acceptable to all parties
involved in the contract. This delays or completely prevents some
acreages from improvements that conserve soil and water. Reasonable
partitioning requirements would allow more one-on-one negotiation, and
promote a faster rate of conservation development.

The Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS) administers
the government farm programs related to commodities, such as the currently
available reserve loans for grains, and loan programs for on-farm storage.
The greater the number of persons involved in undivided interests, the
more difficult it is to make decisions and enter into contracts and

the related mortgages relating to the programs of the ASCS. Multiple
undivided interests have such impacts as simply causing the number of
required signatures to exceed the space available on forms, diviations
from which can require legal review and authorization from a higher

level office. This causes delays, and delays cost money.

The above examples are discussed in more detail arguing against a single and
large parcel size requirement in the appendix section. Also included in the
apbendix section is a signed resolution from the past président of the National
Wheat Growers Association and Tocal dryland wheat farmer, Don Woodward. The
resolution represents the feelings of many of the wheat growers in Umatilla County,

that large minimum parcel sizes are not appropriate in this county.
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In summary, observation of development and management options suggests
that any area is generally better off if the investment and management opportunities
in the area are kept many rather than reduced. Requiring a single, large minimum
Tot size would, in the county's opinion, be contrary to the state's suggestion of
minimum lot sizes tied to other new'1and divisions and dwellings. The county prefers
to keep agricultural options open, not restricted unnecessarily. Minimum lot sizes
ignore the future and assume the future is best if there is no provision for
partitioning down to the minimum size or sizes for management and estate planning
reasons. In other words, if a minimum size is set at a level of current or
average ownership, tax lot, or even farm management unit sizes, the solution
ignores most of the reasons that parcel sizes now exist smaller than normal
or typical, and are being used for other than housing lots (in cultivation in

most cases).

[New] - Additional Data Base Analysis

To see why the above stated situations exist, the county undertook an
additional study to more thoroughly examine the actual farming patterns and
practices that comprise the overall commercial agricultural activities in the
North/South County Agricultural Regions. After some initial farmer contacts
and discussions with members of the Planning Commission, it was mentioned that
within an ownership, and in particular within a tax lot, whether in a contiguous
or non-contiguous situation, there are a series of natural or separated fields
broken up by natural barriers such as rivers and ditches in such a way that it
is in fact farmed as more than one unit or parcel. Bluffs, rock patches, clay
knobs, and even more man-made barriers 1ike roads and railroads all serve to
partition fields into parcels of great diversity in size and shape.

After review of previous information, it was the Planning Commission's
opinion that the background data base gathered in 1982-83 relative to appropriate

parcel size did not adequately take into account the natural parcel sizes caused
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by topographic features and roads and railroads so common throughout the county.
They also felt that the 1982-83 data base didn't appropriately consider "culti-
vation units" (parcels farmed separately from one another due to terrain, other
natural features and because of a variety of farm management goals)., The

original data emphasized "ownership units" that considered only the configuration
of deed Tines and didn't reflect the way in which farmland was cultivated, The
Planning Commission concluded that when considering or evaluating the appropriate-
ness of farmland divisions that would continue the existing commercial agricultural
use in the county, consideration of continued cultivation practices should take
precedence over the traditional deed line configuration and redivision land
division regulation programs.

Upon examination of Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service's
(ASCS) photography, field patterns are more clearly seen and identified, 1In
fact, separate fields or cultivation units are outlined on these photos along
with their appropriate acreages, These maps are one of the primary tools by
which the government farm programs are managed in the local counties. They
constitute a primary basis for reviewing proper program compliance by land
owners/operator, and for making or denying payments to farmers and Tlandowners
participating in the government programs. These maps are made from aerial
photos, are regularly updated, are definitive enough to show the pattern of
cultivation and harvest in the fields, and are readily available for periodic
review,

A study of cultivation units was undertaken to determine what factors were
involved in their creation, and how the county might formulate land division
measures based upon actual cultivation practices that make up or constitute
commercial agricultural practices occurring in the North/South County Agricultural
Regions. Eight townships were analyzed that contained 1,233 measured cultivation

units. The townships reviewed were selected to reflect as fairly as possible the
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overall land use activities occurring in the North/South County Agricultural
Regions (those areas actively engaged in agricultural uses). This sample area
strategy included a study of foothill areas where there is a transition from field
cultivation to grazing activities. (The map titled "Cultivation Unit Study Areas"
on the next page pictorially depicts the townships examined and the geographic
areas they represent). The areas reviewed were: (1) Northwest County; (2) North-
~east County; (3) South County; (4) East County Foothills; and (5) South County
Foothills.
The cultivation unit data was summarized to document differences in common
land use patterns with respect to cultivation unit size among the various areas
of the county. Areas 1, 2, 3 mentioned in the previous paragraph each reflected
both irrigated and dryland practices. Areas 4 and 5 (East County Foothills and
South County Foothills) were studied both separately and then combined into a
single "foothills area."
The data was organized in the following manner:
1. Township summaries - Frequency distributions showing the distribution
of cultivation units among various acre size categories and among
various bouncary configurations. This indicates both the number of
parcels in each category and the percent of parcels in each category.
This summary also indicates the total acres in parcels measured on the
ASCS airphotos that are farmed in multiple cultivation units and the
number of cultivation units therein for each. Two such township areas

constitute the sample from which a Major Area summary was developed
(see Cultivation Unit Study Areas Map).

N
°

Major Area summaries - Each summary inciudes two township areas,
showing the percent distribution of cultivation units among various
acre size categories for each township, and the same type distribu-
tion for the aggregate of the two townships to refiect the overall
land use pattern for the Major Area.

3. Major Area graphs - A graphic presentation of the distribution of
cultivation unit sizes in each Major Area, compared to overall dis-
tribution pattern among all Major Areas of the county combined.

4, County-wide summary - A distribution of cultivation units for all
the Major Areas of the county combined.

5. County-wide graph - A graphic presentation of the distribution of
cultivation units among the various acre size categories for each
Major Area, plus the graph of the combined distrubition thereof for
the overall county.
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(A complete summary of the results is provided in the Appendix under the report
titled "Cultivation Parcel Size Reivew" by Clinton B. Reeder).

[New] General Findings

The ASCS aerial photo maps indicated farmland in Umatilla County was

subdivided into various parcel sizes based on the following factors:

1
2
3
4
5
6.

A.

Natural landform features

Transportation features

Man-made features for conservation purposes
Irrigation

Estate settlements

Homebuilding and farmstead establishment

Natural landform features. In most instances, it was obvious from

the review of the aerial photos of the county farmland that the
cultivation units were defined primarily by the natural features of
the landscape--rock outcroppings, shallow soils, drainages, rivers
and streams, bluffs, and steep slopes. It was for this primary
reason that the distribution of cultivation units among the various
size categories among the various Major Areas of the county were
almost identical (see Airphoto I1lustration No. 1, pg. B-63).

Transportation features. The second major factor that determined

the configuration of cultivation units were the various modifications
to the landforms that were man-made, especially roads and railroads.
These transportation types were for the primary purpose of moving farm
products to market and bringing farm production supplies to the farms.
These features created permanent isolated independent cultivated units
that, depending upon the nature of the boundaries other than the road
or railroad, may remain isolated. Often a road or railroad would
isolate a triangular piece of land with corners that would be difficult
to farm into efficient units, or which would be difficult to move
machinery into across the road or railroad that could be efficiently
combined into a parcel on the other side of the road or railroad (see
Airphoto Illustration No. 2, pg. B-64).

Man-made features, directly for farming purposes. It is very evident

from the aerial photos that when farmers undertake more intensive
agricultural practices such as terracing and strip-cropping, the size

of cultivation units is decreased. These conservation practices are
increasingly encouraged by public policy and are becoming more mandatory
under the government farm programs (see Airphoto ITlustration No. 3,
pgs. B-65, B-66).

Irrigation. The airphotos clearly indicated that the average size of
cultivation unit decreased when the land was changed from dry land
management practices to irrigation. The cultivation pattern was
especially complicated by the use of the more efficient "circle”
technology, which left significant acreages in "diamond shapes” in
among the circles, and "triangular shapes" on the outer boundaries
of the circles. (The increased intensity of such farming leads to
the use of a completely different compliment of machinery, different
timing of planting and harvest, and a much wider variety of crops,
many of which require having marketing contracts) (see Airphoto
I1lustration No. 4, pg. B-67). :



E. Estate Settlements. The farmland in this category is found
infrequentTy.” Most of the farmland in the North/South County
Agricultural Regions is now owned by only the fourth or fifth
generation since the original ow<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>