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1%1n urban areas, the bill amended Oregon policgmgigg “needed housing” in ORS 197.312 to ensuae th

housing for farmworkers is not subject to any zgmequirements that are more restrictive than requénts that
are applied to other single-family or multifamilpusing developments.
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The following comprehensive plan text, policies atétegies (shown iitalic font) are quoted
directly from the Multnomah County ComprehensivarPI
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The purpose of Urban and Rural Reserves is toifaie| planning for urbanization of the Portland
metro region over the 50 year plan period from 2€1.2060. Urban reserves provide greater
certainty to the agricultural and forest industrjesban industries, and service providers about the
future location of urban growth boundary expansiRaoral reserves are intended to provide long-
term protection of agricultural and forest land alahdscape features that enhance the unique sense
of place of the region.

The reserves plan that designates land for urbahranal use is an alternative approach to manage
urban growth through a coordinated regional procpssvided for in Oregon Laws 2007, chapter
723 and implementing Oregon Administrative Rule B&@sion 27(2008). The reserves plan
supplements Policy 6 Urban Land Area with a speaifap and implementing policies that define
limits to urban growth for a time period much longigan the 20 -25 year UGB plan period.

The reserves plan relies on designation of urbaemees land which can only be designated by
Metro, and on rural reserve areas that can onlydesignated by the County. Because of this division
of authority in the reserves plan, the County haeeaded its plan and zoning map to adopt rural
reserves, and also shows urban reserve designatioiise map.
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“(G) Farm Stands when found that:



(1) The structures are designed and used for theeafdarm crops or livestock grown on the
farm operation, or grown on the farm operation anter farm operations in the local
agricultural area, including the sale of retail ilental items, and fee-based activity to promote
the sale of farm crops or live-stock sold at thenfatand if the annual sale of incidental items
and fees from pro-motional activity do not makenopmore than 25 percent of the total sales of
the farm stand; and

(2) The farm stand does not include structuresgiesl for occupancy as a residence or for
activities other than the sale of farm crops ameditock and does not include structures for
banquets, public gatherings or public entertainment

(3) As used in this section, “farm crops or livestbincludes both fresh and processed farm
crops and livestock grown on the farm operationgiamwn on the farm operation and other farm
operations in the local agri-cultural area. As usedhis subsection, “processed crops and
livestock” includes jams, syrups, apple cider, aaiproducts and other similar farm crops and
livestock that have been processed and converteairtother product but not prepared food
items.

(4) As used in this section, “local agriculturalea” includes Oregon or an adjacent county in
Washington that borders Multhomah County.”
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12 Because the siting of farm stands in the EFU zwsebeen a major issue on Sauvie Island, theeiildf the

County’s farm stand regulations are quoted bel@mfMCC 34.2625 Review Uses. These provisions neay b

amended as a result of the Greenfield / Bella Qcgacases discussed in Section 3 of this report.

“(G) Farm Stands when found that:

(1) The structures are designed and used for tleeafafarm crops or livestock grown on the farm m@ien, or grown
on the farm operation and other farm operationshia local agricultural area, including the salerefail incidental
items, and fee-based activity to promote the sbfarm crops or live-stock sold at the farm stafithe annual sale of
incidental items and fees from pro-motional acyivdo not make up no more than 25 percent of tte sales of the
farm stand; and
(2) The farm stand does not include structuresgiiesi for occupancy as a residence or for activitideer than the
sale of farm crops and livestock and does not phelstructures for banquets, public gatherings dboljau
entertainment.
(3) As used in this section, “farm crops or livestbincludes both fresh and processed farm crops larestock grown
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on the farm operation, or grown on the farm operatand other farm operations in the local agri-cuétl area. As
used in this subsection, “processed crops and oS includes jams, syrups, apple cider, animadgucts and other
similar farm crops and livestock that have beercpesed and converted into another product but reppgred food
items. 4-18Multnomah County — Chapter 34 - Sauvie Island/Multmah Channel Rural Plan Area(S-1 - LU 2013)
(4) As used in this section, “local agriculturalea” includes Oregon or an adjacent county in Wagtom that
borders Multnomah County.”

BWineries and related promotional activities ar® @lfowed by statute under fairly prescriptive stamis. In

contrast to farm stands, Multnomah County has ahtssimply reference ORS 215.452 rather than gtieig to

adopt these standards as part of the Multnomaht@@ode. MCC 34.2625 Review Uses:

“(H) A winery, as described in ORS 215.452.”
14 County staff believes that it is unclear whetheea moorage can be approved in a Rural Reserse. S
discussion irAppendix 4: Marinas and Floating Homes Backgroumgp®tt
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Sauvie Island/Multnomah Channel Rural Area Plan and

Transportation System Plan Updates
Agriculture and Agri-Tourism Subcommittee

Subcommittee Agenda

Tuesday, January 7, 2014

3:00- 5:00 p.m.

Multnomah Building — 501 SE Hawthorne Blvd.. Portland 97214
5™ Floor - Copper Room

3:00-3:10 Welcome - Adam
p.n. * Introductions —{subcommittee, TAC, project team, public) — Alf

3:10-3:20 Relationship of the subcommittee to the Full CAC and other decision makers and

p.m. Subcommittee's Charge - Gree
*  Problem-solving technical committee that identifies issues and suggest policy solutions to
these issues

& |dentify points where consensus is not reached and why; assist in presentation of
subcommittee recommendations to the full CAC

3:20-4:00 Background Report & Key Issues

.M.
P +  Brief overview of packet materials - Greg

*  Review list of issues in Section 1 - Kevin

= Identify new issues - Greg

* Discuss and reach consensus on the Key Issues to be addressed by Subcommittee (Review
Section 1 of the draft outline) — Adam

4:00-4:45 Farm Stands Policy
# Review of Court Appeals Decision (Section 3 of Background Report) - Greg
* Should results of this decision be included in the revised SIMC Plan? — Kewvin

4:45-5:00 Action ltems - Adam

*  Return to Subcommittee with draft Ag / Ag-Tourism Policies
*  Return to Subcommittee with complete set of GIS Maps
= MNext Meeting — February 25, 2014

5:00 p.m. Adjourn

Persons with a disability requiring special accommodations, please call the Office of Citizen Involvement ai
(5003} 988-3450 during business hours, Persons requiring a sign language interpreter, please call at least 48
hours in advance of the meeting. Agendas and minutes available at htips: Ymulico.nssime-planning
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Sauvie Island/Multnomah Channel Rural Area Plan and

Transportation System Plan Updates
Agriculture and Agri-Tourism Subcommittee

Subcommittee Agenda

Tuesday, February 25, 2014

3:00 - 5:00 p.m.

Multnomah Building — 501 SE Hawthorne Blvd., Portland 97214
Room 112

3:00-2:10 p.m.  Welcome -
* Introductions —{subcommittee, TAC, project team, public) — Al

3:10-4:45 p.m. - Agriculture and Farm Stands Draft Polices
* Discuss and reach consensus on potential new policy language

& Firm up policy decisions

4:45-5:00 Action ltems

* Finalize Policy Language
=  Next Meeting (CAC) — March 11, 2014

5:00 p.m. Adjourn

Persons with a disability requiring special accommodations, please call the Office of Citizen Involvement at
( 503} 988-3450 during business hours. Persons requiring a sign language interpreter, please call at least 48
hours in advance of the meeting. Agendas and minutes available at hitps: fmultco.us/sime-planning
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Sauvie Island/Multnomah Channel Rural Area Plan and

Transportation System Plan Updates
Agriculture and Agri-Tourism

Comnumnity Advisory Commuittee Agenda

Tuesday, March 11, 2014

6:00—830 pm.

Sauvies Island Grange #840 (14443 N'W Charlton Road)

6:00-6:10 p.m. Introduction (Welcome and Introductions)
6:10-6:20 p.m. Rural Character Survey Results/Visioning update
6:20-6:30 p.m. Overview of Packet Materials

# Background Report and supporting docs
* Meeting Summaries

& Policy Discussion Table

6:30-8:10 p.m. Policy Discussion (Memo to be provided)
»  Overview of policy discussions to date
* |5 there anything missing

* (oal is to reach consensus on overall policy direction

8:10-8:20 p.m. Public Comments
8:20-8:30 p.m. Wrap Up
*  HMext CAC meeting - April 8, 2014 {Matural and Cultural
Resources)

* Project schedule update (handout)

Persons with a disability requiring special accommodations, please call the Office of Citizen Involvement at
(503) 988-3450 during business hours. Persons requiring a sign language interpreter, please call at least 48
hours in advance of the meeting. Agendas and minutes available at https://multco.ns/sime-planning
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MEETING SUMMARY: Agriculture & Agri-Tourism Subcommittee
Meeting #1:

Project: Sauvie Island/Multnomah Channel Rural AreafTransportation System Plan Update

Date: 1/7/2014

Time: 3:00 p.m. - 5200 p.m.

Location: Multnomah Building, 5" Floor Copper Room; 501 SE Hawthorne Blvd., Portland, Oregon
Present: Subcommittee members, Multnomah County staff, General Public

A meeting was held at the Multnomah Building at 5:00 PM on Tuesday, January 7th to discuss agriculture and agri-
tourism. The following is a brief meeting summary that highlights the major items discussed and agreed upon action
items that were identified during the meeting.

Introduction:

The meeting began with Adam Barber, Senior Planner introducing the meeting and its intention. The primary theme
of the meeting was existing policies and potential new polices relating to agriculture and agri-tourism. Kevin
discussed the background document and a brief synopsis of the existing policies and issues identified in the Scoping
Report.

The following issues, topics, and concerns were discussed:

* Consider developing procedure for validating compliance with 25/75 rule based on farm stand sales and
crops in production on site.

* (Consider policy directing County Department of Assessment and Taxation to remove parking areas and
other farm stand infrastructure from farm deferral program.

* Should agri-tourism Per SB 960 be allowed in EFU on Sauvie Island. General consensus of subcommittee is
that agri-toursim is not appropriate on Sauvie Island due to fact that the Island is already burdened by high
visitation. Policy should specifically state that agri-tourism as defined is not permitted on the Island - since
statute states that ‘Counties may adopt... ’ thus avoiding any confusion that silence on the issue may be
somehow construed as approval...

= Consider issue that tents aren’t allowed at farm stands unless for the sale of crops. Could be allowed under
mass gatherings...

* L{DCis considering rule making around additional definitions and/or rules for farm stands. County can
identify needs with regard to clarity andfor issues that have arisen with respect to farm stands. Consider
concept of working backwards (that is policies that encourage action at the state level).

= Policies may define ‘undefined terms’. For instance a farm stand could be limited to a percentage of the
total acreage up to a certain size in order to protect the primary use (agricultural production).




The Columbia River Gorge Commission defines ‘agricultural landscape setting” among the various landscape
settings in the gorge. County could consider similar approach on the Island.

Consider Design Review type standards for managing farm stand impacts such as parking, noise, signs, hours
of operation etc. Other counties may have similar concept. Coal is to accommodate these practical things
but equally important is to protect the maximum amount of productive farmland.

Consider separating type of review for farm stands into Type | for basic farm stand and Type Il for farm stand
with promotional activities. Other counties may have similar concept.

Consider policy clarifying whether permanent restroom facilities are allowed in conjunction with food prep.
(note that ODA reguires restroom facilities as part of approved food prep facility).

Consider the need for restroom facilities at farm stands (porta potties vs. stand alone building vs. restrooms
under the same roof as place where farm goods are sold).

Lane County had recent LUBA decision regarding temp structures that may be useful (White vs. Lane
County)

Consider policy that requires proof that food service approval has been obtained from the ODA and/or
County Health Dept. Concern is that there is jurisdictional overlap and operators could fail to obtain the
proper approvals. Require sanitation sign off as well.

Policy andfor policies could point to court of appeals decision (Greenfield vs. Mult co) for guidance re: farm
stands.

Policy should define ‘local agricultural area’ if there is a need for clarity on this. There was some debate as to
the definition. Note (OAR 660-033-0130(23)(d) defines local agricultural area: “As used in this section, "local
agricultural area" includes Oregon or an adjacent county in Washington, Idaho, Nevada or California that
borders the Oregon county in which the farm stand is located.” County Code at MCC 34.2625(C)(4) uses the
same definition.

There was general agreement among those present that wine is a processed item and not a prepared item
and can therefore count as part of the 75 percent category as opposed to the 25 percent incidental category.
A policy indicating this may be helpful.

Better code enforcement is neaded.

Specify how many food carts should be allowed (one or no more than two probably). Don't want food
COUrts.

LCDC rules can be more detailed than either statute or case law. The County may offer draft wording that
could be a starting point for rulemaking, which is on the LCDC agenda for division 33 for summer 2014,

Consider defining processed vs. prepared food.

Next meeting: Feb. 15“’, 2014 at 501 SE Hawthorne Blvd., Rm 112,
3pmtos5pm
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MEETING SUMMARY: Agriculture and Farm Stands —
Subcommittee Meeting #2

Project: Sauvie Island/Multnomah Channel Rural AreafTransportation System Plan Update

Date: 2j25/2014

Time: 3:-00 — 5:00 p.m.

Location: Multhomah Building, Room 112; 501 SE Hawthorne Blvd,, Portland, Oregon

Present: Subcommittee members, Multnomah County staff, Winterbrook Planning, General Public

A Community Advisory Committee (CAC) subcommittee meeting was held at the Multnomah Building at 3:00 FM on
Tuesday, February 25" to discuss Agriculture and Farm Stands issues. The following is a brief meeting summary that
highlights the major items discussed and agreed upon action items.

Introduction:

The meeting began with Facilitator, Doug Zenn introducing the meeting and its intention. County Planner Kevin
Cook described each of the draft policies (related primarily to farm stands) followed by subcommittee discussion.
The goal of the meeting was to review the draft Background Document (Appendix 3} and to identify and reach
consensus on draft policy recommendations prepared by County staff based on the results of the initial
subcommittee meeting.

The following issues, topics, and concerns were raised:

¢ Adam Barber began by explaining the Barker 5 v. LCDC Court of Appeals decision; generally Multnomah
County will need to provide additional findings to justify the Board's and Metro's decision to assign urban
and rural reserve designations.

¢ Kevin explained that the focus of the meeting would be on draft policies. He also introduced letters from
Mike Hashem, Cindy Reid (regarding cumulative impacts), and Paul DeBoni. Katherine Daniels provided a
brief memo summarizing her suggested policy comments.

+ Policy 1: Annual Audit. The first policy to be discussed related to an annual audit for farm stands with
promotional activities. The audit could be required by the county to verify conditions of approval. There
was discussion regarding who (the farm stand operator or the county) should pay for the audit. There was a
concern that the audit process would “open up a can of worms". There was a suggestion to have a county
audit form, so that operators would have a template to follow. Several gquestioned the underlying intent of
the policy - which supports the statutory provision of a 75/25 split between agricultural sales and non-
agricultural farm stand sales, as well as the intent to support farm operations. It was also suggested that
there should be a minimum percentage of products grown on the farm where the farm is located - to avoid
a “grocery store™ situation. Others noted that the county cannot exceed state statutory requirements.

* Policy 2: Farm Stand Taxation. The idea is to consider removing farm tax deferral for the portion of the farm
that is devoted to the farm stand. The first comment was that such a policy would be “mean spirited" and
would not help the farms that the farm stand statute is intended to support. There was considerable
discussion regarding which property to include in the “farm stand" area (Parking area? Structures? Corn
Mazes?). It was pointed out that folks used to park along the road - so parking areas were provided for



safety and convenience. Finally, it was suggested that this policy be dropped - but instead we should focus
on the area dedicated to the farm stand, because this area is lost to agricultural production.

Policy 3: SB 960 Agri-Tourism. It seemed that there was consensus at the last subcommittee meeting to
include a policy not to implement 5B g60 - which allows additional promotional activities on farm land but
(unlike the farm stand statute) is optional for each county in Oregon. It was pointed out that there's a lot of
activity on the Island that is not permitted, such as non-profit gatherings, and that this presents a faimess
issue. Adam explained that the purpose of this policy is to respond to the concern about cumulative impacts
by limiting what can occur on farm land; the “mass gathering” statute is a different matter and technically is
not a “land use decision". It was pointed out that the county should be able to regulate non-farm activities
to address public health and safety issues. There was discussion about what the county could do to address
mass gatherings, home occupations and similar activities to reduce traffic and related impacts. It was noted
that the mass gathering statute allows up to 3,000 people - and that has a big impact. It was also suggested
that the county prepare a table showing each type of non-farm activity allowed by statute (e.g., farm stands,
mass gatherings, home occupations, agri-tourism allow by 5B 960, etc.). Finally, it was noted that a lot
happens on the Island that is not regulated - and farm stands get blamed for it; therefore, there needs to be
registration of activities and consistent enforcement of regulations.

Policy 4: Tents. The Court of Appeals decision regarding farm stands determined that tents are “structures"
and their use is limited to the sale of farm products. It was noted that we live in Oregon - and that folks like
to get shelter from the rain. The role of tents in mass gatherings was also discussed. The size of tents may
also matter - could look like a circus. Draft Policy 5 was redundant.

Policy 6: State Policy Direction. LCD'C may be adopting new rules in the coming years to address the farm
stands issue and the recent Court of Appeals decision on that issue. The issue here is whether the county
should participate in LCDC's rule-making - and if so, how. There was general consensus that the county
should be involved in this effort based on issues raised in the SIMC planning process.

Policy 7: Farm 5tand not more than 25% of|[Farm Acreage. Kevin discussed the desire among some on the
subcommittee to consider a policy limiting the size of the farm stand foot print - and the corresponding loss
of productive agricultural land. There was also discussion (again) of the need to require that a substantial
portion of the crops seld at the farm stand actually be grown on the farm. The notion of a “buffer” farm
stands from nearby farm uses to minimize potential complaints about farming impacts (spraying, dust,
odors, etc.) from farm stand visitors. Several subcommittee members commented that the 25% figure was
way too large; for example, it should be 25% or 5-10 acres, whichever is less. There was also a call for a clear
definition of what constitutes a “farm stand" so we know what we're limiting. There was a long
conversation about corn mazes: since they are grown (even if the feed corn product is not sold to humans),
isn't this a crop? There was concern about the loss of “foundation farm land* as defined by the Oregon
Department of Agriculture; all of Sauvie Island is comprised of foundation farm land. Farmers on the
committee commented that they were concerned about establishing a limit on farm stands; after all, farm
stands are intended to support agricultural operations and keep them profitable over time.

As the 5:00 hour approached, it became apparent that the subcommittee would not be able to get through
the remaining 13 policy issues. Kevin suggested that each of the subcommittee members provide written
comments to Maia Hardy regarding their views on the remaining policy issues. Staff would review
comments and synthesize them for discussion at the upcoming Agriculture and Farm Stands CAC meeting on
March 11.

Iltems:

Each subcommittee member is invited to send comments regarding draft policy issues (especially 8-20 that
were not discussed by the subcommittee) to Maia Hardy (maia.hardyi@multco.us). The deadline for
providing written comments was set for the end of day on Tuesday, March 4.

Project team will then consolidate these policy comments for discussion at the full Agriculture and Farm
Stands CAC meeting on March 11, 2014,

Next CAC meeting: March 11, 2014- Grange Hall # 840 6:00- 8:30 PM

*Meeting audio available upon request®




Department of Community Services A MUItnomah

Land Use and Transportation Planning Program

www.multco.us/landuse - Cou nty

1600 SE 190t Avenue, Portland Oregon 97233-5910 « PH. (503) 988-3043 « Fax (503) 988-3389

MEETING SUMMARY: Agriculture and Agri-Tourism CAC Meeting

Project: Sauvie Island/Multnomah Channel Rural Area/Transportation System Plan Update

Date: 3/11/2014

Time: 6:00-8:30

Location: The Grange Hall #840

Present: Community Advisory Members, Multnomah County staff, Winterbrook Planning, General Public

A Community Advisory Committee meeting was held at Sauvie Island Grange Hall at 6:00PM on Tuesday, March 1
to discuss Agriculture and Agri-Tourism Policies to be included in the RAP update. The following is a brief meeting
summary that highlights the major items discussed at the meeting.

Introduction:
The meeting began with Doug Zenn, Zenn Associates, introducing the meeting and its intention. The goal of the
meeting was to review the Agricultural policies that were discussed at the subcommittee level.

The following issues, topics, and concerns were raised:

e There was debate as to whether the County should adopt agri-tourism provisions (SB 960) for Sauvie Island
or not. Most were opposed due to high visitation impacts existing. However some felt that agri-tourism
provides another option and provides a more direct path for what people may want to do on ag land.

e Mass gatherings should be limited further (by providing different definitions) and better coordinated.

e SB 960 would allow up to 18 events per year per property vs. 4 Mass gatherings.

e MUA-20 limited to 4 gatherings per year per property.

e Farmdeferral program is appropriate on farms with or without farm-stands.

e Discussed the state definition of local agricultural area.

e Things that cannot be solved at the local level should be forwarded to the State.

e Committee supports two tier farm strand reviews.

e Committee supports limits to extent of farm stands to preserve prime farm soils.

Next CAC meeting—April 8- sauvie Island Academy (14445 NW Charlton
Road) 6-8:30 PM

*Meeting audio available upon request*
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Memorandum
Date: 3/6/14
To: CAC on Agriculture and Agri-Tourism
From: Kevin Cook, Staff Planner

Subject:  Policies Discussion

Introduction/Background

The agn-tourism and farm stands subcommittee met in December 2013 and again in February
2014. The primary subject matter of the first meeting revolved around ideas for needed policies
and the second meeting focused on possible policy language. Exhibit 1 is a table that captures
the policy areas and discussions to date. Please be familiar with this table in time for the CAC
meeting on March 11. Since the last subcommittee meeting, subcommittee members have
provided additional comments on the policy discussions — these comments are also captured in
the table. Additionally. the project team has explored the general policy direction and proposed
language with County legal staff and Oregon Dept. of Conservation and Development (DLCD)
staff.

Since the last subcommittee meeting, the project team has discussed the policy direction and
possible policy text in consultation with County legal counsel and DLCD staff. The project team
now believes that there is a need to pull back a bit and make the policy language more general
and there are a couple of good reasons for this.

Uses such as farm stands are allowed 1n the EFU zone and while counties are charged with
reviewing proposed farm stands for compliance with state law counties must be careful not o be
more restrictive than state law. So policies can express the general concern but must be broad
enough to allow for the type of discretion that 15 applied when in a particular land use review or
when code changes are contemplated. Secondly, the because the County does not have the
ability to be more restrictive than state law for a number of uses, many of the concerns expressed
by the subcommattee, CAC, and the commumnity are best addressed at the state level. We are told
that the Land Conservation and Development Commuission (LCDC) may take up rule-making
around agri-tourism and farm stands possibly as soon as next yvear (2013). It 1s appropriate to
understand that some policy language may need to be limited to expressing the overarching
concern without committing to code changes until such time LCDC decides to take up the issue
and whether to enact new rules.



construed as approval.

The general consensus among
the subcommittee members is
that agri-tourism is not desired
due to high visitor impacts.

have not had adequate time or information to formulate
what those recommendations would be). We have many
people on the island hosting events, and weddings on
their properties without permits, the county either is
going to adopt SB 960 as a way to regulate those events,
and provide neighbors opportunities to comment on
those application, or the county need to create a process
to either regulate those events or actively stopped them
from happening without having neighbors being the bad
BUyS.

| ask that the county conduct a study based on science
and facts to determine , the truth about the island having
reached a carrying capacity before any policies change is
proposed based on few people hear say.

Farm Deferral

Some on the committee
expressed a desire to take
areas out of farm deferral that
are not directly producing.
However a differing opinion
has been expressed; thatis,
farm stands are a way for
farmers to supplement income
and therefore provide some
economic stability. The project

Note: The subcommittee consensus was to eliminate this option
as a land-use policy.

| concur with the consensus. This option should be
eliminated.

| agree with the above consensus. To adopt this approach
would be 180 degrees in opposition to the preservation
of agricultural land and rural character.

Should you choose to wade in here, | suggest you discuss
with legal counsel. Tax deferral status is established in
state law.

Depariment of Community Services
Land Use and Transpertation Planning Program

www.multco.us/landuse

Multnomah
County

1600 SE 190" Avenue, Portland Oregon 97233-5910 « PH. (503) 988-3043 + Fax (503) 988-3389

CAC on Agriculture and Agri-Tourism

3/11/2014

Agriculture and Agri-tourism Policy Discussion Table

Each Issue is accompanied by possible policy text if any has been proposed and post meeting comments are captured in the third column. These

comments are compiled for presentation at the March 11" cac meeting.

Agri-Tourism

Should agri-tourism Per SB 960 be
allowed in EFU on Sauvie Island?
General consensus of
subcommittee is that agri-tourism
is not appropriate on Sauvie Island
due to fact that the Island is already
burdened by high visitation. Policy
should specifically state that agri-
tourism as defined is not permitted
on the Island — since statute states
that ‘Counties may adopt... thus
avoiding any confusion that silence
on the issue may be somehow

Counties may adopt provisions for agri-tourism as
provided for in ORS 215.284(4) and OAR 660-033-
0120. Due to limited road infrastructure and high
visitation the policy is to not adopt agri-tourism
provisions in the Sauvie Island/Multnemah Channel
Rural Plan Area.

e | fully agree with the policy as stated.

* No!l

® | suggest that line three of the first sentence be revised to
read “...setting forth the percentage allowance of farm
stand income from retail incidental items and
promotional activity...”

® | believe with the exception of Mr. Hashem’s comment —
the consensus was not to allow additional agri-tourism on
the island. There is a need for further scrutiny and
regulation re: events that fall (or may not fall) under
“mass gathering” definitions — The County should do
everything within its power to create guidelines under
current law — and make recommendations to State (we




team recommends further
discussion on this topic. If the
subcommittee recommends
pursuing this concept, the
project team will explore with
the County Department of
Assessment, Recording and
Taxation (DART).

Unless the county is changing the zoning to commercial |
agree that this proposal should be eliminated.

Farm Stands- Defining “Local Agricultural Area”

Policy should define ‘local
agricultural area’ if there is a need
for clarity on this. There was some
debate as to the definition.

OAR 660-033-0130(23)(d) defines
local agricultural area: “As used in
this section, "local agricultural area”
includes Oregon or an adjacent
county in Washington, Idaho, Nevada
or California that borders the Oregon
county in which the farm stand is
located.” County Code at MCC
34.2625(G) (4) uses the same

= While the state has a broad definition of “local
area”, it is important that much if not most of the
crops sold at farm stands be from the island.
Otherwise, the stands serve more as grocery stores,

not farm stands. | would like to see a policy requiring

that some minimum percentage (35%, 50%) of all
crops and livestock sold at the farm stand be from
the farm or farms on the island that are operated by
the farm stand owner, and that a larger percentage
of total crops sold (50%, 65%7?) be from farms on
the island. That way the farm stand truly serves the
island and is not a grocery store. | believe that
Multnomah County has the authority to provide a
more narrow provision as long as it is providing
opportunity for the farm stand to exist. | have
attempted writing a policy to carry this out.

definition.

* The underlying concern is that EFU farmland with
farm stand can become a “grocery store”, with little,
if any, crop from the farm being sold at farm stand -
and creating unintended opportunity for farm
stands to become more retail/event oriented, than
agricultural crop oriented.

e The county should define this as narrowly as
possible within state guidance. Emphasis should be
on sale of products raised on the island; next areas
immediately around the island. A mileage radius
would be good.

® |LCDC administrative rule, not statute, defines “local
agricultural area.” Should check if a more restrictive
definition runs contrary to Brentmar v. Jackson
County.

® Tome this is very clear. It includes all of the state of
Oregon, and adjacent county to Multnomah County
from an adjacent state (Washington) that is Clark
County. | don't see the need to waste time
redefining it.

® PROJECT TEAM COMMENTS: County legal staff
does not believe the County has the authority to
provide a more restrictive definition of local
agricultural area than the state definition.

Farm Stands- Review Processes

Consider separating type of review

Multnomah County shall develop a two-tiered

e Asdefined, farm stands ARE structures, so they have

4



LCDC is considering rule making around
additional definitions and/or rules for
farm stands. County can identify needs
with regard to clarity and/or issues that
have arisen with respect to farm stands.
Consider concept of working backwards
[that is policies that encourage action at
the state level).

application is being conducted under home
occupancy at present time. Only when a farm wants
to sell other farms products and incidentals, and or
conduct fee based activities of any kind that a type Il
should or is required now. Creating more steps for a
process already complicated does nothing but cause
more complication for farmers, neighbors, and
county staff.

PROJECT TEAM COMMENTS: The intent is to
provide options for applicants based on what is
being proposed but not to create an additional
step. County staff is unaware of any farm stands
that are approved via a home occupation permit.

The LCDC rulemaking process will be very important
with respect to what constitutes processing and
what is prepared food items. | anticipate the process
may also set limits on the scale of farm stands to
ensure that they achieve certain results, including
(1) not being grocery stores; (2) serve the primary
purpose of helping the farm owner enhance his/her
farm operation, and (3) minimize land removed from
the agricultural base.

We did not have any meaningful discussion around
this — and no time has been made to do so. It sounds
like the County is not interested in taking the time to
make recommendations to the State — which was
actually suggested during the sub-committee
meetings. Very disappointing. | heard very loud and
clear at our first subcommittee meeting that there
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