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RURAL TOURISM STUDY: 

Follow-Up Report on Citizen Comments and  

Options for Future Actions 

 

INTRODUCTION 

In late 2014, the Washington County Board of Commissioners (Board) authorized Long Range 

Planning to undertake the Rural Tourism Study, funded in part by the Washington County 

Visitors Association (WCVA). The study considers the County’s agricultural and rural tourism 

sectors; and community concerns, goals, and regulatory preferences for rural tourism.  During 

research, report preparation, and comment collection for the study, the County refrained from 

offering or taking a stance on potential future actions related to rural tourism.  Now that the study 

has concluded, this follow-up report presents: 

I. Background on Rural Tourism Study 

II. Summary of the Rural Tourism Study report  

III. Public and Consultant Input, and 

IV. Possible Actions for Consideration by the Board. 

 

Rather than staff recommendations, actions listed within Section IV are presented as options 

for Board consideration.  They are based on an aggregation of key suggestions, desires, and 

concerns that were raised within the study and associated public comments.  Some options 

would call for amendments to the Washington County Community Development Code 

(CDC) if pursued, while others would not.  These are discussed in detail later in this report. 

The options include: 

A. A General Policy Statement: Support Rural Economic Growth that Preserves 

Farm/Forest and Rural Residential Well-Being 

B. Clarification of Existing Rural Tourism Opportunities without Addition of New Ones 

C. Clear Establishment of Parameters for “Agritourism” on Resource Farmland 

D. Protection of Farmland by Offsetting Potential for Long-Term Displacement of 

Resource Farmland by Certain Rural Tourism Uses 

E. Accommodation of More Lodging on Rural Resource Lands 

F. Residential and Farming Protections via Management of Visitor-Oriented Activities at 

Vacation Rentals 

G. Residential and Farming Protections Beyond Land Use Regulations 

H. Continued Planning and Funding for Travel Options in Rural Areas to Serve  

a Diversity of Users 

 

Staff believes that potential actions reflected within Section IV of this report merit Board 

consideration. Should the Board wish to pursue any of these options, staff would return for 

further discussion and direction.  
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I. BACKGROUND ON RURAL TOURISM STUDY  

Early Agritourism Work 

The Rural Tourism Study grew out of input received during three outreach meetings 

conducted in 2013 and early 2014, regarding possible implementation of Oregon Senate  

Bill 960 (2011).  That bill provided parameters for voluntary adoption into counties’ codes, 

to regulate agritourism -- certain commercial events/activities on EFU/AF-20 farmlands.  

 

For each of the meetings, County staff invited a number of parties intended to represent a 

variety of perspectives on agritourism.  The contact list is included within Attachment A. 

Attendance diverged somewhat from the list, and various parts of rural Washington County 

were not consistently well-represented over time.  Nonetheless, input was extremely 

valuable.  

 

Most meeting attendees generally supported agritourism as a tool to keep small agricultural 

enterprises viable by supplementing farmers’ incomes, and as a way to connect 

communities with local food sources.  Opinions varied regarding the appropriate regulatory 

approach to agritourism, however.  Those who host or aim to host events tended to favor a 

more lenient stance. Residential and agricultural neighbors (to sites that host events) tended 

to seek greater regulatory protections, primarily regarding farmers’ rights and rural quality 

of life.  They emphasized a desire for standards to address notice, noise, attendance levels, 

traffic, potential for greater impacts when sites in the same area host events at the same 

time, and enforcement.  Concerns and goals raised also extended to event/activity issues 

beyond provisions of SB 960, including those affecting rural districts besides EFU/AF-20.    

 

Based on the array of viewpoints that came to light through these meetings, staff felt that 

more research was needed to inform forward movement on visitor-oriented activities as they 

affect all of the County’s rural lands. 

 

The Study 

The above factors suggested that a broader look was in order, and the Board directed 

initiation of the Rural Tourism Study.  It was intended to explore the extent of rural tourism 

already operating in rural Washington County (and elsewhere), how the industry might be 

evolving, related existing and upcoming legislation, and community preferences for possible 

checks and balances.  It was also to look at practices for minimizing potential impacts of 

rural tourism on neighboring residential and agricultural uses, understanding that protection 

of the County’s rich and vital farmlands takes priority over any other uses. 

 

The study considered rural tourism broadly, as activities above and beyond traditional 

agriculture and forestry use that draw visitors to rural lands, whether they require land use 

review or not.  Examples include farm-to-fork dinners, celebratory gatherings, recreational 

events, farm stand visits, overnight stays, biking/running races, and other tourism-related 

events/activities.   

 

The study involved outreach through a 13-member citizen work group and discussions with 

27 parties through a focus group/personal interviews.  Outreach aimed to remain inclusive 

of northeastern rural Washington County interests (highly represented at earlier SB 960 

http://www.co.washington.or.us/LUT/Divisions/CurrentPlanning/upload/Enrolled-960.pdf
http://www.co.washington.or.us/LUT/Divisions/CurrentPlanning/upload/Enrolled-960.pdf
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agritourism meetings), while ensuring a balance of voices from the County’s western and 

southern rural areas.  It engaged farmers, ranchers, winemakers, rural tourism practitioners, 

other small commercial interests, and residents.  The study also researched 127 rural 

Washington County properties based on their advertisement of visitor-oriented practices. 

 

II. SUMMARY OF THE RURAL TOURISM STUDY REPORT 

The Rural Tourism Study report presents research by staff and a consultant team, and input 

from study participants.  It does not include staff recommendations but does include 

viewpoints and suggestions of consultants and participants. The report and associated 

presentations were intended to encourage additional citizen input over a subsequent 

comment period. Highlights are listed below by four focus areas: Agriculture, Rural 

Tourism, Regulatory Framework, and Impacts.   

 

Agriculture (Chapter 2) 
Washington County’s agricultural sector: 

 Valued at about $238 million 

 Utilizes about a third of the County’s acreage (135,733 of 464,640 acres), to raise over 

170 agricultural products, mostly non-food 

 Devotes the largest share of land (almost 60,000 acres) to growing hay/forage/fields, 

grass seed, and wheat; while greenhouse and nursery stock earn the highest income from 

a land area only about 1/10th that size 

 Grew steadily in sales over the decade prior to the recession (from less than $200 million 

to over $311 million), but declined thereafter (by over $70 million) 

 Decreased in number of farms during the recession, but increased in farm acreage overall - 

some smaller farms being absorbed by the largest ones, and additional land being newly 

converted to farm use 

 Now appears to be rebounding economically.  

 

Rural Tourism (Chapter 3) 

Washington County’s rural tourism sector: 

 Appears to be thriving and diverse.  Based on research of 127 properties that publicize 

some form of visitor invitation: 

o 91 of 127 sites commonly host rural tourism events or activities somewhat formally 

as part of their business mix.
1
  Within the 91 sites, property types represented (based 

on their primary use) are as follows: 

 Farms and wineries: 75% 

 Recreational sites: 14% 

 Historic/cultural sites: 4% 

 Dining/food sales sites: 6% 

 Overnight stay operations (bed and breakfast/camping): 1% 

o These are well distributed across rural Washington County, but more prevalent near 

urban areas 

 

                                                 
1
 The remainder generally provide only small scale sporadic visitor oriented activity, for instance occasional self-

serve, u-pick, or outdoor farm product sales with no building. 
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o Most provide a variety of events/activities 

o 41 advertised weddings. 

 Is perceived by study participants as fostered by:  

o A strong agricultural sector with diverse product mix  

o Short travel times from urban areas 

o Scenic landscapes, variety of recreational opportunities 

o Unique cultural/agricultural histories 

o Statewide growth in the travel industry since the recession 

o Travel, agriculture/food production, and logging/wood products making up rural 

Oregon’s largest export-oriented industries 

o Growing interest in local food production, culinary experiences, and wine culture – 

with vineyards and wineries perceived as integral to appeal of the County’s rural area, 

and as economic incubators beyond the scope of wine sales, drawing visitors to 

explore neighboring farms, farm stands, natural amenities, recreational opportunities 

and more. 

 Appears to negatively impact Helvetia more significantly than other rural parts of the 

County, with complaints over the past five years coming almost exclusively from that 

area.  Factors compounding impacts in Helvetia may include a combination of the 

following: 

o Confinement by forested hills to the north and east 

o High volumes of urban traffic from the city of Hillsboro/Highway 26 immediately to 

the south 

o A limited network of agricultural roads in between, serving the mix of smaller 

residential properties, large agricultural lots, and busy visitor-oriented operations. 

 Comprises many uses for which impacts are or could logically be managed through the 

Washington County Community Development Code (CDC) standards.  

 Also comprises non-land use activities that may generate impacts, potentially calling for 

attention outside of the CDC.  For example, bicycle races or parades that are approved via 

road event permits (issued by Traffic Engineering and Operations with Sheriff’s Office 

approval). 

 

Regulations (Chapter 4) 

Highlights of research and findings related to farming and rural tourism regulations: 

 State and regional regulations relating to agriculture and rural tourism include overarching 

protections of the right-to-farm law, agritourism provisions of Senate Bill 960, winery-

specific SB 841, urban growth boundary provisions, and other state rules/statutes. 

 In Washington County, the state’s most stringent farm and forest land protections apply to 

properties within EFU, AF-20, and EFC districts (Exclusive Farm Use, Agriculture and 

Forest – 80-Acres, and Exclusive Forest Conservation districts).  The CDC implements 

these protections, prescribing different use types and intensities for each of nine rural 

districts.  The County is allowed more discretion as to what may be permitted in its six 

non-resource rural districts, though this may be limited by urban or rural reserve 

designation.  

 A number of rural tourism related uses are already allowed by state and County standards. 
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 Effective rural tourism programs and policies elsewhere support rural economic 

development, farm income diversification, and farmland protections. 

 The County could consider: 

o Adopting Senate Bill 960 to formalize parameters for agritourism on resource 

farmlands (EFU/AF-20) 

o Potential CDC amendments to expand rural tourism allowances in non-farm districts 

(such as Rural Commercial).  The goal is not necessarily to increase rural tourism 

overall, but largely to allow for dispersion of it, providing alternative sites for long-

term tourism uses that might otherwise be accommodated on farmland.  For example, 

allowance of small inns on R-COM sites may offset demand for B&Bs on farmland, 

while still providing support for seasonal tourism activities on nearby farms. 

o Pursuing or supporting changes to state statutes to seek allowances for: 

 Bed and breakfast facilities in EFC districts subject to the same standards that 

apply in EFU, perhaps further offsetting pressure for their accommodation on 

farmland  

 More than five guests (current limit) and up to nine rooms at B&Bs in the 

EFU/AF-20 districts. 

 

Impacts (Chapter 5) 

Highlights of research and findings within this chapter, regarding potential impacts of rural 

tourism, include: 

 Evaluation of impacts and mitigation using four local case studies: Horning’s Hideout, 

Oak Knoll Winery, Baggenstos Farm Store, and Tree-to-Tree Adventure Park 

 A finding that impacts appear less related to purpose of activity (for example celebratory 

gathering, barn dance, or farm-to-fork dinner) than to specific attributes of an activity and 

its location (such as neighbor proximity, access road capacity, attendance levels, and 

sound amplification) 

 Consultant suggestions for impact mitigation, both in terms of potential County 

requirements and general best management practices for rural tourism operators.  These 

relate to traffic, parking, attendance levels, amplified sound, days/hours of operation, 

coordination with neighbors, and more.  Suggestions vary based on the nature of an event 

or activity, the subject site and its surroundings, but include: 

o Compliance with County sight distance standards at access points 

o On-site traffic control and/or security personnel 

o Noise monitoring using objective standards and cut-off times for amplified sound 

o Evidence of adequate health and safety provisions 

o Use of shuttle buses 

o Bicycle-friendly amenities both onsite and off 

o Good neighbor agreements signed by activity operators 

o Coordination among operators to avoid overlapping activities. 

 

Report Distribution  

A preliminary draft of the report was shared in March, with the Rural Tourism Study Work 

Group, proprietors of case study sites, the Planning Commission, the Board, staff, and 

citizens who attended a public presentation to the Planning Commission.   
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The final Rural Tourism Study report, released in May, included additional information 

responding to citizen input on the preliminary draft, to address the right-to-farm law, mass 

gatherings, events in roadways, marijuana tourism potential, noise regulation, rural tourism 

complaints, related concerns of Helvetia residents (particularly regarding amplified sound, 

traffic and parking, frequency and hours of activities, and enforcement), Rural Road 

Enhancement Study corridors, and map supplementation with water access points and more 

trail/route details. 

 

The final report was posted on the County’s web site along with a comment box, and sent to 

those who received the preliminary version, all Citizens’ Participation Organizations, 

participants in earlier agritourism (SB 960) outreach, over 160 subscribers to the County’s 

regular electronic updates, parties making special requests, public libraries, local Chambers 

of Commerce, cities within the County, the Department of Land Conservation and 

Development, and others.  To draw awareness and encourage comments, press releases, 

email, web postings, and social media were used.  Staff also provided presentations to 

various groups by request, including CPOs 8 and 12C, Planning Directors (of cities in 

Washington County), the WCVA Board, Washington County Rural Roads Operations and 

Maintenance Advisory Committee (RROMAC), and the North Willamette Vintners. 

 

A four-month public comment period ran through September 30. 

 

III. PUBLIC AND CONSULTANT INPUT  

The report and associated presentations served as tools to encourage wider conversation in 

the community.  Input received at various stages is outlined below, including participant and 

consultant suggestions from within the Rural Tourism Study report, citizen feedback 

gathered in response to related staff presentations, and community input received during the 

period for public comment on the report.  

 

Consultant and Study Participant Viewpoints Gleaned from Report Content 

Viewpoints from consultants and study participants fall into several categories including but 

not limited to: 

 Policy 

 Regulations/Legislation 

 Transportation Planning/Public Improvements 

 Public Information/Education, and 

 Marketing/Economics. 

 

Participating rural tourism practitioners and advocacy organizations tended to support 

adoption of standards allowing rural activities/events, with restrictions.  They expressed 

desires for expansion of motorist and bicycle routes, water access, and rural lodging 

opportunities – many suggesting that  

lodging options strengthen rural tourism. 
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Participating rural residents expressed regulation of the following as key goals: noise, 

especially sound amplification; traffic and parking; event frequency and hours of operation; 

and events/activities at currently unregulated residential rentals by owner (such as 

AirBnB/VRBO). 

 

Farmers’ primary concerns pertained to rural road safety and efficiency, especially given 

increasing usage not only by agricultural and shipping vehicles, but also by commuters and 

tourists/visitors, including bicyclists.    

 

Consultants supported much of the above, as well as regulations, policies, and educational 

efforts to address potential impacts of rural tourism. 

 

Consultant and study participant input is aggregated/summarized within Attachment B for 

ease of reference.  

 

Oral Citizen Feedback Gathered at Presentations of the Preliminary Draft Report  

In response to various staff presentations, a number of citizens provided oral comment that 

led to significant supplementation of the report before its final release and/or contributed to 

staff recommendations. Many oral comments were later submitted in writing as well.  

 

Some citizens suggested that Helvetia’s level of tourism activity provides lessons for 

regulation of rural tourism growth elsewhere in the County.  They recommended careful 

consideration of the history of agritourism in the County, and that standards should focus on 

controlling impacts and providing adequate enforcement, especially regarding sound 

amplification. Related oral comment reflected concerns that noise regulations and 

enforcement funding/staffing are inadequate.  

 

Other oral comments noted a growing rural tourism economy in Gales Creek, requesting 

that potential regulations avoid impacts to its success and allow for flexibility in permitted 

event dates – particularly as critical agricultural operations are often dictated by weather and 

may necessitate postponement of farm-related events.  Still others reiterated a desire for 

expanded rural lodging options, noting the tax/fee potential of vacation rental housing as a 

part of that; suggested that the County consider taking on an economic development role; 

and recommended improvements for the safety of roads shared by log trucks, nursery 

vehicles, farm equipment and bicycles, including a request for provision of separated 

bicycle facilities.   

 

Concerns about the study’s public involvement were also raised.  (See further info under 

Written Citizen Comments, below).  

 

Written Citizen Comments Received During the Public Comment Period After  

Final Report Release 

A total of 16 parties sent in written comments.  Each brings important perspectives to the 

conversation. These comments tend to fall into two main areas of interest: 

 Concerns about rural tourism and associated desire for ongoing/added protections 

for farming, forestry, and residential uses.  Six parties generally commented from this 
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standpoint, four of whom live in or near Helvetia.  No name or address was provided for 

the other two. 

 Interest in promotion and expansion of nature-based tourism.  Ten parties commented 

from this standpoint.  One is the Tualatin River Keepers Advocacy & Communications 

Manager.  The other nine appear to be in connection with the River Keepers effort.  None 

appear to be from rural Washington County, perhaps underscoring the regional importance 

of the County’s natural amenities. 

 

Some comments expressed concerns with public involvement methods used in the study, 

suggesting ongoing formulation of citizen groups, including Helvetia members, to further 

study rural tourism. Responses to a number of public involvement questions/concerns were 

addressed in a recent staff response to a request by the Washington County Committee for 

Community Involvement (CCI) Chair, outlining how staff and the study consultant gathered 

information (see Attachment C).   

 

Staff is not recommending further County formation of citizen groups to study rural tourism 

at this time, but any related ordinance, if pursued, would require more public involvement 

including advertised public hearings.   

 

Comments received during the public comment period have been aggregated/summarized 

within Attachment D, and Attachment E includes those comments in full. 

 

IV. POSSIBLE ACTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE BOARD   

Washington County staff deferred making specific recommendations regarding potential 

actions related to rural tourism until completion of research, report preparation, and 

comment collection.  Now that the study and comment period have concluded, staff has 

developed some potential options for consideration by the Board.  These are informed by 

participant and consultant viewpoints collected through the study, and citizen comments 

received thereafter.   

 

Where options below address potential to expand or add use allowances in rural areas, such 

allowances may likely be applicable only outside of urban and rural reserve areas per 

current state law [OAR 660-027-0070 (2) and (3)].  An exception would be a potential 

adoption of SB 960 provisions for agritourism on AF-20/EFU lands (see Option C), since 

that bill specifically allows authorized agritourism uses within urban and rural reserves. 

 

Certain citizen or consultant suggestions that pertain to authority or leadership outside that 

of the County are reflected as Considerations for Other Agencies within Attachment F. 

Some may present opportunities for County collaboration, subject to Board interest.   

 

Options shared below, however, focus on potential actions related to rural tourism that 

would likely fall under County purview if pursued.  Some mesh with existing County 

programs/policies.  Others might hinge on consideration of policy/funding shifts.  Their 

order does not imply any recommended priority.  They are grouped in terms of the main 

goal or benefit they seek to generate, although there may be some overlap.   
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Staff does not have a specific recommendation with regard to these options, but believes 

that these are key outcomes from the Rural Tourism work that merit discussion and 

consideration by the Board.  The Board may opt to proceed with all, some, or none.  Should 

the Board wish to pursue any of these options, staff would return with an estimated timeline 

and assessment of staffing needs.   

 

The following options are discussed below.  Note that some would involve CDC 

amendments while others would require different types of actions.  

A. General Policy Statement: Support Rural Economic Growth that Preserves Farm/Forest 

and Rural Residential Well-Being 

B. Clarification of Existing Rural Tourism Opportunities without Addition of New Ones 

C. Clear Establishment of Parameters for “Agritourism” on Resource Farmland 

D. Protection of Farmland by Offsetting Potential for Long-Term Displacement of 

Resource Farmland by Certain Rural Tourism Uses 

E. Accommodation of More Lodging on Rural Resource Lands 

F. Residential and Farming Protections via Management of Visitor-Oriented Activities at 

Vacation Rentals 

G. Residential and Farming Protections Beyond Land Use Regulations 

H. Continued Planning and Funding for Travel Options in Rural Areas to Serve  

a Diversity of Users 

 

A. General Policy Statement: Support Rural Economic Growth that Preserves 

Farm/Forest and Rural Residential Well-Being 

 

Policy: Establish a County policy statement that the County generally supports policies 

and programs that foster rural economic health, including its potential growth via rural 

tourism uses that are subject to standards that: 

 Prioritize farm and forest protections, and  

 Provide for management of impacts to nearby residential uses. 

Such a policy would prioritize impact mitigation needs expressed by farmers and 

residents who participated in or commented on the study, while acknowledging rural 

tourism practitioners’ and advocates’ desires that the County better accommodate 

opportunities for rural interests to supplement their incomes. The policy could serve to 

guide implementation of other options below, potentially through inclusion within the 

Rural Natural Resource Plan (RNRP). 

 

B. Clarification of Existing Rural Tourism Opportunities without Addition of New Ones 

 

1. Potential Ordinance: Consider directing work on an ordinance to refine existing 

Community Development Code standards to clarify rural tourism related uses that 

are already allowed in Washington County, and/or 

 

2. Public Information/Education: Staff could create simple “at-a-glance” public 

reference materials on rural tourism (for web and print) that list/clarify: 

a. Uses related to rural tourism that are currently allowable and where 



Rural Tourism Follow-Up Report 

January 12, 2017 

Page 10 of 15 

 

b. Exemptions and basic permitting requirements/limitations, and 

c. Common impact management practices. 

 

Options under B.1 and B.2 respond to uncertainties raised by study participants as to 

difficulty in understanding what types of rural tourism are already permissible.  Both 

options would aim to clarify existing opportunities, without adding new ones.   

Currently allowed uses related to rural tourism/visitor-oriented activities include, among 

others: 

 Wineries/tasting rooms (in 8 districts) 

 Home occupations and parks (each in 6 districts) 

 Bed and breakfast facilities for up to 5 guests and campgrounds (each in 5 districts) 

 Golf courses and hunting/fishing preserves (each in 4 districts) 

 Equestrian facilities and special recreation uses (each in 3 districts) 

 Outdoor performing arts centers, farm stands, commercial activities in conjunction 

with farm use, and museums (each in 2 districts) 

 Recreation facilities, youth camps, eating/drinking establishments, open-air 

businesses, temporary accommodations for fishing, seasonal hunting 

accommodations, shooting ranges, personal service establishments, buildings for 

merchandise sales, processing and treatment of farm crops, fabrication, processing, 

and manufacturing (each in 1 district). 

 

Examples of potential CDC improvements include: 

 Provision of a centralized list/table of currently allowed uses related to rural tourism 

with cross references to applicable standards, especially given that they are currently 

dispersed throughout various CDC sections 

 Updating of descriptions and examples of allowed uses that are currently somewhat 

ambiguous, as well as activities permitted outright in connection with them.  

Examples could include:  

o Clarifying that farm stands in EFU/AF-20 can sell not just their own farm goods, 

but also  those from other Oregon farms, along with incidental items/fee-based 

activities promoting the farm goods (provided they generate 25 percent or less of 

the farm stand’s yearly sales). This allows farm stands to function somewhat like 

a farmers market would in the urban area 

o Clarifying that AF-5 and AF-10 Outdoor Performing Arts Centers can 

accommodate concerts and related events, perhaps reducing some demand for 

such activities on high-value farmlands 

o Providing within RR-5 standards, examples of “Special Recreation Use” that are 

consistent with recreational uses relevant to rural tourism, for example archery or 

paintball facilities 

o Updating intent and purpose statements for non-farm districts such as R-COM to 

acknowledge that they currently serve not only nearby residents but also a rural 

tourism related function.  For example allowed open-air businesses might be in 

the form of local farmers markets; and rural diners and retail establishments 

might serve as stops for bike events or partner with local farms to host culinary 

events or farm festivals 
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o Including specific farm uses that the state lists as exempt from permitting 

requirements pursuant to ORS 215.203, and providing examples of some of them 

for clarification (for example the exemption “direct sales of farm crops” might 

be in the form of u-pick operations, pumpkin patches, or outdoor sales of farm-

grown peaches). 

 

“At-a-glance” informational brochures/materials for print and web (see B.2, could 

further facilitate public understanding of existing rural tourism allowances and 

exemptions in a more accessible manner than might the CDC alone, and outline 

convenient tips or guidelines that are not necessarily reflected in the CDC.  Further, 

particularly to address reported rural lodging demand and offset farmland impacts, 

these materials could draw attention to land use districts other than EFU/AF-20 where 

B&Bs, campgrounds, and fishing/hunting accommodations can currently be provided. 

 

C. Clear Establishment of Parameters for “Agritourism” on Resource Farmland 

 

Potential Ordinance: Consider directing renewed work on an ordinance to adopt 

provisions of Senate Bill 960 -- Agritourism.  

Senate Bill 960 was in response to a request by the Association of Oregon Counties and 

the Oregon Farm Bureau, to allow temporary events/activities on EFU/AF-20 farmland, 

similar to those that the state now allows on winery tracts via SB 841 in the same 

districts.  Although number and intensity of allowed activities is not as generous, 

adoption of SB 960 provides Oregon counties expanded options and clearer parameters 

by which to allow certain commercial events/activities on EFU/AF-20 farms.  Counties 

may adopt provisions of the bill in full, in part, or not at all (unlike winery provisions, 

for which County implementation is mandatory).   

 

The law provides for different approvals, ranging from a non-land-use license allowing 

one event that meets a very straightforward set of criteria; to separate land use permits 

that otherwise allow one event (exceeding parameters of the aforementioned license), up 

to 6 events, or up to 18 events.  In all cases, events/activities must be “related to and 

supportive of agriculture” and “incidental and subordinate to existing farm use,” and 

new permanent buildings and/or site grading are not allowed.  All except for the single-

event license require findings that the activities/events won’t force a significant change 

in – or significantly increase the cost of – accepted farm and forest practices on 

surrounding lands.  Permits for up to 18 events further require findings that 

activities/events will not, “...in combination with other agri-tourism or other commercial 

events authorized in the area, materially alter the stability of the land use pattern in the 

area.” Additional conditions apply to manage potential impacts to farm/forest uses and 

neighbors.  These primarily address event duration and hours, attendance levels, access, 

parking, traffic, and waste.  In some cases, the bill allows Counties some discretion in 

terms of how restrictive or permissive to be in its implementation of the standards.    

 

Consultant and rural tourism practitioners involved in the Rural Tourism study generally 

indicated support for adoption of SB 960’s provisions.  They preferred an approach 
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aimed at minimizing undue restrictions, but also recognized concerns voiced by rural 

residents who seek protection against significant impacts from agritourism activities.  

 

Report findings and participant/public comment strongly suggest that potential impacts 

from rural tourism appear less related to purpose of an activity or use (e.g. celebratory 

gathering, barn dance, or farm-to-fork dinner) than to its attributes and location.  

Consultants, tourism practitioners, and residents suggested an approach to development 

of County standards that considers impact potential based on site, vicinity, and activity 

characteristics, rather than activity title or intent.  The study and related input indicate 

that any proposed standards should therefore be based on such factors as: 

 Proximity to neighboring homes/agricultural uses 

 Sound amplification 

 Parking and access road capacity 

 Attendance levels 

 Intermittent vs. en masse arrivals 

 Event/activity frequency and hours 

 Existence of multiple rural tourism sites in proximity to the subject site, and 

potential for their activity timing to overlap. 

 

D. Protection of Farmland by Offsetting Potential for Long-Term Displacement of 

Resource Farmland by Certain Rural Tourism Uses  

 

1. Potential Ordinance: Consider directing staff to prepare an ordinance to judiciously 

expand the CDC’s rural tourism allowances for districts other than protected 

EFU/AF-20 resource farmlands, using SB 960 as a guideline. 

 

The goal of this option is not necessarily to increase rural tourism overall, but largely 

to allow for dispersion of it, providing alternative sites for long-term tourism uses 

that might otherwise be accommodated on farmland.   

 

As a focus of this option, consider allowing small-scale lodging amenities, 

potentially as mixed use options, on Rural Commercial (R-COM) sites.  This may 

offset demand for B&Bs on farmland, potentially keeping more of the soils on those 

farms available for production, while still providing support for seasonal tourism 

activities the farms may host.  To ensure that any R-COM lodging maintains a scale 

appropriate to the rural area, standards could be drafted to apply the same 

guest/room maximum that currently applies to bed and breakfast facilities on 

farmland per state law and the CDC.   

 

Development of standards to address Option D.1, if pursued, should address 

potential impact generation based on site, vicinity, and activity characteristics in the 

same manner as noted under Option C, above.   
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2. Potential Ordinance: Consider directing work on an ordinance to increase the 

existing five guest/room limit for B&Bs currently allowed in rural districts other 

than AF-20/EFU. 

 

Various study participants raised this option D.2 as a potential way to increase 

lodging options.  If pursued, the proposed higher maximum should be carefully 

considered to ensure that any increase can effectively ensure that the use remains 

rural in scale.  Please see related item E, below. 

E. Accommodation of More Lodging on Rural Resource Lands 

 

1. Potential Legislative Change: Consider supporting an amendment to state law to 

allow bed and breakfast facilities on EFC land, using the same standards that apply 

in exclusive farm use zones. 

 

2. Potential Legislative Change: Consider supporting an amendment to state law (ORS 

215.213.t) to increase the maximum number of guests/rooms at EFU/AF-20 B&Bs 

beyond the current limit of five. 

 

3. Potential Ordinances: If state law is amended to accommodate either or both of the 

above, consider directing ordinances to implement the changes within the CDC 

accordingly.  

 

As noted above, these options would require changes to state law.  Allowing bed and 

breakfast facilities within the EFC district (Option E.1) could further increase 

alternatives for siting of B&Bs on non-farm lands, perhaps offsetting reported 

demand for B&Bs on farmland.  Regarding Option E.2, above, any increase to CDC 

guest/room limits at B&Bs in EFU/AF-20 districts (beyond the current limit of five) 

may intensify impacts to agricultural production, therefore any guest/room limit 

increase should be marginal and well thought out.   

 

Staff is not aware of any current movement at the state level related to Option E.1. 

Regarding E.2, however, staff notes that Representative Margaret Doherty’s office 

contacted the County to discuss the Rural Tourism study, and their current interest in 

assessing support for an increase to the B&B five-guest limit currently in place 

under ORS 215.213(t).  Her staff indicated that they have been looking at the urban-

rural interface, and at agritourism as a bridge between the two.  County staff will 

provide updates to the Board as Rep. Doherty’s office moves forward in their efforts.  

 

F. Residential and Farming Protections via Management of Visitor-Oriented Activities at 

Vacation Rentals  

 

Issue Paper: Direct staff to prepare an issue paper to research and propose permit 

requirements for short-term/vacation rental of residences/rooms in the County. 
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Option F is based on consultant/citizen suggestions within the report.  In part, it is 

intended as a way to monitor rural tourism activities on vacation rental properties and 

limit related impacts.  Economic and tourism advocacy participants within the study also 

note, however, that it would be a useful way to ensure collection of room taxes 

throughout the County.  Note that a similar task has been a Tier III Work Program item 

for the past three years, though the focus of that request was on the urban area. 

 

A number of model approaches now exist within other jurisdictions locally.   Based on 

some examples, vacation rental permits and associated notices may not necessarily have 

to be treated as land use issues.  Some that don’t process these as land use permits do 

still provide public notice to inform neighbors of applicable permissions and restrictions, 

although appeal rights do not necessarily apply. 

 

G. Residential and Farming Protections Beyond Land Use Regulations  

 

Revisit/Revise Non-Land Use Permit Requirements: Consider directing amendments to 

non-land use permitting criteria for events in roadways and certain outdoor gatherings 

to reduce transportation-related impacts, especially those that may create safety risks 

for residents.   

 

This option responds directly to comments submitted by several residents, particularly 

those noting a past road event where emergency egress was reportedly cut off to a 

person in medical distress.  Certain Outdoor Mass Gatherings deemed non-land use by 

state law, or events within roadways such as running or biking races or parades, are 

permitted outside the land use process by the LUT Operations Division, Department of 

Health and Human Services, and/or Sheriff’s Office.  Although a traffic/route plan is 

required in advance, it may be worth revisiting plan and traffic control requirements to 

ensure that at least one lane remains accessible to residents at all times.   

 

H. Continued Planning and Funding for Travel Options in Rural Areas to Serve  

a Diversity of Users 

 

Planning and Funding: Continue to plan for ongoing improvement of rural roads and 

expansion of multi-use/separated trails to: 

 Increase transportation safety and efficiency (especially given increasingly shared 

usage of transportation facilities by farm vehicles, commuters, and rural tourists, 

including bicyclists), and 

 Facilitate enjoyment of natural/rural amenities.  

 

This option responds to citizen and consultant suggestions.  It appears to correlate with 

existing and evolving County/regional programs such as the Scenic Bikeway 

Management Plan; Transportation Safety Action Plan;  MSTIP rural bridge repair and 

replacement program; Annual Road Maintenance Work Plan for pavement and shoulder 

improvements; Safety Priority Index System expansion to include rural roads; ODOT All 

Roads Transportation Safety Program for funding of safety improvements; Rural Bicycle 
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Route Suitability Analysis; ongoing maintenance or establishment of the Vineyard and 

Valley Scenic Tour Route, Tualatin Valley Scenic Bikeway, Tualatin River Water Trail, 

and the Council Creek, Crescent, Yamhelas, and Salmonberry Trails.   

 

As such, this option does not appear to depart from existing County Transportation 

Planning efforts or funding mechanisms.   

 

MOVING FORWARD  

Information shared above and in the attached documents, regarding the Rural Tourism Study, is 

presented to help inform Board decisions on potential “next steps.”  Staff asks that the Board 

consider background provided herein, and direct staff to proceed with any potential 

actions as outlined in this document or with modifications.    

 

Any ordinance work that may result from above described potential actions would ensure public 

participation through mandatory advertised public hearings at minimum.  

 

Attachments: 

 Attachment A: SB 960 Agritourism Outreach List  

 Attachment B: Consultant and Study Participant Viewpoints Summary 

 Attachment C: Letter to CCI with Outreach Information Attached 

 Attachment D: Summary of Public Comment Period Feedback 

 Attachment E: Actual Public Comment Letters Received  

 Attachment F: Considerations for Other Agencies  
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Attachment A 
Agritourism/SB 960 - Potential Interested Parties for TAG (2013/2014) 

1,000 Friends of Oregon Steve McCoy 

Adelante Mujeres   

Agricultural farmer (Jossy Farms) Danielle Gregg 

Agricultural farmer (VanAsche Farms) Dave VanAsche 

Agricultural farmer (Spiesschaert Farms) Lyle Spiesschaert 

Bicycle Transportation Alliance Lisa Frank 

Community Supported Agriculture   

Farm Bureau  Edmund Duyck 

Friends of Family Farmers Nellie McAdams 

Hazelnut Growers of Oregon Jeff Fox 

Sun Gold Farm Vicki/Charlie Hertel 

Big Table Farm Clare Carver/Brian Marcy 

Smith Berry Barn Joelle/Rich Hildner 

Helvetia Vineyards & Winery John Platt 

Keep Helvetia Livable & Safe Linda de Boer 

North Plains Chamber of Commerce Hirst 

Oregon Nursery Association Jeff Scott 

Oregonians in Action Dave Hunnicut 

Oregonians for Food and Shelter Scott Dahlman 

OSU Extension Office -  Amy Grotta 

OSU Extension Office - Citizen Involvement Margot Barnett 

OSU Extension Office -  Patrick Proden 

CPO 15 Peggy Harris 

CPO 5, 11, 13, 14   

CPO 8 John Driscoll 

CPO 10 Lars Wahlstrom 

Plate and Pitchfork (Farm to Fork Events) Erika Polmar 

Ponzi Vineyards Maria Ponzi 

Raptor Ridge Winery (LMM, Emailed 11/26) Scott Shull 

Residents Deborah Lockwood 

School District - Banks LMP 

School District - Gaston Roger Messenbrink 

School District - Hillsboro Adam Stewart  

Save Helvetia Robert Bailey 

Save Helvetia (back-up) Allen Amabisca 

Sherwood Chamber of Commerce Ashley Graff 

Tualatin Soil and Water Conservation District Judy Marsh 

Washington County Bicycle Transportation Coalition Steve Boughton 

Washington County Small Wood Lot Association John and Cathy Dummer 

Washington County Visitor's Association Allison George 

  Juvenco Argueta 

Added 4/29/14 (submitted comments in response to issue paper):   

Baggenstos Farm Darla Baggenstos 

Washington County Visitor's Association Carolyn McCormick 

Oregon Heritage Farms Chelsea Mclennan-West 

Square Peg Farm Amy Benson 

  Leslie Morgan 

 



 

 

Attachment B 

RURAL TOURISM STUDY:  
Consultant and Study Participant Viewpoints Gleaned from Report Content 

County as Potential Lead/Authority 

Policy 
 Develop a policy broadly supporting rural economic growth through rural tourism, 

while protecting agricultural practices and farmland; 
 Collaborate with public/private partners and help guide County development of a 

strategic rural tourism plan, potentially through participation in Travel Oregon’s 
Rural Tourism Studio. 

Education/ 
Assistance/ 
Support 

 Provide materials and workshops to help rural interests understand exempt and 
allowed rural tourism uses and best impact management practices.  

 Review staff levels and roles needed for rural tourism (consider 
ombudsperson/mediator); 

Regulations 
(Community 
Development 
Code) 

 Clarify existing CDC allowances that relate to rural tourism, including district intent 
language, descriptions of uses, and any potential for nonconforming use 
determinations; 

 Implement SB 960 (Agritourism) for EFU/AF-20 lands, minimizing impacts and 
restrictions, and allowing enough events for farmers to profit; 

 Offset displacement of farmland for rural tourism uses by increasing rural tourism 
allowances in other districts (using SB 960 as a template); 

 Require permits and public notice for all forms of overnight stay (such as those 
through AirBnB, VRBO, etc., and owner-managed rentals); 

 Implement SB 841 (Wineries) for EFU and AF-20 lands (per state requirement); 
 Regulate rural tourism based on potential impacts rather than the type/purpose of 

activity.  
 Keep costs of review, permitting, and compliance reasonable. 

Legislation/ 
Lobbyist 

 Consider supporting amendments to state law restrictions on overnight stay 
facilities within rural resource lands to: 
o Increase guest limits in EFU/AF-20 (farm resource lands); or 
o Limit these operations based on number of rooms (rather than guests); and   
o Consider the same allowances on EFC (forest resource) lands. 

Transportation 
Planning/Public 
Improvements 

 Improve and expand transportation facilities for efficient and safe usage by 
shipping and farm vehicles, commuters, and tourists (including roads, bridges, bike 
safe corridors and trails); 

 Improve “farm vehicles on road” signage and explore technology for related 
navigation system alerts. 

o WCVA/Economic Partner as Potential Lead with County Support 

Marketing/ 
Economic 

 Form research partnerships with academic institutions to gather and analyze rural 
tourism market statistics, visitor expectations and experiences; and ideas for ongoing 
improvement; 

 Collaborate with local, regional, and state agencies to boost access to rural tourism 
markets;  

 Develop a recognition and branding program for Washington County’s rural tourism 
opportunities and products; 

 Designate a facilitator/liaison for rural tourism development. 



 

 

o Potential County Collaboration with other agencies 

o State Agencies 
as Potential 
Lead/Authority 
with County 
Support  

(OSU, ODA, 
DSL, Water 
Master, 
Department of 
Revenue, DLCD, 
Oregon Travel 
Experience, 
etc.) 

Education 

 Develop programs to connect farmers with new technology and best practices, 
including education on shared shipping and labor, farm succession, food networks, 
and agritourism;  

 Work with the rural community and regional partners on rural water quantity and 
quality issues, and promote strategies for efficient water use and conservation; 

 Support a rural tourism “Good Neighbor Relations” program; 

Public Improvements 

 Increase water access (public land sites along navigable waterways) to facilitate 
recreation; 

 Improve rural tourism attraction/site signage (to facilitate access/wayfinding). 

Regulations 

 Consider whether all overnight stay operations should be required to register with 
the state and to collect lodging taxes (including whole house rental, AirBnB, VRBO). 

 Consider developing/supporting a policy to make internet and cell telephone service 
more accessible in rural areas. [Federal or Private?] 
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Attachment C 

 
 
 

November 1, 2016 
 
TO: Jim Long, Washington County Committee for  

Community Involvement Chair and Steering Committee 
 

FROM: Anne Kelly, Associate Planner 
Theresa Cherniak, Principal Planner 

 
RE:  RESPONSE TO CCI INQUIRY ON THE RURAL TOURISM STUDY  
   
Hello, Jim. 
 
Thank you for your letter dated September 30, 2016.  We have responded to each of your questions 
below, and provided relevant attachments.  Please feel free to contact us with any further questions. 
 
Anne Kelly: 503-846-3583, anne_kelly@co.washington.or.us 
Theresa Cherniak: 503-846-3961, theresa_cherniak@co.washington.or.us 
 
 

 
 
1. QUESTION: WHAT OUTREACH WAS DONE BEFORE AND AFTER THE RURAL TOURISM STUDY? TELL 

US ABOUT THE COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PROCESS TO DATE… 
 

2013/2014 TAG Outreach Specific to Senate Bill 960 (Agritourism on EFU/AF-20 Lands) 
Staff developed a list of 49 potential interested individuals/groups (see attached list) to form a 
technical advisory group (TAG)1 that: 

 Met in December 2013, January and June 2014 to consider: 
o Whether to adopt SB 960’s provisions in full, in part, or not at all (adoption not mandatory), 
o Potential Community Development Code standards for agritourism allowances/restrictions. 

 Revealed: 
o Concerns/interests involving activities beyond the SB 960 scope, including those in districts 

besides EFU/AF-20,  
o A need to better understand the nature of visitor activity in the County’s larger rural area.  
 

The Board of Commissioners decided to undertake a broader study, and the TAG outreach was 
suspended.  Should the Board decide to revisit a potential ordinance to adopt agritourism provisions 
of SB 960, related public involvement would be restarted, and would include advertised public 
hearings.  Outreach for the Rural Tourism Study does not replace that public involvement.    

 
 

                                                           
1
 During outreach, Long Range Planning staff also worked with the County Sheriff’s Office and Health Department, Building, Current Planning, 

Transportation Planning, Road Operations, and Engineering/Traffic Sections; the State Water Master’s and Fire Marshal’s offices; Banks, Forest 
Grove, Cornelius, North Plains, and Hillsboro Fire districts, and Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue. 

http://www.co.washington.or.us/
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Rural Tourism Study Outreach/Research 
Interviews/Focus Group 
The consultant spoke with 27 parties from different areas of the County (see attached map), 
individually or as part of a focus group, with the following goals: 

 Involve rural interests from northeastern rural Washington County (well-represented at earlier 
agritourism TAG meetings), while also providing for inclusion of agricultural, commercial, and 
residential voices from the County’s western and southern rural areas, and input from related 
organizations/agencies, 

 Gather information and opinions from participants, understanding that a level of anonymity 
would be afforded by: 
o No County staff attendance at interviews/focus group activities, 
o Aggregating feedback within reporting. 

 
Anonymity was considered important so that participants might speak more freely, affecting the 
ability to reflect the nature and scale of the County’s rural tourism sector and related perceptions of 
it. 
 
Work Group 
Staff formed a 13-member work group to serve as a sounding board for the work of County staff 
and consultants.  The work group: 

 Included farm and nursery proprietors, vintners, residents, a bike tour operator, rural lodging 
and diner operators, agriculture/tourism/economic advocates and others,  

 Was planned to encompass diverse perspectives, areas of interest and expertise, and geographic 
distribution (see attached membership map).   

 
The work group met three times.  The last meeting took place after each member had received a 
preliminary draft report, and in many cases shared it with others.  Significant discussion from that 
meeting was incorporated into the final report, including concerns raised on behalf of organizations 
and neighborhood groups. 

 

Other Staff Research 
Using web and phone research, County staff analyzed 127 rural Washington County properties 
(those found to be publicly advertising some form of visitor invitation), and: 

 Categorized primary uses of sites hosting activities (traditional farming/nursery, recreation, 
winery, etc.),  

 Categorized activities hosted on each site, 

 Followed up by phone with site proprietors to verify/supplement an understanding of site 
activities, 

 Reported on the above from a statistical standpoint in terms of visitor-oriented activity types 
occurring in the overall sample and types of sites hosting them, 

 Showed general distribution of properties within the 127-site sample on a map reflecting 
primary use and location of each site (see report page 43).  
 

Appendix B of the report includes individual sites in terms of data used for statistical findings.  
Names and street addresses did not factor in as data and so are omitted consistent with common 
principles for statistical reporting.  Sites may be identifiable, however, based on attributes and 
locations as reflected within the map on page 43 of the report and within Appendix B. 
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Outreach through Report Presentations 
Preliminary Draft Report 
Staff presentations on the draft report were made to the following: 

 Planning Commission, 

 Board of Commissioners,  

 Rural Tourism Study Work Group. 
 
Copies of the draft report were shared with: 

 Rural Tourism Study Work Group members,  

 Citizens who attended the public Planning Commission presentation,   

 Proprietors of rural sites that were used as case studies in the research,  

 The Planning Commission, Board, and staff. 
 

Much of the feedback received during or in response to preliminary distribution and presentations 
of the draft led to additions to the report before final release.  
 
Final Report 
Staff made presentations on the final report to the following groups by request: 

 CPOs 8 and 12C,  

 Planning Directors (of cities in Washington County),  

 Washington County Visitors Association (WCVA) Board,  

 Washington County Rural Roads Operations and Maintenance Advisory Committee (RROMAC),  

 North Willamette Vintners. 
   
The final Rural Tourism Study report was released for wider public comment as follows: 

 Sent to all who received/commented on the preliminary version (see above), 

 Sent to four libraries including those nearest the County’s rural areas, transferable to other 
branches (10 parties borrowed copies and reference copies were available as well.  The Cedar 
Mill Library featured the report in a central display), 

 Sent to all Citizens’ Participation Organization Chairs for sharing with CPO members,  

 Sent to the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD), 

 Located in several County office lobbies for public reference, 

 Copies available through the County’s Long Range Planning office/sent out by request, 

 Posted on the County web site, 

 Web links distributed to over 160 parties, including regular subscribers to electronic updates 
from the County, parties making special requests, TAG members from earlier agritourism 
outreach, local Chambers of Commerce, cities within the County, and others, 

 Open public comment period spanning four months over the summer and early fall,  

 Comment box included with electronic posting of the report to facilitate online feedback, 

 Press releases, email, web postings, and social media employed to draw awareness and request 
comments. 
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2. QUESTION: TELL US ABOUT… PLANS FOR THE FUTURE.  PLEASE KEEP US UP TO DATE ON YOUR 
NEXT STEPS IN RELATION TO RURAL TOURISM. 
 
At this time, there is no official County position or plan on where to head with 
restrictions/permissions related to rural visitor-oriented activities and there is no active ordinance 
formally addressing these.  The report and comments on it will help to inform future actions the 
Board may direct on any next steps for rural tourism.  Some suggestions within the report and 
related comments address issues that could fall under County purview.  Others, if pursued, may call 
for leadership by outside agencies or potential inter-agency partnerships.  We will continue to 
provide updates as we move forward.   
 

3. QUESTION: WILL ALL THE COMMENTS BE INCLUDED IN THE RURAL TOURISM REPORT?  
 
At this stage we don’t plan to revise the Rural Tourism Study report itself to include the comments.  
Now that the public review period is over, we are drafting a brief staff report on input from the 
comment period, viewpoints from within the study report, and oral feedback gathered at earlier 
presentations.  With that, we will revisit the Board about their interest in potentially moving forward 
with any actions related to rural tourism.   We will let you know when this report is available and 
when it might be discussed by the Board.  

 
4. QUESTION: WHERE CAN CITIZENS FIND THE COMMENTS? 

 
Staff has previously provided the CCI with the written comments on the final draft that were 
received prior to your last inquiry.  Attached are the written comments submitted to us afterward, 
and those received earlier in response to the preliminary report.  All of the comments will be 
provided as an attachment to our staff report to the Board. 

 
A total of 15 parties sent in comments, including those who responded to preliminary and final 
report releases.  Each brings important perspectives to the conversation.  Comments submitted 
tend to fall into two main areas of interest: 

 Concerns about rural tourism and associated desire for ongoing/improved 
farming/forestry/residential protections,   

 Interest in promotion and expansion of nature-based tourism.  
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

cc: Dan Schauer, Washington County Administrative Office – Community Engagement 
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1,000 Friends of Oregon Steve McCoy

Adelante Mujeres

Agricultural farmer (Jossy Farms) Danielle Gregg

Agricultural farmer (VanAsche Farms) Dave VanAsche

Agricultural farmer (Spiesschaert Farms) Lyle Spiesschaert

Bicycle Transportation Alliance Lisa Frank

Community Supported Agriculture

Farm Bureau Edmund Duyck

Friends of Family Farmers Nellie McAdams

Hazelnut Growers of Oregon Jeff Fox

Sun Gold Farm Vicki/Charlie Hertel

Big Table Farm Clare Carver/Brian Marcy

Smith Berry Barn Joelle/Rich Hildner

Helvetia Vineyards & Winery John Platt

Keep Helvetia Livable & Safe Linda de Boer

North Plains Chamber of Commerce Hirst

Oregon Nursery Association Jeff Scott

Oregonians in Action Dave Hunnicut

Oregonians for Food and Shelter Scott Dahlman

OSU Extension Office - Amy Grotta

OSU Extension Office - Citizen Involvement Margot Barnett

OSU Extension Office - Patrick Proden

CPO 15 Peggy Harris

CPO 5

CPO 11

CPO 13

CPO 14

CPO 8 John Driscoll

CPO 10 Lars Wahlstrom

Plate and Pitchfork (Farm to Fork Events) Erika Polmar

Ponzi Vineyards Maria Ponzi

Raptor Ridge Winery (LMM, Emailed 11/26) Scott Shull

Residents Deborah Lockwood

School District - Banks LMP

School District - Gaston Roger Messenbrink

School District - Hillsboro Adam Stewart 
Save Helvetia Robert Bailey

Save Helvetia (back-up) Allen Amabisca

Sherwood Chamber of Commerce Ashley Graff

Tualatin Soil and Water Conservation District Judy Marsh

Washington County Bicycle Transportation Coalition Steve Boughton

Washington County Small Wood Lot Association John and Cathy Dummer

Washington County Visitor's Association Allison George

Juvenco Argueta

Added 4/29/14 (submitted comments in reponse to issue paper):

Baggenstos Farm Darla Baggenstos

Washington County Visitor's Association Carolyn McCormick

Oregon Heritage Farms Chelsea Mclennan-West

Square Peg Farm Amy Benson

Leslie Morgan

Agritourism/SB 960 - Potential Interested Parties for TAG (2013/2014)



WASHINGTON COUNTY RURAL TOURISM STUDY: INTERVIEW/FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANTS 

Others: 
Dairy Creek Food Web 
US Department of Agriculture Natural Resource Conservation Service 
Oregon Association of Nurseries 
Oregon Horse Country 
Oregon State University Extension Service – Ag/Field Crops Faculty 
Oregon State University Extension Service, Washington County – Administrator 
Portland Trolley/Oregon Wine Tours 
Sam Drevo – Water Sports 
Travel Oregon 
Washington County Visitors Association  



Danielle Gregg: 
Jossy Farms 

Terry Hummel: 
Cruise In Country Diner 

Darla Baggenstos: 
Baggenstos Farm 

Harold & Margaret Meyering: 
Cornerstone B&B 

Michele Carpenter: 
David Hill Winery 

Grace Dinsdale: 
Blooming Nursery 

Peter Jacoby: 
Scholls Ferry Vineyards 

Allen Amabisca: 
Roads/Resident 

Others: 
 
Scott Klees, Pedal Bike Tours 
 
Carolyn McCormick,  
Washington County Visitors Assoc. 
 
Pam Treece,  
Westside Economic Alliance 
 
Friends  of Family Farmers (First 
Nellie McAdams, replaced by Ivan 
Mulaski) 
 

WASHINGTON COUNTY RURAL TOURISM STUDY: WORK GROUP 



 

 

Attachment D 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON WASHINGTON COUNTY RURAL TOURISM STUDY REPORT: SUMMARY 

Total Parties Commenting: 16  
 
Comments submitted generally fall into two main areas of interest:  
 Concerns about rural tourism, associated desire for ongoing/improved 

farming/ forestry/residential protections;   
 Interest in promotion and expansion of nature-based tourism.   C
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CONCERNS ABOUT RURAL TOURISM, ASSOCIATED DESIRE FOR 
ONGOING/IMPROVED FARMING/FORESTRY/RESIDENTIAL PROTECTIONS –  
Parties commenting from this standpoint: 6  
(4 from Helvetia or near, 2 anonymous with no address) 
Subtopics below reflect related issues drawn from comment letters 

  

Several comment letters 
address farm/forest and 
residential protections 
together.  Farm/forest uses are 
afforded state protections from 
nonfarm uses (including rural 
residential).  This means that 
protections for residential uses 
sometimes have to be 
approached differently than 
protections for farm/forest 
uses. 

FARM/FOREST IMPACTS   

Concerns that activities not subordinate to farming could impact ag practices.     

Concern that skills and interests needed to grow food and fiber are different from 

tourist functions and will compete for owner’s time and attention. 
  

Concerns about potential impacts on stability of existing land use patterns in 

farm/forest areas from expansion of tourist activities. Lodging for over 5 guests, 

increases in large events, sites functioning as “full service bars” particularly called 

out as potentially causative/contributory. 

  

Desire careful planning, clear guidelines, close monitoring to ensure that urban/ 

non-resource commercial activities don’t dominate over farming interests. 
  

Concern that agritourism conflicts with intent of rural reserves; suggestion to 

“bring into urban reserves and let people decide what they want to do for 

themselves.” 

  

Suggestion that state’s right to farm law be addressed.   Right-to-Farm law added to 
final report pg. 76. 

RESIDENTIAL IMPACTS   

Sections added to final report 
addressing: outdoor mass 
gatherings that don’t require 
land use permits (pg. 73, 109); 
events in roadways, related 
road/access issues, and desire 
for notice of events (pg.  108), 
noise regulations (pg. 89). 

General concerns that expansion of tourist activities and increases in local 

concentrations, especially with activities not subordinate to farm use, will impact 

rural residential quality of life.  Lodging for over 5 guests, increases in large events, 

sites functioning as “full service bars” were particularly called out as potentially 

causative/contributory. 

  

Complaints about noise generated by rural tourism activities.    

Concerns about trespass into residential yards.   

Complaints about roadway parking and road/access closures for events and 

inconvenience to residents delayed or blocked from access to/from properties. 
  

Desire for notice to neighbors before roadway events such as races/parades.   
Desire careful planning, clear guidelines, close monitoring to ensure that urban/ 

non-resource commercial activities don’t dominate over neighbor concerns. 
  

ECONOMICS/MARKETING   
Sections of report present 
marketing research/vantage 
points or projections/ 
assumptions of rural tourism 
growth but County has not 
taken a promotional (or any) 
stance. 

Perception that County’s direction went from considering potential restrictions on 

agritourism via SB 960 to a marketing plan for broader scale rural tourism. 
  

Desire for evidence that farm/forest interests are not prospering due to inability to 

offer/expand tourist activities (evidence rural tourism is economically justifiable).   
  

Suggestion that roadway events should have to benefit the area they impact.   
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CONCERNS ABOUT RURAL TOURISM, ASSOCIATED DESIRE FOR ONGOING/ 

IMPROVED FARMING/FORESTRY/RESIDENTIAL PROTECTIONS (Continued) 
   

ENFORCEMENT    

Suggestion that rural tourism related violations/complaint history be addressed in 

the report.  
  

Sections on complaint 
history/violations, noise regs, 
roadway issues added to final 
report, including Helvetia-
specific info (pg. 109 + 
previously noted pgs.) 

Concern that County’s regulations and complaint-based code compliance system 

are inadequate to manage existing and expanding rural tourism impacts, especially 

in terms of noise monitoring. 

  

Concerns about potential retaliation by neighbor or event participant for reporting 

tourism-related impact or seeking enforcement. 
  

TRAFFIC SAFETY    

Concerns about hazards from increased presence of bicycles and commuter traffic 

on roads used by agricultural equipment and semi-trucks. 
  

Section on Rural Road 
Enhancement Study Corridors 
added to final report (pg. 112). 

Concerns about safety impacts of road and access closures for events in roadways 

(bike/running races, etc.) that prevent or critically delay ingress and egress for 

medical emergencies.  

  
Section on events in roadways 
added to final report reflects 
this concern (pg. 108). 

OTHER SAFETY    

Concern that farm/forest operators conducting tourism activities bring more 

people to fire prone areas, increase risk of loss to home and livelihood of rural 

residents/farmers/foresters. 

   

Concerns about aerial trespass and dangers from model aircraft events.    

OTHER   Marijuana info added to final 
report (pgs. 28, 62). Is 
commenter’s concern that 
marijuana and rural tourism 
will drive each other’s growth, 
thus amplify these impacts? 

Opposition to marijuana growing and its potential effects on residential quality of 

life, water table, safety, health.   
  

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT   Re: Comments referring to 

anonymity in terms of staff 

research using 127 sites - That 

analysis involved sites publicly 

advertising for visitors (mapped 

in report). The comments may 

be intended to relate to 

separate consultant-led 

outreach, wherein anonymity 

was afforded to a degree by 

aggregation of comments and 

no staff presence at interviews. 

Parties included in 

interviews/focus groups and 

Work Group are indicated in 

Attachments A and B of this 

issue paper and included 

Helvetia participants. 

Perception of inadequate public process outreach/Perception that County gives 

inadequate attention to rural residents’ concerns. 
  

Concerns about conflicts of interest over: PC Chair conducting rural tourism 

operations and having input to study, WCVA standing to earn increased lodging 

taxes with potential rural tourism expansion. 

  

Concerns about anonymity allowed participants in certain aspects of study.   
Recommendation that any policy changes involve significant input from rural 

citizens not practicing rural tourism. 
  

Recommendation that rural tourism be studied by committee representing all 

areas of the county, majority being rural members, including several from Helvetia. 

Objective to recommend: how to improve CDC’s protections against impacts from 

rural tourism; whether some CDC standards may be too restrictive; whether to 

adopt SB 960 in full, in part, or not at all; how to monitor land use stability of an 

area due to tourism impacts; objective, fair criteria by which to judge whether an 

area has reached instability/saturation and can’t sustain/expand rural tourism. 

  
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INTEREST IN PROMOTION AND EXPANSION OF NATURE-BASED TOURISM  

Parties Commenting from this standpoint: 10 

(1 from Tualatin River Keepers Advocacy & Communications Manager.  All others 

appear to be in connection with River Keepers effort - 2 parties from urban 

unincorporated Washington County,  4 from incorporated cities in the County,  3 

from outside County boundaries)  

Subtopics below reflect related issues drawn from comment letters 

  

The study scope did not provide 
for a formal tourism plan or 
promotional program, but 
these suggestions provide 
considerations for potential 
next steps by the County 
and/or other agencies.  Aspects 
beyond County purview may 
suggest outside agency 
leadership/ 
collaboration. 
 
Statistical findings within 
report (pgs. 39-49) include data 
from a number of recreational 
sites/amenities noted at left. 
Appendix B (pgs. 138-140) 
includes site information that 
served as data.  See also map 
that shows many of the trails, 
scenic routes, parks, and 
Tualatin River and Hagg Lake 
access points, (pg. 43). 
 

ECONOMICS/MARKETING   
Suggestion to conduct economic analysis of nature based tourism in Washington 

County with goal of marketing plan. 
  

Suggestions to prepare nature-based tourism development plan to promote 

natural areas and public amenities that facilitate enjoyment of them.  

Various letters suggested that amenities below be promoted: 

  

Existing: 

• Hagg Lake for fishing and boating  

• Tualatin River Water Trail for canoeing and kayaking 

• Banks-Vernonia Trail bicycling and hiking 

• Jackson Bottom, Fernhill Wetlands and Killin Wetland for birding and nature 

watching 

• Lee Falls for swimming, picnicking, and fishing 

 Tualatin Valley Scenic Bikeway 

 Tillamook National Forest (partly in Washington County) 

 LL Stub Stewart State Park 

 Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge 

Planned/Under Development: 

• Yamhelas Trail near Gaston  

• Portland to Coast Salmonberry Trail  

• Wapato Lake National Wildlife Refuge  

• Chehalem Ridge Natural Area 

 
 

FUNDING   

Suggestion to increase funding to maintain above amenities.   
IMPROVEMENTS   

Desire to expand public amenities that facilitate enjoyment of natural areas.  

Various letters suggested more campsites, primarily close to above amenities and 

especially along water/trail routes; and suggested additional water access points at 

locations along the Tualatin River. 

  

 































































































 

Attachment F 

Additional Considerations for Outside Agencies as Potential Leads with Possible County Collaboration  
 
Below, staff highlights some actions that would not necessarily fall under County purview.  This may be 
because necessary authority is beyond that of the County (for example the state has authority over 
water rights), or because the County does not have a department devoted to the issue at hand (for 
example the County has no economic development/marketing office).  Potential actions below may be 
of interest to the Board in terms of potential for collaboration, but would likely depend on the 
willingness of outside agencies to assume leadership.  As with prior recommendations, the following are 
drawn from objectives expressed by study participants, consultants, and citizens who commented on 
the Rural Tourism Study report.  
 
Public Information/Education 
1. Work with the rural community on water quality and conservation issues.   

Appropriate leaders/partners might include: Tualatin Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD), 
Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA), Oregon State University Extension Service (OSU), Oregon 
Water Resources Department (Water Master), Oregon Department of Land Conservation and 
Development (DLCD); 
 

2. Prepare nature-based tourism development plan, and promote natural areas and public amenities 
that facilitate enjoyment of them. 
Appropriate leaders/partners might include: Washington County Visitors Association (WCVA), Travel 
Oregon, Tualatin Riverkeepers, and Oregon Travel Experience (OTE).  
 

Public Improvements/Amenities and Associated Funding                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
3. Improve rural tourism wayfinding signage. 

Appropriate leaders/partners might include: OTE, WCVA, and Travel Oregon.  
 

4. Increase recreational water access (public land along navigable waterways and related 
improvements). 
Appropriate leaders/partners might include: Department of State Lands (DSL), Tualatin Riverkeepers, 
WCVA, and Travel Oregon.  
 

5. Expand/add campsites, especially near trail routes and water access locations along the Tualatin 
River. 
Appropriate leaders/partners might include: Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Department of 
State Lands (DSL), Tualatin Riverkeepers, WCVA, and Travel Oregon. 

 
6. Ensure funding to maintain amenities noted in 3-6 above.   

Appropriate potential leaders/partners may be those noted under 3-6. 
 
Research 
7. Form partnerships with academic institutions to continue gathering and analyzing data on rural 

tourism activities, impacts, and effective mitigation measures. 
Appropriate leaders/partners might include: WCVA, Travel Oregon, OSU, Portland State University 
Masters in Urban and Regional Planning Program (PSU MURP, currently conducting related 
research), University of Oregon (UO) and others. 
 



8. Participate in Travel Oregon’s Rural Tourism Studio, especially to deepen understanding of tools that 
may help to maximize the following with respect to the County’s rural tourism sector: 

 Compatibility with farm/forest and rural residential uses;  

 Economic benefits to rural communities. 
Appropriate partners might include: WCVA, the Westside Economic Alliance, and cities within 
Washington County. 
 

9. Consider conducting an economic analysis of nature based tourism in Washington County to support 
development of a related marketing plan that underscores the related importance of farm and 
forest protections. 
Appropriate partners might include: WCVA, Travel Oregon, OSU, PSU, UO and others. 
 

Should the Board wish to further explore any of the above, staff can provide additional background. 
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