Deschutes County Board of Commissioners
1300 NW Wall St., Suite 200, Bend, OR 97701-1960
(541) 388-6570 - Fax (541) 385-3202 - www.deschutes.org

AGENDA REQUEST & STAFF REPORT
For Board Business Meeting of Jan. 27, 2016

DATE: January 15, 2016

FROM: Peter Russell CDD (541) 383-6718

TITLE OF AGENDA ITEM:

Deliberation on Ordinance No. 2016-007, amending the Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan to add
an Exception to Statewide Planning Goal 11 (Public Facilities and Services) to allow for sewers in
unincorporated lands in southern Deschutes County; amend the Newberry Country Plan to not allow for
upzoning, and amend the Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan map to indicate the affected tax lots.

PUBLIC HEARING ON THIS DATE? NO.

BACKGROUND AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS:

At the January 6 continued public hearing in La Pine, the Board received testimony both for and against
approving the Goal 11 Exception. The Board closed the oral record that night and held the written
record open until January 20 and set a deliberation date of January 27. If the Board approves Ordinance
2016-007, which implements land use file 247-15-000308-PA, citizens in the affected area could pursue
sewer systems at varying scales.

FISCAL IMPLICATIONS:
None.

RECOMMENDATION & ACTION REQUESTED:
Conduct deliberations and consideration of first reading of Ordinance No. 2016-007.

ATTENDANCE:  Peter Russell. Senior Transportation Planner

DISTRIBUTION OF DOCUMENTS:
Peter Russell



http://www.deschutes.org/

TO: Board of County Commissioners )
FROM: Peter Russell, Senior Transportation Plannel 6\
DATE: January 27, 2016

SUBJECT: Update on comments on Goal 11 Exception for southern Deschutes County
comments received from January 6 to the January 20 closure of the written
record (Ordinance 2016-007 which implements File 247-15-000308-PA)

BACKGROUND

The Board on December 9, 2015, held a public hearing to continue the Goal 11 hearing to
January 6, 2016, in La Pine to allow residents to testify on the proposal. Approximately 15
people attended and the majority testified against the Goal 11 Exception while a minority
testified in favor. Between January 6 and 20, the County also received one e-mail regarding the
use of the term public health hazard and one transmittal of a proposed alternative which would
require the County to provide cost estimates, engineering feasibility studies, not result in
changes to demographihcs of area, and not reference a public health hazard.

MAJOR TOPICS RAISED AT JANUARY 6 HEARING OR AFTERWARD:

The public testified for roughly two-hours; the public’'s. concerns are presented below in no
particular order of importance. The January 19 submittal by Deschutes County Citizen's (sic)
Action Group is also broadly summarized.

Why must the Goal 11 Exception use the term “health hazard"?

OAR 660-011-0080(9) references that a health hazard must be significant and imminent for a
Goal 11 Exception to be approved. The Goal 11 proposal, instead, alludes to an eventual
health hazard, based on the submitted scientific reports. The Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) and Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) wrote the
burden of proof which includes that language and the agencies administer the applicable
administrative rules related to public health. In a November 10, 2015, letter DEQ and DLCD
stated of the 19 times “health hazard" was used in the burden of proof, 18 were simply citations
of applicable language. The term “health hazard” was only used in the narrative once. The
agencies recommended the burden of proof “that the language remain as written.”

Is the groundwater problem localized or basinwide?
People wondered if probems unique to each sampled well (cracked well casing, animal manure
improperly stored in close proximity to the well, or similar circumstances) may have given the

incorrect impression that the nitrate problem is more widespread than it actually is. However,
the USGS report was a peer-reviewed report and followed accepted protocol for sampling.

Quality Services Performed with Pride

Community Development Department

Planning Division Bullding Safety Divigion Environmental Solls Division

P.O. Box 6005 117 NW Lafayette Avenue B8end, Oregon 97708-6005
{541)388-6575 FAX (541)385-1764
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Concerns about the current vendor has a monopoly in southern Deschutes County on
alternative treatment technology (ATT)

While a valid concern, the testing and approval process followed by the State is outside the
scope of a Goal 11 Exception.

The County should prepare an Alternative Goal 11 Exception as described under the CAG’s
January 18, 2016, submittal,

The CAG submittal is flawed on’several levels. Typically, an applicant would not go to the
expense of providing all in the information listed by the CAG at 1.3.1 and 1.3.3 until a Goal 11
Exception was granted. To do otherwise would be financially imprudent. in other words, getting
the Goal 11 Exception is the first step and if that does not happen, then the tasks at 1.3.1 and
1.3.3 would never happen. Items 1.3.3.3 (do not negatively impact disadvantage populations)
and 1.3.3.4 (prevent gentrification) are at cross purposes. For example, if a retired couple in
their 70s wanted to sell their home to a young couple in their with 20s who have children, they
could not under the CAG’s proposal. Staff finds 1.3.3.4 is unenforceable

Finally, the CAG asserts their “...language under point one, is open and direct in every respect
and is not subject to appeal to LUBA.” This statement is simply incorrect; under Oregon
Revised Statute (ORS) 197.830(2) any party with standing is guaranteed appeal rights to LUBA,
whether an appellant prevails is a different matter.

NEXT STEPS
The Board after deliberations on Qrdinance 2016-007 can:
s Approve the ordinance and its exhibits as submitted

» Modify the ordinance and its exhibits and then approve
¢ Decline to approve the ordinance

Attached:
Judy Forsythe 1/7/16 e-mail and staff response
Deschutes County CAG 1/19/16 submittal

-2~




Peter Russell
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From:
Sent;
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Peter Russell

Thursday, January 07, 2016 11:36 AM S
'Judy Forsythe'; Nick Lelack; Tammy Baney; Tony DeBone; Alan Unger
Peter Russell

RE: Public Hearing: Goal 11 Exception

The DEQ/DLCD statement “...that the language remains as written” pretty clearly means the narrative text remains
unchanged, especially based on the facts that DEQ/DLCD wrote that language and administer the applicable
administrative rules related to public health.

Peter Russell

Senior Transportation Planner

Deschutes Coun

ty

peter.russeli@deschutes.org

(541) 383-6718

SCANNED
JAN 7 2016

From: Judy Forsythe [mailto:judy.ken1999@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2016 11:06 AM

To: Peter Russell; Nick Lelack; Tammy Baney; Tony DeBone; Alan Unger

Subject: Public

Hearing: Goa!l 11 Exception

Thank you all for attending the public hearing in La Piine last evening.

I have a concern: Upon closer review of the letter from DEQ/DLCD and Peter Russell's staff report to the
Commissioners summarizing that letter, [ question the accuracy of Peter's interpretation to the Commissioners.

e}

**%(1) The joint letter from Eric Nigg and Jon Jinnings, dated Nov. 10, 2015 states: “The
purpose of this review was to respond to citizen concerns that the document may unintentionally
insinuate that the region is currently experiencing polluted drinking water that pose a risk to
public health. We found that the draft document includes the term ‘health hazard’ a total of 19
times. In all but one of these instances, the term is simply stated in the applicable provisions of
county or state law cited in the body of the document, most of which is not directly applicable to
the subject proposal. In no instance has the term been used as a mean of addressing the review
criteria. Furthermore, we have found, that the draft document repeatedly responds to the
applicable review criteria by emphasizing the existing settlement pattern in the subject area. In
conclusion, it is our recommendation that the language remain as written. We do not believe the
existing language mischaracterizes the current situation. Furthermore, we are concerned that
removing language regarding the inevitable future threats to the region’s groundwater would
unnecessarily weaken the subject proposal and increase its vulnerability to appeal.”
Judy’s question: [f. in all but one instance, the mention of the ‘health hazard’ in the findings
document does not directly apply to the subject proposal, as stated above, then why can’t the
offending language be removed? What is the old saving? Make the lie big enough, say it ofien
enough and it becomes the new truth. If the ‘health hazard’ term is not directly applicable to the
subject proposal. except in one instance...then why repeat it 18 more times???



mailto:mailto:judy.ken1999@gmail.com
mailto:peter.russell@deschutes.org

-

o ***(2) Peter Russe.. ‘characterizes’ this letter from Eric Nige and Jon Jinnings in this update to
the Board of County Commissioners dated Nov. 23, 2015 as: *“ DEQ and DLCD have recognized
residents” and property owners’ concerns about the OAR language by using the phrase *not
imminent, but inevitable” when justifving the Goal 11 Exception. However, based on the intent
and plain language in OAR 660-011 the references to public health hazard cannot be further
modified or eliminated.” Judy’s comment: 1 do not see this as a true representation of DEQ’s

letter, but, this is what is in the staff report that goes to the Commissioners.

There seems to be much misunderstanding about what language can and cannot be eliminated from the findings
report. DEQ/DLCD stating they 'recommend the language remain as written' does not translate, in my
understanding, to Peter Russell's interpretation of 'references to public health hazard cannot be further modified
or eliminated.” Your thoughts on this would be greatly appreciated.

Judy Forsythe




POST OFFICE BOX 493, LA PINE OREGON 97739
1/19/2016 |

DESCHUTES COUNTY CITIZEN’S ACTION GROUP

Board of County Commissioners
Deschutes County

1300 Wall Street

Bend, Oregon 97701

Subject: Goal 11 Exception — An Alternative, Direct and Strategic Approach
Dear Commisstoners:

[n our previous testimony, we proposed a long-term alternative to the goal 11 exception. We also want to propose
a more direct alternative that we believe meets the needs of those desiring or needing something other than septic
systems. We believe with the application of appropriate criteria, this should place minimal burden on county
staff.

1. Deschutes County stands ready to assist and approve, with proper documentation, subject to public review
and without delay, a goal 11 exception for any subdivision or contiguous portions thereof, south of Lava
Butte. The exception shall be granted, without cost to the affected land owners, provided that the following
criteria are met in a detailed proposal:

1.1. The proposed service area must have been platted and accepted by the county prior to October 28,
1994!

1.2. Does not include a plan or request for unzoning

1.3. Includes a detailed plan that

1.3.1. Provides an estimate of the proposed cost for sewers that identifies the proposed kind of sewer

with identified potential costs for
1.3.1.1. Treatment
1.3.1.2.Fees
1.3.1.3.Engineering
1.3.1.4.Feasibility
1.3.1.5.Source and availability of funds to construct the project
1.3.1.6.Construction & land acquisition, if needed, including an indication of willingness to
cooperate if the land requirements includes the use of tederal lands.

1.3.2. Demonstrates agreement by petition under ORS 450 for the formulation of a management district,
or 100% agreement among affected landowners, if such a plan in is for a private or nonprofit
entity other than a management district

1.3.3. A cost-benclit analysis that

1.3.3.1.Demonstrates why the plan to sewer is better or necessary
1.3.3.1.1.In terms of cost versus the existing septic system, if applicable
1.3.3.1.2.The environmental impact is significantly better than the existing septic system, as
measured by current scientific data from sampling wells, soil samples, etc.

1.3.3.2.Does not negatively impact small businesses

' The cutoff date for unincorporated communities as an arbitrary standard only — OAR 660-022-§1 0(10)(b)

JAN 20 2016
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1.3.3.3.Does not negatively impact the disadvantaged within the proposed service arca, such as, but

not limited to low-income families, seniors or veterans and those with disabilities

1.3.3.4.Provides assurances that the plan wiil not lead to gentrification of the area, excluding a

et segment of the population currently residing in the proposed service area

S 2. We continue to vehemently oppose any language in the Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan that leads
to predisposed or biased public policy solutions, such as a sanitary authority. We believe such language
discourages problem solving, which should include a range of managemeunt solutions. Such language is also
redundant since the county is required to comply with a voter petition to form management districts.

3. We cannot emphasize enough the harm the current alternative treatment technology (ATT) requirements
visited on the economy and financial health of south county and its residents. We strongly encourage you to
insist that the criteria by which ATT requirements are determined be completely and totally transparent to
the public. We again remind the Commission that Orenco Systems, Inc. is the enly approved ATT supplier
for South Deschutes and North Klamath counties and that DEQ has a far too cozy relationship with the
onsite waste treatment industry. This domination and the close relationships is not in the best interest of the
consumer!

We trust the Board of Commissioners will consider these proposals and recommendations rather than pursuing
an unproved and precedent-setting blanket Goal 11 exception process, which may certainly be in danger of
appeal to LUBA. As we commented on many occasions, such a colossal process has the potential to be hijacked
for the financial gain of a few at the expense of the many landowners who are already disadvantaged. We
encourage the Board of Commissioners to say “no” to the Goal 11 burden of proof document. We further
encourage the Board of Commissioners to say “yes” to a straight forward, prudent, thoughtful and cautious
approach that is in the best interest and benefit to the public, and specific to individual communities, as needed.

Our language under point one, is open and direct in every respect and is not subject to appeal to LUBA.

Respectfully submitted,

John Huddle, EdD
President
for

The Deschutes County Citizen’s Action Group Leadership Team

Jananry 19,2016 PP 2
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For Recording Stamp Only

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF DESCHUTES COUNTY, OREGON

An Ordinance Amending the Deschutes County
Comprehensive Plan to add an Exception to
Statewide Planning Goal 11 (Public Facilities and
Services) to Allow for Sewers in Unincorporated
Lands in Southern Deschutes County.

ORDINANCE NO. 2016-007

* ¥ % ¥ ¥

WHEREAS, the Department of Land Conservation and Development (“DLCD”), Department of
Environmental Quality (“DEQ”), and Deschutes County (“County”) have long worked on the topic of public
health as it relates to high groundwater and nitrates in southern Deschutes County; and

WHEREAS, DEQ, DLCD, and the Deschutes County Community Development Department (“CDD”),
initiated an amendment (Planning Division File 247-15-000308-PA) to the Deschutes County Comprehensive
Plan, Chapter 5, Supplemental Sections, and the Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan Supplement, Newberry
Country: A Plan for Southern Deschutes County, to provide for reasons for a Goal 11 Exception for
unincorporated lands in southern Deschutes County to allow for the potential of sewers; and

WHEREAS, the DEQ and DLCD in cooperation with Deschutes County have prepared a map defining
the area for the Goal 11 Exception based on the combination of existing and planned land uses, depth to
groundwater, infrastructure needs related to the distribution and disposal of wastewater; and

WHEREAS, the DEQ and DLCD have stated in their agency’s respective scientific analysis a public
health issue is not imminent, but is inevitable unless sewers can be made potentially available in southern
Deschutes County; and

WHEREAS, the Deschutes County Planning Commission reviewed the proposed changes on July 23,
August 13, and September 10, 2015, and forwarded to the Deschutes County Board of County Commissioners
(“Board”), a unanimous recommendation of approval; and

WHEREAS, the Board considered this matter after a duly noticed public hearing on October 28,
November 23, and December 9, 2015, and January 6, 2016, and concluded that the public will benefit from the
proposed changes to the Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan Map, the Deschutes County Comprehensive
Plan Chapter 5, Supplemental Section; and the Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan Supplement, Newberry
Country: A Plan for Southern Deschutes County, now, therefore,

THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF DESCHUTES COUNTY, OREGON, ORDAINS
as follows:

PAGE 1 OF 2 - ORDINANCE NO. 2016-007 (1/27/16)



Section1. AMENDMENT. The Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan Map, Chapter 5,
Supplemental Sections, is amended as shown in Exhibit “A,” Map of Areas Subject to Goal 11 Exception.

Section 2. AMENDMENT. The Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 5, Supplemental
Sections, is amended to read as described in Exhibit “B,” attached hereto and by this reference incorporated
herein, with new language underlined and language to be deleted in strikethrough.

Section 3.  AMENDMENT. Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan Supplement, Newberry Country:
A Plan for Southern Deschutes County, is amended to read as described in Exhibit “C,” attached hereto and by
this reference incorporated herein, with new language underlined and language to be deleted in strikethrough.

Section 4. FINDINGS. The Board adopts as its findings Exhibit “D”, attached and incorporated by
reference herein.

Dated this of , 2016 BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF DESCHUTES COUNTY, OREGON

ALAN UNGER, Chair

TAMMY BANEY, Vice Chair

ANTHONY DEBONE, Commissioner

ATTEST:

Recording Secretary

Date of 1% Reading: day of , 2016.
Date of 2" Reading: day of , 2016.
Record of Adoption Vote:

Commissioner Yes No Abstained Excused
Tammy Baney .
Anthony DeBone -
Alan Unger L

Effective date: day of , 2016.

PAGE 2 OF 2 - ORDINANCE NO. 2016-007 (1/27/16)
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DISCLAIMER:
“The information on this map was derived from digital databases on Deschutes County's G.L.S.
Care was taken in the creation of this map, but it is provided “as is". Deschutes County
cannot accept any responsiviliy for errors, omissions, or positional accuracy in the digital
data or the underlying records. There are no warranties, express or implied, including the
product

warranty of P P
Hawever, nolification of any errors wil be appreciated.



,r[7

[T
[[]]

[]

N

OVINA
[T

|
[T T 1T

TT]

AN

S\

[T

T T
I

[T

n%k

|
Il

X

[T
T AT
ERENNRRNRRNRN|

[T

T

[]L

[INENENENRRNRNNNNE =)

il
)

ND.Loo/J

KINGSBURG!R

S

T

ENANERNRNN

(

INDIO

|

[T T 1T
(2)

N

RE/RD.
RD,
1]

e ol TES

TTT
TANA
[

LTI S D

ELSINS

|
T

T

Eilll

LTI 0
N

o
a
)

(11T

“\\\,

O
et
ICERD.

NERRERA RN
[0

(I

W

hilnds

eI

TUARTZ’ HILE

:

NVESSR

I

o

DR—|

|

+ D‘ERF\"ING ER-

50

Goal 11 Exception Area

Legend

Exhibit A - Map 1 of 18
to Ordinance 2016-007

——+ Railroad

Unincorporated Community

DISCLAIMER

D Goal 11 Exception Map Index

. Deschutes County
fgital

g=
£
]
ok

Goal 11 Exception Area

- River

mpanying this product.

0.5 0.75

0.25

——_——___————— V&8

0.125

0

January 19, 2016



_— RIVERRD

ESSO'V:RD

@
g
S
g
S5
(]
Q

T RIINC, RIVERIRD
[ [[TITT]1 17
[T HY |
R 13

DR

XS
FlREGu@%

CCMERE G

TR

2>
=]
J
20

S:CENTURY-DR

——
R

TTTTTTT L
MARSH!HAWK:
—4

RD.

SANDPI|

il
l_é
M2 In

USE:RD-,

(o]
Py

[T

C
—

Legend Goal 11 Exception Area

——+ Railroad Exhibit A - Map 2 of 18 e
to Ordinance 2016-007 @

. _E Unincorporated Community

Tunnnm
D @ DISCLAIMER:
“The information on this map was derived from igial databases on Deschutes County's G.1.S.
Care was taken in the creation of this map, but it is provided "as is". Deschutes County
cannot accept any responsibity for errors, omissions, or positional accuracy in the digital
data or the underying records. There are no warranties, express of impiied, including the
warranty of merchantabilty or fitness for a particular purpose, accompanying this product.

Goal 11 Exception Area
0 0.125 0.25 0.5 0.75 However, notification of any errors will be appreciate

L River
January 19, 2016




//

call RVE!

S:CENTURY:DR /—j

BN
[

%
=3

P
L7
74

Legend

——+ Railroad

= Unincorporated Community

D Goal 11 Exception Map Index
Goal 11 Exception Area

- River

Goal 11 Exception Area

Exhibit A - Map 3 of 18
to Ordinance 2016-007

®

0 0.125 0.25 0.5 0.75

January 19, 2016

DISCLAIMER

“The information on this map was derived from digital databases on Deschutes County’s G.1.S.

Care was taken in the creation of this map, but it is provided "as is". Deschutes County

cannot accept any responsibilty for errors, omissions, or positional accuracy in the digital
data or the underlying records. There are no warranties, express or implied, including the

However, notification of any errors will be appreciate

Miles

warranty of merchantabilty or fitness for a partcular purpose, accompanying this product.



JUARTZ HILL
“<ND. Lo,
o On

o
o
=z y\ 9y 2
= ) N=ly, 3
. EE_ Seliitiig i \&i
< (TR
s e i, | S&
691§ BLUE Hy &
Z st e
===
o a [
]
[ [
3 CK /D)
DERRINGER DR 5
&
3
——pITcHCT L
a
w
zZ
8 o
=
g
] O]
2 =S
STAGESTOR(R E==TN %g
= w
S
2
=
4
gcﬁ“‘& ||l
vy 0‘
Ay ——ﬁ'—*
% g [
A e}
Q§® é: GROSS'DR
& < I |=
R 3
& { FOSTER RD
&
Q
=B ORI e
BLM:HIII Lﬂlmlg T
g ‘ CHAPMAN LN 2z | LODGEROLE L
_gng %— SHAWNEE__C\//?
2] 5
o \LLLUBEAVER DR g
Sl
2% %EZE
S’Q“‘?ob E- Y
S 5 = |
& o
3
& :
O
L <
-y B
E UTuwy ¢
§ LI .\.IJ.sé),,r—l SIT J_J:Ln-lu:
= %r } T o =TT
o
Qz_z?) LCN'COUNTR ;DEE é——_L I:,
AN LU 51 TR
il S, [T1]1 IITTITTIT] 5
m% 7 —GROﬁS:trl\l— mml .E‘R.‘ ANDRﬂ
NG
MULE DEERLN-C [T1 l J
% WHITTIER DRL
Legend Goal 11 Exception Area
—— Railroad Exhibit A - Map 4 of 18
L LLLLL S ) to Ordinance 2016-007
. = Unincorporated Community

Goal 11 Exception Map Index

Goal 11 Exception Area

- River

@ DISCLAIMER

Care was taken in the creation of this map, but it is provided "as

is'

“The information on this map was derived from digital databases on Deschutes County’s G.1.S.

cannot accept any responsibity for errors, omissions, or positional accuracy in the digital
data or the underying records. There are no warranties, express of impiied, including the
warranty of merchantabilty or fitness for a particular purpose, accompanying this product.

0.75
Miles

0.25

However, notification of any errors will be appreciate

0 0.125

January 19, 2016



VOUACG RD

CHIER PAULINAIDR!

MEADOW.WAY

r—
-

—— LIVELY:LN

|
[:I:]:_IOILGEIFZOILE-I;N

-3 2

& o

| w ()
LA B

Sl
£ =

e
Legend Goal 11 Exception Area
—— Railroad Exhibit A - Map 5 of 18

avemnan ) to Ordinance 2016-007
. . > Unincorporated Community

D Goal 11 Exception Map Index @
Goal 11 Exception Area

- River

0 0.125  0.25 0.5 0.75
Miles

January 19, 2016




NS

o2

el
Desc‘r\uteS RW

/\Q;RECREAT,ON:RD
&
&
Q\

U

L \

)

T nERnAaanni i
1 ﬁg#"”’“m;ﬁ ] lll HJMIH ll“k"
| 9 z E
lm ”T‘T“f’f’“ﬂm ’Wl il II, IIIJT,W
g & 1 5
Bl

Legend

——+ Railroad

. = Unincorporated Community

Goal 11 Exception Map Index

Goal 11 Exception Area

- River

Goal 11 Exception Area

Exhibit A - Map 6 of 18
to Ordinance 2016-007

®

0 0.125  0.25 0.5 0.75
Miles

January 19, 2016

DISCLAIMER
‘The information

on this map was derived from digital databases on Deschutes County's G.L.S.




T

o\
r\SHAWNEE‘/O
T ey

CARIBOU,DR

>

= >

NINENN

[T ]
[T

1l

Ll

LAPINE STATE RECREATION RD

nm

A

)
S ,U—[ HE
z

[
| BEVER LY_IJN_

e‘%
L]
I LE A
LTI [ O
AL L5
I AT LE T T L L&
e LS A E AT
UL RTOO LA T L |
[ T T TTEEL
NEEIE

jiiis
— ¢

LLITT
l
L1
Z
“::r_
> V)
=<
] =
g
e
A
o
|

PARKWAY:D

2
=
ELKHORNLN
[T
[T1T
EAGLESN _._Tchx i
IE‘NZ l'_]_l‘l:é Ll U—U—‘L%J: [—
JANEsEEUESESE
o =3
_Eﬁ mls ]! 9]

sy
Ry
/?/5_, o

/~/wa7

Legend

——+ Railroad

. = Unincorporated Community

Goal 11 Exception Map Index

Goal 11 Exception Area

- River

Goal 11 Exception Area

Exhibit A - Map 7 of 18
to Ordinance 2016-007

®

0 0.125 0.25 0.5 0.75

Miles

January 19, 2016

DISCLAIMER
“The information on this map was derived from digital databases on Deschutes County’s G.1.S.




HWYQ7

BEVERLY:

Hu“ﬂ"i‘l

]

APINE STATE RECREATION RD

K sanp RD

Legend Goal 11 Exception Area
—— Railroad

Exhibit A - Map 8 of 18
avemnan ) to Ordinance 2016-007
. . > Unincorporated Community

Tunnm
Goal 11 Exception Map Index @
Goal 11 Exception Area

“The information on this map was derived from digital databases on Deschutes County’s G.1.S.

Care was taken in the creation of this map, but it is provided "as is". Deschutes C

warranty of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose, accompanying this product.
0 0.125 0.25 0.5 0.75 However, notification of any errors will be appreciated.
[ River Mies

January 19, 2016




f

Q,
% I
3 %
2,
IS

$ONDER@SAWAY

S

N
«9‘-"\&
]

NSUGAR: pINE;WAY

Legend

——+ Railroad

. : Unincorporated Community

Goal 11 Exception Map Index

Goal 11 Exception Area

- River

Goal 11 Exception Area

Exhibit A - Map 9 of 18
to Ordinance 2016-007

®

0 0.125 0.25 0.5 0.75

Miles

January 19, 2016

DISCLAIMER
e information on this map was derived from digital databases on Deschutes County's G.1.S.
is". Deschutes County

Care was taken i the creation of tis map, but it is provided "as i
cannot accept any responsibilty for errors, omissions, or positional accuracy in the digial
data or the underlying records. There are no waranties, express or implied, including the

wranty of merchantabilty or fitness for a particular purpose, accompanying this product.
However, notfication of any errors wil be appreciate



PARKWAY:DR

BOUND%‘\RY_RD_

I
>
=
o
e

AIR R

B==

[
-
[ —

?T

EAGLES;N |r<|I

]
]

PINE DROP:L|

T

DAWN!RD.

BRISTLECONE!L|

2
I
L m
3
>
_<F
Il
EWS |D
=0
2
C
P |
T
313
=
[ IZI
|:DEEF'-WOODS‘R[J;

I
DRI
S Y

I

WOODSTOCK:DR
—
1

‘___HOLIDAYDR
e T
IRENENT
()
—
]
|
1l
>
5

OLD.MILLRD,

[
__BUSHB ERRY& TAL'LWOCI)D cT |

Z
> | KKILAAVE =]
s
AN ES = punnn AR
- LI i LT
ARARE== ARRMSAN
ERA(\JTE\S LN-{BIG!MEADOW,.
PINELN=—— ﬁ%
%—H—H ALRINEDOR ]
%, (-:EDARLN_‘T 11
EN 5 = =
$ = DYKE!RD=,
"8 3 1] 1]
\ PRI L= S
K > LEONALN
e CEBERD L L
eI BEES Sl
D g
S@ § ;‘DIC'K—,RL
& 2 I
5° [ ,
d | Q [ ]
g ’ TTI =
%— MOUNTAIN :VIEW:
o
5 s
i g
CASCADE L'N z
e g £
\/4\%\ =3 2
QO JACOBSEN!RD.
%
V\NHMT I_I_YEE'— ?Hljir % ,|3 : : FRONTAGEIRD,
e [ Cepe it e
2 [ S % ElDERBERRY.IN-. b
= = p el S IR R 4 "
L0 o5 x|l 5
N SUGAR PINE:WAY. I | l T i | -0 _;__i— ~E;IL‘— —l
] RTY;RE<U—|—L§ u_ ; LL LEURJ_LE— —
L] 2 i | - -
Legend Goal 11 Exception Area
——+ Railroad Exhibit A - Map 10 of 18
avemnan ) to Ordinance 2016-007
:_....1 Unincorporated Community
Goal 11 Exception Map Index @
. e ettt s D o 18
Goal 11 Exception Area ey iy b ol o ey Gl
0 0.125 0.25 05 0.75 ‘warranty of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose, accompanying this product.

However, notification of any errors will be appreciate

[ River

January 19, 2016



re————
A INO;DE:QROAVE I

TH ST—]

CK-DR

- ParkwAY.DRE /| | |

WOODCHU

[ 1]

I

°)

%
%

o

>

=z

2

o5
BROOKTROUT, CT-

2
ul
Py
el
m
h,%
ya'ana\dd

HOLTZCLAW: R’IZ)——I
A b@f

—
e
m
o o
[l (o)
o | m—
o w
m
|G TIMBER DR=%
]
i
)
(<]
1\% s
Iy
WDR
[] T
.
Wys)

4
2
VRS
1]

(7}

=

I
=
ay
- -
S8
— 3 =
T z
DEEPR-WOODS R
L]

5

NN

—F»IAUN LIN

|
]

E—
WTODSTOCK‘ DR

|

C
<
m

2\

|

Z
2

sLLLITS:

HUNTINGTON:RD.

y

OE
9]

EEREELNE

WM LSTH

=5

i

N1

—3
2y
o L
E Ha
lRD

HOMESTEAI

e]
a z |
>
=
z
b

I
L
|=-DEEDON!RD. | | | | |I l|

LY
NORTH DR &
STR D Fq <
= AEEE

(:f_r  covme

I
l

2y

L
O
o)
-
)

o
%DRE

MURRY:DR

HOWARDLN=

ﬂ
>
Q.
m
pe)
1
CLer
L
NTA BAI

=

—I__
f TE

PAULINAWVIEW!R PlN«\

T

l
w

l
l
RAIL‘RLAD S

ot

i
LH
I3
[
AN

MEADOW: L
l

TI_"

l
[
l
|

TTT DR
j—,—,_{_’_NoRTHwo 0
WLN '/l

OUNTAIN:VIE!
SUNSET.LN

_‘
b3
m
(%}
=
o
)
L

|
@)
<
3

[

o

T
2 3
| CASCADE L o La Pine-—
2 > e e L] | T |
g E — — i
S a i | - — g
ACOBSEN RD 38 I e fir
=3 —] 5 )
] fa) -
TAGEIRD ' BURGESSRD, >ﬁ &
i E
o o
LTTTTEA 0 z 3
| —c a ELENALN 8
(= 1 e Z <
i} ==L < E s
e 3 J =
I 2 I3 T > WILLOW, LN
o = ] .
LESLEDREZ- | & 3 Bl
| TE- g o 2
| [ = |
[ o o >
2 ; g_ EVERGREEN'LN
—1 X 2 ‘—l |l

Legend Goal 11 Exception Area

—— Railroad Exhibit A - Map 11 of 18
avemnan ) to Ordinance 2016-007
: = Unincorporated Community
.
D Goal 11 Exception Map Index @
i s g s gt g e s oy .15
Goal 11 Exception Area s et oG o 7, bssies oy

Miles

- River

January 19, 2016



NEWBERRY.RD.

ay-y3a1avaa

-

Legend

——+ Railroad

:_....1 Unincorporated Community

D Goal 11 Exception Map Index
Goal 11 Exception Area

- River

Goal 11 Exception Area

Exhibit A - Map 12 of 18
to Ordinance 2016-007

®

0 0.125  0.25 0.5 0.75
Miles

January 19, 2016

DISCLAIMER

“The information on this map was derived from digital databases on Deschutes County’s G.1.S.
Care was taken in the creation of this map, but it is provided "as is". Deschutes County
cannot accept any responsibilty for errors, omissions, or positional accuracy in the digital
data or the underlying records. There are no warranties, express or implied, including the
warranty of merchantabilty or fitness for a particular purpose, accompanying this product.
However, nolification of any errors will be appreciated.



PONDEROSA WA

&

N
O
:\9\“?"
\N‘(\W C
N'SUGAR p\NE WA‘\(é'

i

GARPINE "'/Avé
LGN /
ST

Legend

——+ Railroad

. : Unincorporated Community

Goal 11 Exception Map Index

Goal 11 Exception Area

- River

Goal 11 Exception Area

Exhibit A - Map 13 of 18
to Ordinance 2016-007

®

January 19, 2016

0.5 0.75

0 0125  0.25
Miles

DISCLAIMER
“The information on this map was derived from digital databases on Deschutes County’s G.1.S.
s County

Care was taken in the creation of this map. but it is provided "as is".
cannot accept any responsibilty for errors, omissions, or positional accuracy in the digial
data or the underlying records. There are no waranties, express or implied, including the

anty of merchantabilty or fitness for a particular purpose, accompanying this product.
However, notfication of any errors wil be appreciate



5
ﬁ&’q [~
v

RDD llfNE—

%‘\JA

1]

i

S

SWISS pjp it

| 1/

iEZE

CASCADE LN=

: A e
Wh|§tle ) g:
Stop JACOBSEN RD. a—}

“SWBURGESS!

mn
2
Q
=1
P
(@)
m
0
O

1

LT

l

| R
1L

LECHN

y
|

B f;

[T11
[

ESLIE D:RI:I:

o

[
JERINN!

2
p=
o}

DELLRD

=

o | — | 1]
o— LLAND.DR z
o ] | | K
2 — >
o o
(- o
w Cowe
{7 | — o
i
WRIGHT-AVE: 2
LTI %

o
2y
| |
I
T
T[] ||

ACAR:LN=

L >

T T

2.

\=H|=

LN

TROUT:

[o
m—

D

2|

(=

%
[cumicln
me
e
S

m_|

NG
o
S,
5

w
=SHAY:LN

[T

[~ =WELCHRD.
II,T

R

|

v

|
VE =

—6TH:ST——]

IERCEIR

2 :E: I
x i L]
Legend Goal 11 Exception Area
—— Railroad Exhibit A - Map 14 of 18
avemnan ) to Ordinance 2016-007
. = Unincorporated Community
D Goal 11 Exception Map Index @

Goal 11 Exception Area

- River

0 0.125 0.25 0.5 0.75

Miles

January 19, 2016

e information on this map was defived from digital databases on Deschies County's G.1.S.
Care was taken in the creation of ths map, but it s provided “as is". Deschutes County
cannot accept any responsibilty for errors, omissions, or positional accuracy in the digial
data or the underlying records. There are no waranties, express or implied, including the
‘warranty of merchantabilty or fitness for a particular purpose, accompanying this product.
However, notfication of any errors wil be appreciate



11/ &-WEST:DR= i { = [
S N?E"IZI‘-N [ 2 B y .
3 [ S [E5——ud
CASCADE LN~ [[[I5 g & 1 el y — 7 .
N:§ 2 © 2 (5 s et € [ g[TRecrRro
g w 3 £ w & ——< W
3 = 2 & 2=t T
s i ] < s e[
JACOBSEN RD & = : o-LRY
Q.
g ./
FRONTAGEIRD, ] s AN
|| & g
- :4
J_LL | | o i
Ll || = i
B : :
[T I T
Vil S L
DDELL'RD[—{ &
TR ER 825
VOODLAND;DR =z F o
q (S) -
Wit e
o
o
Il
| [rap—
| =
L WRIGHT AVE Lo
o

T
|

[

J

i —n]

D,
ARLENE W
Y

City of
La Pine

PIERGE

I
LT

MEMORIAL LN

VICTORY-WAY__ z

[=)
o
I
[3)
<
Q
o

) e a"ER2n ab ab eb-a» |

I - e

ASSEMBLY-WAY:

|

BOX-WAY.
HDu_LON:WAYH
M:FOSS.RD

/ANS:WAY-
HINKLE:WAY;

FINLEY-BUTTE-RD,

]
]
RUSSELERD-— =11 11 1]

H B
T
City of

HUNTINGTON:RD!
)_ H
%‘REBLE AY:
2 %
2 %—’»_
ANCHOR-WAY-
———EV/

. A
TR LaPine-3 3
L it 3 @
;%ASSIDYDR s—L§
u RII;E% s
S BETTY DR ' K
' %

= 1
k il BASSETT: DR

JACKPINE LOOP /
I

i

Legend

——+ Railroad

. : Unincorporated Community

Goal 11 Exception Map Index

Goal 11 Exception Area

- River

Goal 11 Exception Area

Exhibit A - Map 15 of 18
to Ordinance 2016-007

@ DISCLAIMER
“The information on this map was derived from digital dat Deschutes County's G.L.S.
c:
c
e
i

0 0.125  0.25 0.5 0.75
Miles

January 19, 2016



&
&
=
00
. (\\Q/ Q
W
MASTEN:RD.

ER'LN

LYO

L/'t[/e De

Legend

——+ Railroad

. = Unincorporated Community

Goal 11 Exception Map Index

Goal 11 Exception Area

- River

Goal 11 Exception Area

Exhibit A - Map 16 of 18
to Ordinance 2016-007

®

0 0125  0.25 0.5 0.75
Miles

January 19, 2016

DISCLAIMER:
The information on this map was derived from digital databases on Deschutes County's G.1.S
Care was taken i the creation of this map, but tis provided "as is". Deschutes County
cannot accept any responsibilty for errors, omissions, or positional accuracy in the digial
data or the underlying records. There are no waranties, express or implied, including the
warranty of merchantabilty or fitness for a partcular purpose, accompanying this product.
However, notfication of any errors wil be appreciate




WI JCIH IR!:
=i
[T
o ——
i
—

I
D
L[1]T]

[
PARKE

i
i T []]]]
i
X
o
e |
w
=2
—3
%
o
2
%;‘op (&
5 5
0 3
-3 —5 2
] | & MASTEN'RD ] %
% “&
[]1 g
[ o
— 4 g
EYORKIE LN~ 2 g
5 2 g
g H 8
—— & 1 2
E
A
&)
A
g

Legend Goal 11 Exception Area

——+ Railroad Exhibit A - Map 17 of 18

avemnan ) to Ordinance 2016-007
. . > Unincorporated Community

D Goal 11 Exception Map Index @

“The information on this map was derived from digital databases on Deschutes County’s G.1.S.
Care was taken in the creation of this map, but it is provided "as is". Deschutes County
cannot accept any responsibilty for errors, omissions, or positional accuracy in the digital

Goal 11 Exception Area e s 1 oty
warranty of merchantabilty or fitness for a particular purpose, accompanying this product.

0 0.125  0.25 0.5 0.75 However, notfication of any efrors vill be appreciated.

Miles

January 19, 2016



|
DIANNE RD

I
L

JACKPINE LOOP

l

COYOTE RD

——MASTEN

PREBLE-WAY

PREBI

HEATH DR

YN

RILEY;

&

—
RD7

f

CASSIDY-DR

RILEY:DR

BETTY:DR
|\ BASSETT.DR :

e

§:—C|ty of

I i

CW-REEVEg In

La Pine

MITTS WAY:E

SiLveg LAKE

LEN:LOOP

WHITE BUCK:, AvE—L”

WAYN E:

T

OX

L

LS LAPINE DR

fa)
[
z
o
=
Q
4
E
=)
JI

RUSSELLRD

DARLENE WAY

Legend

——— Railroad

: Unincorporated Community

Goal 11 Exception Map Index

Goal 11 Exception Area

- River

Goal 11 Exception Area

Exhibit A - Map 18 of 18
to Ordinance 2016-007

®

0.25 0.5 0.75

0 0.125
Miles

January 19, 2016

DISCLAIMER

‘The information on this map was derived from digital databases on Deschutes County's G.L.S.
Care was taken in the creation of this map, but it is provided "as is". Deschutes County
cannot accept any responsibilty for errors, omissions, or positional accuracy in the digital
data or the underlying records. There are no warranties, express or implied, including the
warranty of merchantabilty or fitness for a particular purpose, accompanying this product.
However, notification of any errors will be appreciat



Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan Amendments for Sections 5.10 and 5.12

Language to be added shown as underlined

Section 5.10, Goal Exception Statements

Southern Deschutes County — Ordinance 2015-007

A reasons exception was taken to Goal 11 to allow for sewers in the unincorporated lands of
southern Deschutes County due to issues with high groundwater and nitrates.

Section 5.12, Legislative History
Ordinance Date Adopted/Effective Chapter/Section Amendment

2016-007 (To Be Decided) 3.11 Map Goal 11 Exception Area

in southern Deschutes
County; amend Newberry
Country Plan Policy 9.1

Exhibit B, BOCC Ordinance 2016-007



Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan Supplement, Newberry Country: A Plan for Southern
Deschutes County, Amendments

Language to be added shown as_underlined; language to be deleted shown as_strikethrough-

Goal 9

Goal 9

Policy 9.1

Policy 9.3

Partner with the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) to protect
groundwater and public health

Explore opportunities for Goal 11 exceptions and the full range of advance
wastewater treatment opportunities, including but not limited to, the use of onsite
alternative treatment technology, centralized sewer systems and cluster
systems.

a. The zoning of the properties identified in the Goal 11 exception will retain the
same zoning as prior to the Goal 11 exception; the Goal 11 exception cannot
be used to upzone properties to more intense uses

Implement the Steering Committee Recommendations from the 2013 DEQ

Report on South Deschutes County and North Klamath

a. The County shall support efforts by DEQ to fund a groundwater testing
program

b. The County shall ensure any Sanitation Authority proposed for South
Deschutes County will comply with the applicable laws and administrative
rules regarding the Sanitary Authority’s formation

c. Continue to education livestock owners and complaining parties by
distributing the matrix “Keeping of Livestock in Rural Residential Setting:
Education and Enforcement Resources” and updating the matrix as
circumstances warrant.

d. Coordinate with DEQ to assess the feasibility of establishing a
permitting/groundwater _monitoring program for_all golf courses, nurseries,
commercial RV parks, manufactured/mobile _home parks and other point
sources.

e. The Environmental Soils Division will coordinate with DEQ on the timeline for
the continued use of Alternative Treatment Technology (ATT) systems for on-
site septic use.

f. Coordinate research with DEQ on how other states have established financial
aid for sewage treatment solutions and propose an approach to use in
southern Deschutes County.

g. Continue to involve South County residents on groundwater issues.

h. Support DEQ’s efforts to assess green technology for wastewater disposal
and setting of applicable performance standards.

EXHIBIT C, BOCC Ordinance 2016-007 Page 1 of 2



Groundwater Quality

On July 2013 DEQ released its “South Deschutes County/North Klamath Groundwater
Protection: Report and Recommendations.” The report recommended a Goal 11
exception based on the Steering Committee’s unanimous approval on January 9, 2013.
The Goal 11 exception was preferred for several reasons, including the size and density
of residential lots that predated the establishment of the state’s 10-acre minimum lot
size; the ability of citizens to implement public sewage treatment, but not be mandated to
choose sewers; and that centralized systems allow better treatment of nitrates and other
contaminants.

The Goal 11 exception was approved under land use application 247-15-000308-PA and
implemented through Ordinance 2015-007, which are adopted into this plan by
reference.

EXHIBIT C, BOCC Ordinance 2016-007 Page 2 of 2



Community Development Department

Planning Division Building Safety Division Environmental Soils Division

P.O. Box 6005 117 NW Lafayette Avenue Bend, Oregon 97708-6005
(541)388-6575 FAX (541)385-1764
http://www.co.deschutes.or.us/cdd/

FINDINGS
FILE NUMBER: 247-15-000308-PA

APPLICANTS: Nick Lelack, Director
Deschutes County Community Development Department
P.O. Box 6005, 117 NW Lafayette Ave.
Bend, OR 97708-6005

Jon Jinings, Community Services Specialist
Department of Land Conservation and Development
650 SW Columbia St., Millpoint Building #7100
Bend, OR 97702

Eric Nigg, Eastern Regional Water Quality Manager
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

475 NE Bellevue, Suite 110

Bend, OR 97701

REQUEST: Amend the Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan to add an exception
to Statewide Planning Goal 11 (Public Facilities and Services) to allow for
sewers in unincorporated lands in southern Deschutes County; amend
applicable Newberry Country Plan goals and policies regarding public
facilities and groundwater; add Goal 11 map indicating affected tax lots

STAFF CONTACT: Peter Russell, Senior Transportation Planner

. APPLICABLE CRITERIA:

Title 22, Deschutes County Development Procedures

Title 23, Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan

Newberry County: A Plan for Southern Deschutes County (addendum to Comprehensive Plan)

Oregon Revised Statute 197.732, Goal Exceptions

Oregon Administrative Rule Chapter 660, Division 4, Interpretation of Goal 2 Exceptions
Process

Oregon Administrative Rule Chapter 660, Division 11, Public Facilities Planning

Oregon Administrative Rule Chapter 660, Division 12, Transportation Planning

Statewide Planning Goal 11, Public Facilities and Services

Other Statewide Planning Goals

Quality Services Performed with Pride



PROPOSED PLAN AMENDMENT

The proposed amendments to Deschutes County’s Comprehensive Plan are to allow rural
sewers in unincorporated lands in southern Deschutes County. The exception would allow the
option of sewers at varying scales, but would not require them.

The affected lands are either exception lands already; lands in other categories that are
adjacent to exception lands and have existing residential settlement patterns and/or are
surrounded by public lands; lands in other categories that have an existing residential
settlement pattern and are surrounded by public lands.

Plan and/or policy language to be deleted is indicated by strikethrough-while new language is
underlined.

BACKGROUND

The La Pine sub-basin of the Upper Deschutes River is underlain by a shallow aquifer that
currently supplies the primary source of drinking water for approximately 18,000 people. The
soils in the region are highly porous and permeable with no impervious layer to protects the
aquifer from pollution sources. In addition, the region’s soils are young, pumice-based
(volcanic), and relatively low in organic matter. Recharge from natural (precipitation) or human
(residential onsite system discharges or irrigation) sources moves rapidly down through surface
soils to the aquifer.

The water table ranges in depth from less than two feet to about thirty feet below land surface.
Recharge (precipitation that reaches groundwater) from infiltration of precipitation averages 2.0
inches per year; the balance of water from precipitation evaporates, transpires, or discharges
via surface runoff to rivers. Groundwater discharges in the basin include baseflow contributions
to the Deschutes and Little Deschutes Rivers, evapotranspiration by vegetation, and water
pumped from wells.

Regional groundwater characteristics include temperatures that are among the lowest in the
state, generally 42.5 -F (6 -C) to 48.2 -F (9 -C) and high dissolved oxygen content (3 mg/L to 6
mg/L). Groundwater velocities are low and, at the water table, groundwater is generally oxic
(oxygen rich conditions); however, at depths ranging from near zero to more than fifty feet below
the water table it becomes suboxic (depleted oxygen conditions) and natural nitrate reduction
(denitrification) can occur. Denitrification thus keeps deeper portions of the La Pine aquifer
essentially nitrate-free, but the oxic portions remain vulnerable to nitrate contamination from
onsite systems, the primary anthropogenic source. Nitrate contamination of the oxic
groundwater is a concern in this region because the shallow oxic aquifer is the desired drinking
water supply for individual domestic wells and because of the potential for nitrogen-enriched
groundwater to discharge to the nitrogen-limited rivers in the region.

Development in rural areas threatens groundwater quality in southern Deschutes County
through onsite system discharges. About 15,000 lots of one-half to one-acre in size were
platted prior to enactment of Oregon’s land use planning laws in the 1960s and 1970s. These
lots are located within a corridor near the scenic Deschutes River and the Little Deschutes
River. Subdivision developers marketed these lots nationally with no promise of infrastructure
improvements and without an understanding of the region’s high water table or the aquifer’s
vulnerability. Currently, there are approximately 7,000 improved lots in the La Pine region study
area use conventional onsite systems and individually owned drinking water wells. Most of
these wells draw from the most vulnerable upper 100 feet of the aquifer.

Exhibit D, BOCC Ordinance 2016-007 PAGE 2 OF 36



South Deschutes County has been the focus of extensive local, state and federal attention
beginning in the early 1980s with the identification of significant groundwater impacts from
onsite wastewater treatment systems in the then La Pine Unincorporated Community. Provided
below is a timeline of events related to water quality in the region.

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) in July 1996 began a program
to study the more than 12,000 residential lots platted in the 1960s and ‘70s in an area of
approximately 42 square miles, which are primarily served by on-site septic systems. The
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) assisted with the process as did the United States
Geological Survey (USGS), which produced a model of groundwater movement and pollution.
The result was this area of southern Deschutes County was at risk of having nitrate levels
exceed federal and state standards for drinking water. A final report was issued to DLCD in
1999.

Deschutes County had enacted a local rule in 2008 to address the problem, which would require
residents to convert their existing septic systems to alternative treatment systems within 14
years. The local rule was subsequently overturned by voters in 2009. DEQ convened an
advisory committee in 2010 to study the problem and that group recommended the problem be
addressed with sewers rather than upgraded on-site septic systems. A sewer on rural lands
requires an exception to Statewide Planning Goal 11, Public Facilities Planning. Such an
exception is specifically allowed to mitigate an imminent public health hazard. @ The DEQ
advisory committee in 2013 recommended pursuing this course.

DEQ, DLCD, and Deschutes County staff then held public meetings in April 2015 in La Pine and
Sunriver to discuss the purpose of Goal 11, how an exception to Goal 11 would be processed
by Deschutes County, and that a Goal 11 exception offers the option of sewers but did not
mandate sewers.

AFFECTED AREA

The areas affected by the proposal are unsewered areas between Sunriver and the Klamath
County border; this area is formally defined as those unincorporated portions of Deschutes
County contained in Townships 19S, 20S, 21S, and 22S and Ranges 9E, 10E and 11E, except
those areas authorized for sewer.

REVIEW CRITERIA

Ordinance 2016-007 adopts these findings for a Goal 11 exception to allow sewer service to
rural lands in southern Deschutes County. Deschutes County lacks specific approval criteria in
Deschutes County Code (DCC) Titles 18, 22, or 23 for a legislative plan and text amendment.
The County is a co-applicant with DEQ, which has partnered with DLCD; these findings
demonstrate compliance with the applicable Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS), Oregon
Administrative Rules (OAR), Statewide Planning Goals, and the County’s Comprehensive Plan.
DEQ and DLCD were the subject matter experts for the ORS, OAR, and Statewide Planning
Goals and prepared the findings for those areas; County staff prepared the findings that
pertained to the Comprehensive Plan and Transportation Planning Rule (TPR).

The findings are organized as follows:

e Section (1) — Title 22, Deschutes County Development Procedures

e Section (2) — Title 23, Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan
e Section (3) — Newberry Country: A Plan for Southern Deschutes County
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Section (4) - ORS 197, Comprehensive Land Use Planning

Section (5) — OAR Chapter 660, Division 4, Interpretation of Goal 2 Exceptions Process
Section (6) - OAR Chapter 660, Division 11, Public Facilities Planning

Section (7) — OAR Chapter 660, Division 12, Transportation Planning

Section (8) - Statewide Planning Goal 11, Public Facilities and Services

Section (9) - Other Statewide Planning Goals

Section (1) — Title 22, Deschutes County Development Procedures
A. CHAPTER 22.12, LEGISLATIVE PROCEDURES

1. Section 22.12.010.

Hearing Required

FINDING: The Planning Commission held public hearings on July 23, August 13, and
September 10, 2015, and unanimously recommended the Board of County Commissioners
approve the application as modified during the PC hearings. The Board held a public hearings
on October 28, November 23, and December 9, 2015, and January 6, 2016. The Board finds
this criterion has been met.

2. Section 22.12.020, Notice

Notice

A. Published Notice
1. Notice of a legislative change shall be published in a
newspaper of general circulation in the county at least 10
days prior to each public hearing.
2. The notice shall state the time and place of the hearing and
contain a statement describing the general subject matter of
the ordinance under consideration.

FINDING: The Board finds this criterion has been met as notice was published in the Bend
Bulletin newspaper on June 28, 2015, and described the proposal.

B. Posted Notice. Notice shall be posted at the discretion of the
Planning Director and where necessary to comply with ORS 203.045.

FINDING: The Board finds this criterion has been met as notice was posted in the bulletin
board in the lobby of the Deschutes County Community Development Department, 117 NW
Lafayette, Bend as well as being posted on-line on the Planning Division website.

C. Individual notice. Individual notice to property owners, as defined in
DCC 22.08.010(A), shall be provided at the discretion of the Planning
Director, except as required by ORS 215.503.

FINDING: A flyer explaining the proposal was mailed to all property owners in the proposed
Goal 11 exception area. The Board finds this criterion has been met.

D. Media notice. Copies of the notice of hearing shall be transmitted to
other newspapers published in Deschutes County.
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FINDING: Notice was provided to the County public information official for wider media
distribution. The Board finds this criterion has been met.

3. Section 22.12.030 Initiation of Legislative Changes.

A legislative change may be initiated by application of individuals upon
payment of required fees as well as by the Board of County
Commissioners.

FINDING: The application was jointly initiated by the Deschutes County Planning Division at
the direction of the Board of County Commissioners, the Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DLCD), and Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). The Board finds this
criterion has been met.

4, Section 22.12.040. Hearings Body

A. The following shall serve as hearings or review body for legislative
changes in this order:
1. The Planning Commission.
2. The Board of County Commissioners.

FINDING: The Board finds this criterion has been met as the order of public hearings was met
by the Planning Commission holding initial public hearings on July 23 and August 13, 2015
followed by deliberations on September 10, 2015. The Board held its public hearings on
October 28, November 23, and December 9, 2015, and January 6, 2016.

B. Any legislative change initiated by the Board of County
Commissioners shall be reviewed by the Planning Commission prior
to action being taken by the Board of Commissioners.

FINDING: The Board finds this criterion has been met as the Planning Commission public
hearing preceded the Board public hearing.

5. Section 22.12.050 Final Decision

All legislative changes shall be adopted by ordinance

FINDING: Land use application 247-15-000308-PA is implemented by Ordinance 2016-007;
the Board finds this criterion has been met.

Section (2) — Title 23, Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan
Chapter 2, Resource Management Section
Goal 5 Protect and improve water quality in the Deschutes River Basin.
Policy 2.5.19 Coordinate with stakeholders to address water-related public health issues.
a. Support amendments to State regulations to permit centralized sewer systems in

areas with high levels of existing or potential development or identified water
quality concerns.
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b. If a public health hazard is declared in rural Deschutes County, expedite actions
such as legislative amendments allowing sewers or similar infrastructure.

FINDING: This Goal 11 exception is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, Section 2.5,
Water Resource Goals and Policies, specifically Policy 2.5.19(b). The Goal 11 exception will
allow sewers on rural lands in southern Deschutes County that are facing an imminent threat to
public health. The Board finds this criterion has been met.

Chapter 5, Supplemental Section, Newberry Country: A Plan for Southern Deschutes County
FINDING: The Newberry Country Plan is addressed in Section 3 below.
Section 5.10, Exception Statements
FINDING: This section of the Comprehensive Plan lists all previous exception statements;
there are no goals, policies, or ordinances. The exception statement is for a reasons exception
from Goal 11 to allow rural sewers in southern Deschutes County to protect groundwater from
nitrate incursion as adopted by Ordinance 2016-007 and will be added to the list.
The following language will be added to Section 5.10:

A reasons exception was taken to Goal 11 to allow for sewers in the

unincorporated lands of southern Deschutes County due to issues with high
groundwater and nitrates.

The Board finds this criterion has been met.

Section 5.12, Legislative History

FINDING: This section of the Comprehensive Plan lists all ordinances; there are no goals,
policies, or objectives. The Goal 11 reasons exception and its implementing ordinance 2016-
007 and the description of its purposed will be added to the legislative history list. The Board
find this criterion has been met.

Section (3) — Newberry Country: A Plan for Southern Deschutes County, 2012-2032

Goal 5 Address high groundwater lots and zoning and surveying issues.

Policy 5.1 Develop a work plan with affected stakeholders to determine the future development
and conservation potential of approximately 1,500 high groundwater lots. The work plan will
need to incorporate the potential for an unknown number of lots to be served by centralized
sewer or other methods of collection in the future, which would make them developable, where
that possibility may not currently exist. The work plan shall, at a minimum, analyze:

a. The impact of the newly permitted development on roads, riparian areas, wildlife
habitat, and wetlands; and

b. Acquisition options such as purchasing the lots, land transfers or other ideas.

FINDING: This Goal 11 exception will allow the potential establishment of sewers on rural lands
in southern Deschutes County. The provided maps and written description of the affected area
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with high groundwater, i.e. depth to groundwater is 24 inches or less. A GIS analysis that
included any lot with any amount of high groundwater identified approximately 3,353 high
groundwater lots of which 2,153 are currently vacant. Of those vacant lots, 1,823 are zoned
either Rural Residential, 10-acre minimum (RR-10) or are split-zoned RR-10 and Flood Plain
(FP). The section of this document dealing with Statewide Planning Goals 5, 6, 7, 12 addresses
Policy 5.1(a). As no property is being purchased at this time, Policy 5.1(b) does not apply. The
Goal 11 exception is consistent with Goal 5 and its policies from the Newberry Country Plan.

Additionally, the Newberry Country Plan on Page 36 references a yet-unfinished DEQ process
to address groundwater in southern Deschutes County. Specifically, the Newberry Country
Plan states “[A]s of the date of this Plan’s adoption, the DEQ Steering Committee is in the final
stages of developing recommendations to protect the groundwater.” The Plan was adopted in
May 2013.

In July 2013, the DEQ released the “South Deschutes/North Klamath Groundwater Protection:
Report and Recommendations.” On page 5, the report states the Steering Committee
unanimously approved on Jan. 9, 2013, to “[P]rovide a Goal 11 exception for the at-risk areas in
South Deschutes and North Klamath counties for the following reasons...” and lists among other
variables the size of lots platted prior to the 10-acre minimum begin established under the state
planning system; the better treatment of nitrate reduction and other contaminants; the ability to
allow sewers into the region, but that they would not be mandated; and that citizens could then
to implement public sewage treatment systems.

The now-dated language on Page 36 will be amended as follows:

On July 2013 DEQ released its “South Deschutes County/North Klamath

Groundwater Protection: Report and Recommendations.” The report
recommended a Goal 11 exception based on the Steering Committee’s
unanimous approval on January 9, 2013. The Goal 11 exception was preferred
for _several reasons, including the size and density of residential lots that
predated the establishment of the state’s 10-acre minimum lot size; the ability of
citizens to implement public sewage treatment, but not be mandated to choose
sewers; and that centralized systems allow better treatment of nitrates and other
contaminants.

The Goal 11 exception was approved under land use application 247-15-000308-
PA and implemented through Ordinance 2016-007, which are adopted into this
plan by reference.

The Goal 11 exception is consistent with the goals and policies of the Newberry Country Plan;
therefore the Board finds these criteria have been met.

Goal 9 Partner with the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) to protect
groundwater and public health.

Policy 9.1 Explore opportunities for Goal 11 exceptions and the full range of advance

wastewater treatment opportunities, including but not limited to, the use of onsite alternative
treatment technology, centralized sewer systems and cluster systems.
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The plan amendment would add the following language to Policy 9.1:

a. The zoning on the properties identified in the Goal 11 exception will retain the
same zoning as prior to the Goal 11 exception; the Goal 11 exception cannot be
used to upzone properties to more intense land uses

Policy 9.2 Conduct a joint Board of County Commissioner/Planning Commission hearing in
Newberry Country to:

a. Discuss the South County/Northern Klamath County steering committee
Recommendations; and

b. Allow for public comments

Policy 9.3 Implement the Steering Committee Recommendations from the 2013 DEQ
Report on South Deschutes County and North Klamath

a. The County shall support efforts by DEQ to fund a groundwater testing program

b. The County shall ensure any Sanitation Authority proposed for South Deschutes
County will comply with the applicable laws and administrative rules regarding
the Sanitary Authority’s formation

C. Continue to educate livestock owners and complaining parties by distributing the
matrix “Keeping of Livestock in Rural Residential Setting: Education and
Enforcement Resources” and updating the matrix as circumstances warrant.

d. Coordinate _with  DEQ to assess the feasibility of establishing a
permitting/groundwater _monitoring _program_for _all golf courses, nurseries,
commercial RV parks, manufactured/mobile home parks and other point sources.

e. The Environmental Soils Division will coordinate with DEQ on the timeline for the
continued use of Alternative Treatment Technology (ATT) systems for on-site
septic use.

f. Coordinate research with DEQ on how other states have established financial aid

for sewage treatment solutions and propose an approach to use in_southern
Deschutes County.

g. Continue to involve South County residents on groundwater issues.

h. Support DEQ’s efforts to assess green technology for wastewater disposal and
setting of applicable performance standards.

FINDING: The proposed Goal 11 exception is expressly specified in Policy 9.1. The Board of
County Commissioners and Planning Commission held a joint meeting in La Pine on July 25,
2013, to hear the recommendations from the South County/Northern Klamath County steering
committee and received public comments. The proposed policy language will ensure the land
use patterns are not substantially changed in southern Deschutes County. The Board finds this
criterion has been met.

Section (4), ORS 197.732, Goal Exceptions

ORS 197.732 Goal exceptions; criteria; rules; review (1) As used in this section:
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(@) “Compatible” is not intended as an absolute term meaning no interference
or adverse impacts of any type with adjacent uses.

(b) “Exception” means a comprehensive plan provision, including an
amendment to an acknowledged comprehensive plan, that:

(A) Is applicable to specific properties or situations and does not
establish a planning or zoning policy of general applicability;

(B) Does not comply with some or all goal requirements applicable to
the subject properties or situations; and

(© Complies with standards under subsection (2) of this section.

FINDING: The provisions of ORS 197.732 are further refined and interpreted by Statewide
Planning Goal 2 and OAR Chapter 660, Divisions 4 and 11. The legal tests established in state
statute are satisfied by adequately responding to the applicable provisions of Oregon
administrative rules. Additional findings to OAR Chapter 660, Divisions 4 and 11 are provided in
Sections (2) & (3) below. The Board finds these criteria have been met.

ORS 197.732(2) A local government may adopt an exception to a goal if:

(a) The land subject to the exception is physically developed to the extent that
itis no longer available for uses allowed by the applicable goal;

(b) The land subject to the exception is irrevocably committed as described by
Land Conservation and Development Commission rule to uses not allowed
by the applicable goal because existing adjacent uses and other relevant
factors make uses allowed by the applicable goal impracticable; or

(c) The following standards are met:

(A) Reasons justify why the state policy embodied in the applicable
goals should not apply;

(B) Areas that do not require a new exception cannot reasonably
accommodate the use;

(© The long term environmental, economic, social and energy
consequences resulting from the use at the proposed site with
measures designed to reduce adverse impacts are not significantly
more adverse than would typically result from the same proposal
being located in areas requiring a goal exception other than the
proposed site; and

(D) The proposed uses are compatible with other adjacent uses or will
be so rendered through measures designed to reduce adverse
impacts.

FINDING: The provisions of ORS 197.732 are further refined and interpreted by Statewide

Planning Goal 2 and OAR Chapter 660, Divisions 4 and 11. The legal tests established in state
statute are satisfied by adequately responding to the applicable provisions of Oregon
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administrative rules. Please see additional findings to OAR Chapter 660, Divisions 4 and 11 in
Sections (2) & (3) provided below. The Board finds these criteria have been met.

ORS 197.732(3) The commission shall adopt rules establishing:

(a) That an exception may be adopted to allow a use authorized by a statewide
planning goal that cannot comply with the approval standards for that type
of use;

(b) Under what circumstances particular reasons may or may not be used to
justify an exception under subsection (2)(c)(A) of this section; and

(c) Which uses allowed by the applicable goal must be found impracticable
under subsection (2) of this section.

FINDING: The provisions of ORS 197.732 are further refined and interpreted by Statewide
Planning Goal 2 and OAR Chapter 660, Divisions 4 and 11. The legal tests established in state
statute are satisfied by adequately responding to the applicable provisions of Oregon
administrative rules. Please see additional findings to OAR Chapter 660, Divisions 4 and 11 in
Sections (2) & (3) provided below. The Board finds these criteria have been met.

ORS 197.732(4) A local government approving or denying a proposed exception shall set
forth findings of fact and a statement of reasons that demonstrate that the standards of
subsection (2) of this section have or have not been met.

FINDING: The findings in the rest of this document provide the factual basis for the Goal 11
exception based on the standards of the applicable administrative rules and County
Comprehensive Plan policies. The Board finds this criterion has been satisfied.

ORS 197.732(5) Each notice of a public hearing on a proposed exception shall
specifically note that a goal exception is proposed and shall summarize the issues in an
understandable manner.

FINDING: The public hearing on this proposed Goal 11 exception was properly noticed. The
Board finds this criterion has been satisfied.

Section (5) — OAR 660-004, Interpretation of Goal 2 Exceptions Process
660-004-0000 Purpose

OAR 660-004-0000(1) The purpose of this division is to interpret the requirements of
Goal 2 and ORS 197.732 regarding exceptions. This division explains the three types of
exceptions set forth in Goal 2 “Land Use Planning, Part Il, Exceptions.” Rules in other
divisions of OAR 660 provide substantive standards for some specific types of goal
exceptions. Where this is the case, the specific substantive standards in the other
divisions control over the more general standards of this division. However, the
definitions, notice, and planning and zoning requirements of this division apply to all
types of exceptions. The types of exceptions that are subject to specific standards in
other divisions are:

(@) Standards for a demonstration of reasons for sanitary sewer service to
rural lands are provided in OAR 660-011-0060(9);
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(b) Standards for a demonstration of reasons for urban transportation
improvements on rural land are provided in OAR 660-012-0070;

(c) Standards to determine irrevocably committed exceptions pertaining to
urban development on rural land are provided in OAR 660-014-0030, and
standards for demonstration of reasons for urban development on rural
land are provided in OAR 660-014-0040.

FINDING: The purpose of this Goal 11 exception proposal is to allow a sewer on rural lands in
southern Deschutes County. Section 4 of this document addresses the standards specified in
OAR 660-004-0000(1)(a), which directs the application to the applicable exception language at
OAR 660-011-0060(9). The Board finds this criterion has been satisfied.

OAR 660-004-0000(2) An exception is a decision to exclude certain land from the
requirements of one or more applicable statewide goals in accordance with the process
specified in Goal 2, Part Il, Exceptions. The documentation for an exception must be set
forth in a local government’s comprehensive plan. Such documentation must support a
conclusion that the standards for an exception have been met. The conclusion shall be
based on findings of fact supported by substantial evidence in the record of the local
proceeding and by a statement of reasons that explains why the proposed use not
allowed by the applicable goal, or a use authorized by a statewide planning goal that
cannot comply with the approval standards for that type of use, should be provided for.
The exceptions process is not to be used to indicate that a jurisdiction disagrees with a
goal.

FINDING: This Goal 11 exception proposal is supported by facts and evidence and a statement
of reasons why the proposal should be approved. These items are offered in detail in the
response to the provisions of OAR 660-004-0020 & 0022 and OAR 660-011-0060(9) below.
The Board finds this criterion has been satisfied.

OAR-660-004-0000(3) The intent of the exceptions process is to permit necessary
flexibility in the application of the Statewide Planning Goals. The procedural and
substantive objectives of the exceptions process are to:

(a) Assure that citizens and governmental units have an opportunity to
participate in resolving plan conflicts while the exception is being
developed and reviewed; and

(b) Assure that findings of fact and a statement of reasons supported by
substantial evidence justify an exception to a statewide goal.

FINDING: This Goal 11 exception proposal was reviewed by local decision makers over the
course of multiple local hearings that were open to the public. Any interested party had the
opportunity to participate and present testimony. The findings of fact and statement of reasons
supported by substantial evidence to justify an exception to Goal 11 were included as part of the
public record. The Board finds this criterion is satisfied.

OAR 660-004-0000(4) When taking an exception, a local government may rely on
information and documentation prepared by other groups or agencies for the purpose of
the exception or for other purposes, as substantial evidence to support its findings of
fact. Such information must be either included or properly incorporated by reference into
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the record of the local exceptions proceeding. Information included by reference must be
made available to interested persons for their review prior to the last evidentiary hearing
on the exception.

FINDING: Deschutes County has relied upon information and documentation prepared and
provided by co-applicant DEQ. It is included as an appendix. These materials were reviewed by
DLCD staff and are part of the public record of the land use application 247-15-000308-PA and
this implementing ordinance. The Board finds this criterion has been satisfied.

OAR 660-004-0005 Definitions For the purpose of this division, the definitions in ORS
197.015 and the Statewide Planning Goals shall apply. In addition, the following
definitions shall apply:

QD An "Exception" is a comprehensive plan provision, including an
amendment to an acknowledged comprehensive plan, that:

(a) Is applicable to specific properties or situations and does not
establish a planning or zoning policy of general applicability;

(b) Does not comply with some or all goal requirements applicable to
the subject properties or situations; and

(c) Complies with ORS 197.732(2), the provisions of this division and, if
applicable, the provisions of OAR 660-011-0060, 660-012-0070, 660-
014-0030 or 660-014-0040.

(2) "Resource Land" is land subject to one or more of the statewide goals
listed in OAR 660-004-0010(1)(a) through (g) except subsections (c) and (d).

3) "Non-resource Land" is land not subject to any of the statewide goals
listed in OAR 660-004-0010(1)(a) through (g) except subsections (c) and (d).
Nothing in these definitions is meant to imply that other goals, particularly
Goal 5, do not apply to non-resource land.

FINDING: This exception proposal does not attempt to use definitions that are different than
those identified at OAR 660-004-0005 above. Therefore, the exception proposal is consistent
with the ordinary definitions used to implement OAR Chapter 660, Division 4. The Board finds
this criterion has been satisfied.

660-004-0010 Application of the Goal 2 Exception Process to Certain Goals

OAR 660-004-0010(1) The exceptions process is not applicable to Statewide Goal 1
"Citizen Involvement" and Goal 2 "Land Use Planning." The exceptions process is
generally applicable to all or part of those statewide goals that prescribe or restrict
certain uses of resource land, restrict urban uses on rural land, or limit the provision of
certain public facilities and services. These statewide goals include but are not limited
to:

(a) Goal 3 "Agricultural Lands"; however, an exception to Goal 3 "Agricultural
Lands" is not required for any of the farm or nonfarm uses allowed in an
exclusive farm use (EFU) zone under ORS chapter 215 and OAR chapter
660, division 33, "Agricultural Lands", except as provided under OAR 660-
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004-0022 regarding a use authorized by a statewide planning goal that
cannot comply with the approval standards for that type of use;

(b) Goal 4 "Forest Lands"; however, an exception to Goal 4 "Forest Lands" is
not required for any of the forest or nonforest uses allowed in a forest or
mixed farm/forest zone under OAR chapter 660, division 6, "Forest Lands";

(c) Goal 11 "Public Facilities and Services" as provided in OAR 660-011-
0060(9);

(d) Goal 14 "Urbanization" as provided for in the applicable paragraph (1)(c)(A),
(B), (C) or (D) of this rule:

FINDING: The purpose of this Goal 11 exception proposal is to allow a sewer on rural lands in
southern Deschutes County. Section 4 of this document addresses the standards specified in
OAR 660-011-0060(9), which is the applicable exception language. The Board finds this
criterion has been satisfied.

OAR 660-004-0010(3) An exception to one goal or goal requirement does not ensure
compliance with any other applicable goals or goal requirements for the proposed uses
at the exception site. Therefore, an exception to exclude certain lands from the
requirements of one or more statewide goals or goal requirements does not exempt a
local government from the requirements of any other goal(s) for which an exception was
not taken.

FINDING: The purpose of this Goal 11 exception proposal is to allow a sewer on rural lands in
southern Deschutes County. This Goal 11 exception does not authorize relief from any other
applicable Statewide Planning Goal. The Board finds this criterion has been satisfied.

660-004-0015 Inclusion as Part of the Plan

D A local government approving a proposed exception shall adopt, as part of
its comprehensive plan, findings of fact and a statement of reasons that
demonstrate that the standards for an exception have been met. The
reasons and facts shall be supported by substantial evidence that the
standard has been met.

2) A local government denying a proposed exception shall adopt findings of
fact and a statement of reasons that demonstrate that the standards for an
exception have not been met. However, the findings need not be
incorporated into the local comprehensive plan.

FINDING: 660-004-0018 Planning and Zoning for Exception Areas
OAR 660-004-0018

(2) Purpose. This rule explains the requirements for adoption of plan and zone
designations for exceptions. Exceptions to one goal or a portion of one
goal do not relieve a jurisdiction from remaining goal requirements and do
not authorize uses, densities, public facilities and services, or activities
other than those recognized or justified by the applicable exception.
Physically developed or irrevocably committed exceptions under OAR 660-
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004-0025 and 660-004-0028 and 660-014-0030 are intended to recognize and
allow continuation of existing types of development in the exception area.
Adoption of plan and zoning provisions that would allow changes in
existing types of uses, densities, or services requires the application of the
standards outlined in this rule.

FINDING: The Goal 11 exception will not change the existing zoning, uses, or densities for the
affected properties. As part of the exception process, the County is amending the Newberry
Country Plan policies to specifically forbid the upzoning of lands receiving the Goal 11
exception. The Board finds this criterion has been met.

OAR 660-004-0018 (2) For "physically developed" and "irrevocably committed”
exceptions to goals, residential plan and zone designations shall authorize a single
numeric minimum lot size and all plan and zone designations shall limit uses, density,
and public facilities and services to those:

(a) That are the same as the existing land uses on the exception site;
(b) That meet the following requirements:

(A) The rural uses, density, and public facilities and services will
maintain the land as "Rural Land" as defined by the goals, and are
consistent with all other applicable goal requirements;

(B) The rural uses, density, and public facilities and services will not
commit adjacent or nearby resource land to uses not allowed by the
applicable goal as described in OAR 660-004-0028; and

(© The rural uses, density, and public facilities and services are
compatible with adjacent or nearby resource uses;

(c) For uses in unincorporated communities, the uses are consistent with OAR
660-022-0030, "Planning and Zoning of Unincorporated Communities", if
the county chooses to desighate the community under the applicable
provisions of OAR chapter 660, division 22; and

(d) For industrial development uses and accessory uses subordinate to the
industrial development, the industrial uses may occur in buildings of any
size and type provided the exception area was planned and zoned for
industrial use on January 1, 2004, subject to the territorial limits and other
requirements of ORS 197.713 and 197.714.

FINDING: This Goal 11 exception proposal is not utilizing either the “physically developed” or
“irrevocably committed” exception opportunities. Instead, this Goal 11 exception proposal is
pursuing a “reasons” exception pursuant to OAR 660-004-0020 & 0022. The Board finds this
criterion is not applicable.

OAR 660-004-0018(3) Uses, density, and public facilities and services not meeting
section (2) of this rule may be approved on rural land only under provisions for a reasons
exception as outlined in section (4) of this rule and applicable requirements of OAR 660-
004-0020 through 660-004-0022, 660-011-0060 with regard to sewer service on rural lands,
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OAR 660-012-0070 with regard to transportation improvements on rural land, or OAR 660-
014-0030 or 660-014-0040 with regard to urban development on rural land.

FINDING: This Goal 11 exception proposal is not utilizing either the “physically developed” or
“irrevocably committed” exception opportunities. Instead, this Goal 11 exception proposal is
pursuing a “reasons” exception pursuant to OAR 660-004-0020 & 0022. Therefore, the Board
finds this criterion is not applicable.

OAR 660-004-0018 (4) "Reasons" Exceptions:

(@) When a local government takes an exception under the "Reasons" section
of ORS 197.732(1)(c) and OAR 660-004-0020 through 660-004-0022, plan
and zone designations must limit the uses, density, public facilities and
services, and activities to only those that are justified in the exception.

(b) When a local government changes the types or intensities of uses or public
facilities and services within an area approved as a "Reasons" exception, a
new "Reasons" exception is required.

(c) When a local government includes land within an unincorporated
community for which an exception under the "Reasons" section of ORS
197.732(1)(c) and OAR 660-004-0020 through 660-004-0022 was previously
adopted, plan and zone designations must limit the uses, density, public
facilities and services, and activities to only those that were justified in the
exception or OAR 660-022-0030, whichever is more stringent.

FINDING: The purpose of this Goal 11 exception proposal is to allow a sewer on rural lands in
southern Deschutes County. This Goal 11 exception does not authorize any other uses that
would not be permissible under the existing comprehensive plan and zoning ordinance. The
Board finds this criterion has been satisfied.

Goal 2, Part ll(c), Exception Requirements
OAR 660-004-0020

(2) If a jurisdiction determines there are reasons consistent with OAR 660-004-
0022 to use resource lands for uses not allowed by the applicable Goal or
to allow public facilities or services not allowed by the applicable Goal, the
justification shall be set forth in the comprehensive plan as an exception.
As provided in OAR 660-004-0000(1), rules in other divisions may also

apply.

FINDING: The purpose of this Goal 11 exception is to allow sewer service to rural lands. The
exception is being taken under the criteria set forth in OAR 660-011-0060(9) as required by
OAR 660-004-0022. The Board finds this criterion is satisfied.

(2) The four standards in Goal 2 Part li(c) required to be addressed when
taking an exception to a goal are described in subsections (a) through (d)
of this section, including general requirements applicable to each of the
factors:
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(@) "Reasons justify why the state policy embodied in the applicable
goals should not apply.” The exception shall set forth the facts and
assumptions used as the basis for determining that a state policy
embodied in a goal should not apply to specific properties or
situations, including the amount of land for the use being planned
and why the use requires a location on resource land;

FINDING: In this case, the applicable state policy resides in Statewide Planning Goal 11
(Public Facilities and Services). The DEQ/DLCD/County seek relief from the provisions of Goal
11 that ordinarily prohibit sewer service from being provided to rural lands outside of urban
growth boundaries or unincorporated communities designated pursuant to OAR Chapter 660,
Division 22.

This criterion essentially requires a three-part response: 1) What “reasons” justify an exception
to the state policy embodied in the applicable goals; 2) A description of the use being planned;
and 3) Why the use requires a location on resource land. To try and simplify the response and
clarify the request these items have been addressed below in reverse order.

Location on Resource Land

This Goal 11 exception does not request a location on resource land. Instead, sewer service
would be available to residential development on lands planned and zoned for residential
activities. Most of this development is existing. Some potential for future development on
existing platted lots does exist.

The Use Being Planned

In most land use proposals the “use being planned” would add to the built environment by
enabling development activity (residential, industrial, commercial, etc...) not otherwise allowed
by the existing zoning framework. Goal 11 exceptions require a different perspective.

For example, the Land Use Board of Appeals has held that “In the context of a Goal 11
exception to extend public facilities to serve proposed development of lands outside the urban
growth boundary, the ‘proposed use’ can only be the proposed development to be served by the
facility extension and not the extended public facility.” Todd v. City of Florence, 52 )r LUBA 445
(2006)

This situation resembles Todd because it would authorize the establishment of sewer service in
order to support existing residential development and some future residential development.
This situation is unique because the facility being authorized is necessary to support the
proposed use by improving the basin’s groundwater quality over time. The subject lands are
planned and zoned to receive residential development. Failing to authorize sewer service will
eventually create unacceptable levels of contamination in the groundwater and place citizens at
risk of health concerns.

Based on this explanation the “use being planned” is existing homes and some new households
on lands planned and zoned for residential development. The proposed facilities would be
sewer service that is not otherwise available under Goal 11. The ultimate outcome will be
cleaner groundwater that will remain available as a source of drinking water for area residents
and not pose a threat to contaminate nearby surface water.

Reasons
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The following discussion provides facts and evidence demonstrating why the State policy
ordinarily discouraging sewer service on rural lands should not apply.

Residents of south Deschutes and north Klamath counties face challenging wastewater disposal
conditions. The area has porous, sandy, pumice soil derived from volcanic events and a
shallow, vulnerable aquifer, both of which allow for the potential contamination of drinking water.
These local conditions are unusual, as other parts of the state have finer silt and clay-like
subsurface soil that can form a protective layer above the groundwater.

Historical groundwater contamination in the downtown core of La Pine offers a good illustration
of the challenges facing much of the region. Studies of groundwater contamination, hydrology
and the effects of nitrates were conducted in southern Deschutes County beginning in the late
1970s. Well monitoring and analysis in the City of La Pine was performed in response to very
high nitrate concentrations in drinking water.® Nitrate concentrations in drinking water wells
commonly exceeded the drinking water standard of 10 mg/L nitrate-nitrogen and were elevated
as high as 42 mg/L and were linked to wastewater disposal from individual septic systems.
Elevated (above natural background) levels of nitrate-nitrogen entering groundwater are likely to
also be associated with other wastewater contaminants entering the groundwater.

Contamination in La Pine became so severe in the early 1980s that the city constructed a sewer
system providing better treatment and land disposal of wastewater in order to reduce nitrogen
concentrations in drinking water supplies. The operation of this sewer system resulted in
markedly improved groundwater quality in town. Monitoring wells for the wastewater treatment
plant have demonstrated steadily improving groundwater conditions following improved
treatment and disposal.

This historical contamination is both evidence of the vulnerability of the groundwater aquifer and
a cause for concern throughout the region, as the soil and groundwater conditions in La Pine
are similar to those throughout much of southern Deschutes and northern Klamath counties.

Other surveys and studies over the years all point to increasing groundwater contamination
throughout the region. A survey of groundwater data in 1993 and mathematical modeling in
1995 by DEQ indicated elevated nitrate concentrations and concern for future aquifer-wide
increases. Recent sampling of monitoring wells in the area demonstrated a small but statistically
significant increase in nitrate concentration between 1995 and 2011.

The U.S. Geological Survey completed a La Pine National Demonstration Project and
mathematical modeling effort in 2007. The demonstration project was designed to test
innovative treatment technologies that would reduce nitrogen loading to groundwater from
onsite systems. USGS also produced a three-dimensional mathematical model to estimate the
effects of nitrates in the shallow aquifer of a large area in southern Deschutes and northern
Klamath counties.®

These studies have generally reached the conclusion that the groundwater aquifer is vulnerable
to increasing concentrations of nitrates and other contaminants associated with domestic
sewage. The USGS study predicted nitrate concentrations increasing above the federally
adopted drinking water standard throughout the area over time. Concentrations would increase
for about 140 years after full build-out, at which time more than 9,000 acres would have
groundwater concentrations exceeding 10 mg/L.
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DEQ and Deschutes County have been working cooperatively for more than a decade to find an
appropriate solution to this growing concern. In 2008, the County adopted ordinances
effectively requiring advanced treatment technology systems that would reduce nitrate
concentrations in wastewater. One of the ordinances was repealed as the result of a successful
citizens’ referendum vote in 2009 to overturn the ordinances and the other was repealed by the
Board of County Commissioners in 2011. In October 2009, Deschutes County Commissioners
requested that DEQ take over the effort to find appropriate solutions to the increasing
groundwater contamination caused by wide use of onsite wastewater treatment and disposal.

Since that time, DEQ has engaged a steering committee comprised of Deschutes and Klamath
County citizens to consider local circumstances and make recommendations for a long-term
solution. DEQ received the recommendations from the committee in summer 2013.° One of
those recommendations was to pursue an area wide Goal 11 exception to allow a broader
range of options for domestic wastewater treatment and disposal.

Deschutes County attempted to address the area-wide groundwater problem through various
ordinances and requirements. After those ordinances were repealed and rescinded, the County
asked DEQ to take the lead in groundwater protection. DEQ then began conducting site-by-site
groundwater risk assessments to determine which sites were required to install Advanced
Treatment Technologies (ATTs) with nitrogen-reducing capabilities.

While the nitrogen-reducing ATT’s provide the best treatment options currently available under
existing state land-use planning laws, they do not truly address the long-term problem or offer
the best level of groundwater protection for the area as a whole. As steering committee
members acknowledged in their recommendations, the area would be best served by allowing
more options to deal with the larger concerns of area-wide contamination. The steering
committee also acknowledged the limitations of the ATT requirement and recommended a
moratorium on such systems until a more comprehensive solution could be made available to
land owners.

The steering committee realized that such options would require an area-wide exception to state
planning laws, and they recommended DEQ and Deschutes County pursue a Goal 11
exception. DEQ agrees with this recommendation because an exception to Goal 11 provides
residents with a tool to pursue meaningful and long-term groundwater protection in a way that is
not currently available to them.

An area-wide Goal 11 exception would allow for an acceptable level of wastewater control and
is necessary to protect public health in the area over the long term. The Oregon Health Authority
wrote a statement about the risk to people in the region due to drinking contaminated
groundwater. The statement addresses not only nitrates but also contamination from fertilizers,
pesticides, pharmaceuticals and personal care products. The full statement from the Oregon
Health Authority can be found in the appendix.

The Board finds this criterion is satisfied.

(b) "Areas that do not require a new exception cannot reasonably
accommodate the use". The exception must meet the following
reguirements:

FINDING: Areas that do not require a new exception cannot reasonably accommodate the use

because, as described above, the use in this case is single family dwellings on lands planned
and zoned for residential development. This Goal 11 exception proposal will create the legal
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ability to support existing homes and some future households with sewer service, which is
necessary to preserve the integrity of the area’s groundwater. The existing homes and lands
planned and zoned for development will continue to occupy their current locations and will
continue to utilize local aquifers as a domestic water source. Utilizing a different area is not
possible.

The Board finds this criterion has been satisfied.

(A) The exception shall indicate on a map or otherwise describe the location of
possible alternative areas considered for the use that do not require a new
exception. The area for which the exception is taken shall be identified;

FINDING: To best protect public health, the proposed exception area includes unincorporated
portions of Deschutes County contained in Townships 19, 20, 21, 22 and Ranges 9, 10, 11,
except those areas already authorized for sewers (see Map at Exhibit A). This is the general
area in Deschutes County studied by the USGS. Deschutes County determined that this area is
necessary for groundwater protection and where groundwater was determined to be vulnerable
to contamination from individual onsite wastewater systems.

The exception area includes all existing platted lots and other lands necessary for community
water supply and wastewater treatment infrastructure. No upzoning or increases of
development densities other than allowed by current zoning shall occur within the Goal 11
exception area.

The Board finds this criterion is satisfied.

(B) To show why the particular site is justified, it is necessary to discuss why
other areas that do not require a new exception cannot reasonably
accommodate the proposed use. Economic factors may be considered
along with other relevant factors in determining that the use cannot
reasonably be accommodated in other areas. Under this test the following
guestions shall be addressed:

) Can the proposed use be reasonably accommodated on non-
resource land that would not require an exception, including
increasing the density of uses on non-resource land? If not, why
not?

FINDING: The proposed use cannot be reasonably accommodated on non-resource and that
would not require and exceptions because, as described above, the use in this case is single
family dwellings on lands planned and zoned for residential development. This Goal 11
exception proposal will create the legal ability to support existing homes and some future
households with sewer service, which is necessary to preserve the integrity of the area’s
groundwater. The existing homes and lands planned and zoned for development will continue
to occupy their current locations and will continue to utilize local aquifers as a domestic water
source. Utilizing a different area is not possible.

The Board finds this criterion has been satisfied.
(i) Can the proposed use be reasonably accommodated on resource

land that is already irrevocably committed to non-resource uses not
allowed by the applicable Goal, including resource land in existing
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unincorporated communities, or by increasing the density of uses
on committed lands? If not, why not?

FINDING: The proposed use cannot be reasonably accommodated on resource land that is
already irrevocably committed to non-resource uses not allowed by the applicable goal
because, as described above, the use in this case is single-family dwellings on lands planned
and zoned for residential development. This Goal 11 exception proposal will create the legal
ability to support existing homes and some future households with sewer service, which is
necessary to preserve the integrity of the area’s groundwater. The existing homes and lands
planned and zoned for development will continue to occupy their current locations and will
continue to utilize local aquifers as a domestic water source. Utilizing a different area is not
possible.

The Board finds this criterion is satisfied.

(iii)  Can the proposed use be reasonably accommodated inside an
urban growth boundary? If not, why not?

FINDING: The proposed use cannot be reasonably accommodated inside an urban growth
boundary because, as described above, the use in this case is single-family dwellings on lands
planned and zoned for residential development. This Goal 11 exception proposal will create the
legal ability to support existing homes and some future households with sewer service, which is
necessary to preserve the integrity of the area’s groundwater. The existing homes and lands
planned and zoned for development will continue to occupy their current locations and will
continue to utilize local aquifers as a domestic water source. Utilizing a different area is not
possible.

The Board finds this criterion is satisfied.

(iv)  Can the proposed use be reasonably accommodated without the
provision of a proposed public facility or service? If not, why not?

FINDING: In this Goal 11 exception proposal the “use being planned” is existing homes and
some new households on lands planned and zoned for residential development. The proposed
facilities would be sewer service that is not otherwise available under Goal 11.

Existing and possible residential development in these areas cannot be reasonably
accommodated without the opportunity to receive sewer service because, as described in this
document, sewer service is necessary to guard against unacceptable levels of pollution in the
area’s groundwater that would expose citizens to health risks.

The ultimate outcome will be cleaner groundwater that will remain available as a source of
drinking water for area residents and not pose a threat to contaminate nearby surface water.

The Board finds this criterion is satisfied.

© The “alternative areas” standard in paragraph B may be met by a broad
review of similar types of areas rather than a review of specific alternative
sites. Initially, a local government adopting an exception need assess only
whether those similar types of areas in the vicinity could not reasonably
accommodate the proposed use. Site specific comparisons are not
required of a local government taking an exception unless another party to
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the local proceeding describes specific sites that can more reasonably
accommodate the proposed use. A detailed evaluation of specific
alternative sites is thus not required unless such sites are specifically
described, with facts to support the assertion that the sites are more
reasonable, by another party during the local exceptions proceeding.

(c) “The long-term environmental, economic, social and energy
consequences resulting from the use at the proposed site with
measures designed to reduce adverse impacts are not significantly
more adverse than would typically result from the same proposal
being located in areas requiring a goal exception other than the
proposed site.” The exception shall describe: the characteristics of
each alternative area considered by the jurisdiction in which an
exception might be taken, the typical advantages and disadvantages
of using the area for a use not allowed by the Goal, and the typical
positive and negative consequences resulting from the use at the
proposed site with measures designed to reduce adverse impacts. A
detailed evaluation of specific alternative sites is not required
unless such sites are specifically described with facts to support the
assertion that the sites have significantly fewer adverse impacts
during the local exceptions proceeding. The exception shall include
the reasons why the consequences of the use at the chosen site are
not significantly more adverse than would typically result from the
same proposal being located in areas requiring a goal exception
other than the proposed site. Such reasons shall include but are not
limited to a description of: the facts used to determine which
resource land is least productive, the ability to sustain resource
uses near the proposed use, and the long-term economic impact on
the general area caused by irreversible removal of the land from the
resource base. Other possible impacts to be addressed include the
effects of the proposed use on the water table, on the costs of
improving roads and on the costs to special service districts;

FINDING: The “use being planned” is existing homes and some new households on lands
planned and zoned for residential development. The proposed facilities would be sewer service
that is not otherwise available under Goal 11. The ultimate outcome will be cleaner
groundwater that will remain available as a source of drinking water for area residents and not
pose a threat to contaminate nearby surface water.

The Board finds this criterion is satisfied.

(d)

"The proposed uses are compatible with other adjacent uses or will be so
rendered through measures designed to reduce adverse impacts.” The
exception shall describe how the proposed use will be rendered compatible
with adjacent land uses. The exception shall demonstrate that the
proposed use is situated in such a manner as to be compatible with
surrounding natural resources and resource management or production
practices. "Compatible" is not intended as an absolute term meaning no
interference or adverse impacts of any type with adjacent uses.

FINDING: The “use being planned” is existing homes and some new households on lands
planned and zoned for residential development. The proposed facilities would be sewer service
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that is not otherwise available under Goal 11. The ultimate outcome will be cleaner
groundwater that will remain available as a source of drinking water for area residents and not
pose a threat to contaminate nearby surface water.

The Board finds this criterion is satisfied.

3) If the exception involves more than one area for which the reasons and
circumstances are the same, the areas may be considered as a group. Each
of the areas shall be identified on a map, or their location otherwise
described, and keyed to the appropriate findings.

FINDING: To best protect public health, the proposed exception area includes unincorporated
portions of Deschutes County contained in Townships 19, 20, 21, 22 and Ranges 9, 10, 11,
except those areas already authorized for sewers (see Map at Exhibit A). This is the general
area in Deschutes County studied by the USGS. Deschutes County determined that this area is
necessary for groundwater protection and where groundwater was determined to be vulnerable
to contamination from individual onsite wastewater systems.

The exception area includes all existing platted lots and other lands necessary for community
water supply and wastewater treatment infrastructure. No up-zoning or increases of
development densities other than allowed by current zoning shall occur within the Goal 11
exception area.

The Board finds this criterion is satisfied.

(4) For the expansion of an unincorporated community described under OAR
660-022-0010 , including an urban unincorporated community pursuant to
OAR 660-022-0040 (2), the reasons exception requirements necessary to
address standards 2 through 4 of Goal 2, Part li(c), as described in of
subsections (2)(b), (c) and (d) of this rule, are modified to also include the
following:

FINDING: The exception does not involve an expansion of an unincorporated community
described under OAR 660-022-0010. Therefore, the Board finds the provisions of OAR 660-
004-0020(4) are not applicable and are not required to be addressed further.

Reasons Necessary to Justify an Exception Under Goal 2, Part 11(c)

OAR 660-004-0022 An exception under Goal 2, Part li(c) may be taken for any use not
allowed by the applicable goal(s) or for a use authorized by a statewide planning goal
that cannot comply with the approval standards for that type of use. The types of
reasons that may or may not be used to justify certain types of uses not allowed on
resource lands are set forth in the following sections of this rule. Reasons that may allow
an exception to Goal 11 to provide sewer service to rural lands are described in OAR 660-
011-0060. Reasons that may allow transportation facilities and improvements that do not
meet the requirements of OAR 660-012-0065 are provided in OAR 660-012-0070. Reasons
that rural lands are irrevocably committed to urban levels of development are provided in
OAR 660-014-0030. Reasons that may justify the establishment of new urban
development on undeveloped rural land are provided in OAR 660-014-0040.

FINDING: The exception is being taken under the criteria set forth in OAR 660-011-0060(9).
The Board finds this criterion has been satisfied.
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660-004-0030 Notice and Adoption of an Exception

QD Goal 2 requires that each notice of a public hearing on a proposed
exception shall specifically note that a goal exception is proposed and
shall summarize the issues in an understandable manner.

2) A planning exception takes effect when the comprehensive plan or plan
amendment is adopted by the city or county governing body. Adopted
exceptions will be reviewed by the Commission when the comprehensive
plan is reviewed for compliance with the goals through the
acknowledgment or periodic review processes under OAR chapter 660,
divisions 3 or 25, and by the Board when a plan amendment is reviewed as
a post-acknowledgment plan amendment pursuant to OAR chapter 660,
division 18.

FINDING: The public notice for all public hearings identified the proposed land use action was
for an exception to Goal 11 and summarized the issue in an understandable manner. The
Board finds this criterion has been met.

Section (6) — OAR 660-011, Public Facilities Planning
OAR 660-011-0045 Adoption and Amendment Procedures for Public Facility Plans

8} The governing body of the city or county responsible for development of
the public facility plan shall adopt the plan as a supporting document to the
jurisdiction's comprehensive plan and shall also adopt as part of the
comprehensive plan:

(a) The list of public facility project titles, excluding (if the jurisdiction
so chooses) the descriptions or specifications of those projects;

(b) A map or written description of the public facility projects' locations
or service areas as specified in sections (2) and (3) of this rule; and

(c) The policy(ies) or urban growth management agreement designating
the provider of each public facility system. If there is more than one
provider with the authority to provide the system within the area
covered by the public facility plan, then the provider of each project
shall be designated.

FINDING: No public facility plan is necessary as part of the Goal 11 exception proposal.
The Board finds this criterion has been satisfied.

OAR 660-011-0060, Sewer Service to Rural Lands

(1) As used in this rule, unless the context requires otherwise:

(@) "Establishment of a sewer system” means the creation of a new
sewage system, including systems provided by public or private
entities;

(b) "Extension of a Sewer System" means the extension of a pipe,

conduit, pipeline, main, or other physical component from or to an
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(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

existing sewer system in order to provide service to a use,
regardless of whether the use is inside the service boundaries of the
public or private service provider. The sewer service authorized in
Section (8) of this rule is not an extension of a sewer;

"No practicable alternative to a sewer system" means a
determination by the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) or
the Oregon Health Division, pursuant to criteria in OAR chapter 340,
division 71, and other applicable rules and laws, that an existing
public health hazard cannot be adequately abated by the repair or
maintenance of existing sewer systems or on-site systems or by the
installation of new on-site systems as defined in OAR 340-071-0100;

"Public health hazard" means a condition whereby it is probable that
the public is exposed to disease-caused physical suffering or iliness
due to the presence of inadequately treated sewage,;

"Sewage" means the water-carried human, animal, vegetable, or
industrial waste  from residences, buildings, industrial
establishments or other places, together with such ground water
infiltration and surface water as may be present;

"Sewer system" means a system that serves more than one lot or
parcel, or more than one condominium unit or more than one unit
within a planned unit development, and includes pipelines or
conduits, pump stations, force mains, and all other structures,
devices, appurtenances and facilities used for treating or disposing
of sewage or for collecting or conducting sewage to an ultimate
point for treatment and disposal. The following are not considered a
"sewer system" for purposes of this rule: \

(A) A system provided solely for the collection, transfer and/or disposal of
storm water runoff;

(B) A system provided solely for the collection, transfer and/or disposal of
animal waste from a farm use as defined in ORS 215.303.

FINDING: The exception is consistent with the provisions of OAR 660-011-0060(1) because it
does not propose or rely on different definitions than contained therein. The Board finds this
criterion has been satisfied.

OAR 660-011-0060(2) Except as provided in sections (3), (4), (8), and (9) of this rule, and
consistent with Goal 11, alocal government shall not allow:

(@)

(b)

(c)

The establishment of new sewer systems outside urban growth
boundaries or unincorporated community boundaries;

The extension of sewer lines from within urban growth boundaries
or unincorporated community boundaries in order to serve uses on
land outside those boundaries;

The extension of sewer systems that currently serve land outside
urban growth boundaries and unincorporated community

Exhibit D, BOCC Ordinance 2016-007 PAGE 24 OF 36



boundaries in order to serve uses that are outside such boundaries
and are not served by the system on July 28, 1998.

FINDING: The exception is consistent with the provisions of OAR 660-011-0060(2) because it
does not propose to allow sewer service to rural lands without taking an exception as specified
under OAR 660-011-0060(9). The Board finds this criterion has been met.

OAR 660-011-0060(3) Components of a sewer system that serve lands inside an urban
growth boundary (UGB) may be placed on lands outside the boundary provided that the
conditions in subsections (a) and (b) of this section are met, as follows:

(a) Such placement is necessary to:

(A) Serve lands inside the UGB more efficiently by traversing lands
outside the boundary;

(B) Serve lands inside a nearby UGB or unincorporated community;

© Connect to components of the sewer system lawfully located on
rural lands, such as outfall or treatment facilities; or

(D) Transport leachate from a landfill on rural land to a sewer system
inside a UGB;

(b) The local government:

(A) Adopts land use regulations to ensure the sewer system shall not
serve land outside urban growth boundaries or unincorporated
community boundaries, except as authorized under section (4) of
this rule; and

(B) Determines that the system satisfies ORS 215.296(1) or (2) to protect
farm and forest practices, except for systems located in the
subsurface of public roads and highways along the public right-of-
way.

FINDING: The exception is consistent with the provisions of OAR 660-011-0060(3) because it
does not propose to allow sewer service to rural lands without taking an exception as specified
under OAR 660-011-0060(9). The Board finds this criterion is satisfied.

OAR 660-011-0060(4) A local government may allow the establishment of a new sewer
system, or the extension of an existing sewer system, to serve land outside urban growth
boundaries and unincorporated community boundaries in order to mitigate a public
health hazard, provided that the conditions in subsections (a) and (b) of this section are
met, as follows:
(@) The DEQ or the Oregon Health Division initially:
(A) Determines that a public health hazard exists in the area;

(B) Determines that the health hazard is caused by sewage from
development that existed in the area on July 28, 1998;
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(© Describes the physical location of the identified sources of the
sewage contributing to the health hazard; and

(D) Determines that there is no practicable alternative to a sewer system
in order to abate the public health hazard; and

(b) The local government, in response to the determination in subsection (a) of
this section, and based on recommendations by DEQ and the Oregon
Health Division where appropriate:

(A) Determines the type of sewer system and service to be provided,
pursuant to Section (5) of this rule;

(B) Determines the boundaries of the sewer system service area,
pursuant to section (6) of this rule;

© Adopts land use regulations that ensure the sewer system is
designed and constructed so that its capacity does not exceed the
minimum necessary to serve the area within the boundaries
described under paragraph (B) of this subsection, except for urban
reserve areas as provided under OAR 660-021-0040(6);

(D) Adopts land use regulations to prohibit the sewer system from
serving any uses other than those existing or allowed in the
identified service area on the date the sewer system is approved;

(E) Adopts plan and zone amendments to ensure that only rural land
uses are allowed on rural lands in the area to be served by the sewer
system, consistent with Goal 14 and OAR 660-004-0018, unless a
Goal 14 exception has been acknowledged;

(3] Ensures that land use regulations do not authorize a higher density
of residential development than would be authorized without the
presence of the sewer system; and

(G) Determines that the system satisfies ORS 215.296(1) or (2) to protect
farm and forest practices, except for systems located in the
subsurface of public roads and highways along the public right-of-
way.

FINDING: The exception is consistent with the provisions of OAR 660-011-0060(4) because it
does not propose to allow sewer service to rural lands without taking an exception as specified
under OAR 660-011-0060(9). The Board finds this criterion has been met.

OAR 660-011-0060(5) Where the DEQ determines that there is no practicable alternative
to a sewer system, the local government, based on recommendations from DEQ, shall
determine the most practicable sewer system to abate the health hazard considering the
following:

(@) The system must be sufficient to abate the public health hazard pursuant to
DEQ requirements applicable to such systems; and
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(b) New or expanded sewer systems serving only the health hazard area shall
be generally preferred over the extension of a sewer system from an urban
growth boundary. However, if the health hazard area is within the service
area of a sanitary authority or district, the sewer system operated by the
authority or district, if available and sufficient, shall be preferred over other
sewer system options.

FINDING: The exception is consistent with the provisions of OAR 660-011-0060(5) because it
does not propose to allow sewer service to rural lands without taking an exception as specified
under OAR 660-011-0060(9). The Board finds this criterion has been met.

OAR 660-011-0060(6) The local government, based on recommendations from DEQ and,
where appropriate, the Oregon Health Division, shall determine the area to be served by a
sewer system necessary to abate a health hazard. The area shall include only the
following:

@) Lots and parcels that contain the identified sources of the sewage
contributing to the health hazard;

(b) Lots and parcels that are surrounded by or abut the parcels described in
subsection (a) of this section, provided the local government demonstrates
that, due to soils, insufficient lot size, or other conditions, there is a
reasonably clear probability that onsite systems installed to serve uses on
such lots or parcels will fail and further contribute to the health hazard.

FINDING: The exception is consistent with the provisions of OAR 660-011-0060(6) because it
does not propose to allow sewer service to rural lands without taking an exception as specified
under OAR 660-011-0060(9). The Board finds this criterion has been met.

OAR 660-011-0060(7) The local government or agency responsible for the determinations
pursuant to sections (4) through (6) of this rule shall provide notice to all affected local
governments and special districts regarding opportunities to participate in such
determinations.

FINDING: The exception is consistent with the provisions of OAR 660-011-0060(7) because it
does not propose to allow sewer service to rural lands without taking an exception as specified
under OAR 660-011-0060(9). The Board finds this criterion has been met.

OAR 660-011-0060(8) A local government may allow a residential use to connect to an
existing sewer line provided the conditions in subsections (a) through (h) of this section
are met:

(@) The sewer service is to a residential use located on a parcel as defined by
ORS 215.010(1), or a lot created by subdivision of land as defined in ORS
92.010;

(b) The parcel or lot is within a special district or sanitary authority sewer
service boundary that existed on January 1, 2005, or the parcel is partially
within such boundary and the sewer service provider is willing or obligated
to provide service to the portion of the parcel or lot located outside that
service boundary;
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(c) The sewer service is to connect to a residential use located within a rural
residential area, as described in OAR 660-004-0040, which existed on
January 1, 2005;

(d) The nearest connection point from the residential parcel or lot to be served
is within 300 feet of a sewer line that existed at that location on January 1,
2005;

(e) It is determined by the local government to be practical to connect the
sewer service to the residential use considering geographic features or
other natural or man-made constraints;

() The sewer service authorized by this section shall be available to only
those parcels and lots specified in this section, unless service to other
parcels or lots is authorized under sections (4) or (9) of this rule;

(@) The existing sewer line, from where the nearest connection point is
determined under subsection (8)(d) of this rule, is not located within an
urban growth boundary or unincorporated community boundary; and

(h) The connection of the sewer service shall not be relied upon to authorize a
higher density of residential development than would be authorized without
the presence of the sewer service, and shall not be used as a basis for an
exception to Goal 14 as required by OAR 660-004-0040(6).

FINDING: The exception is consistent with the provisions of OAR 660-011-0060(3) because it
does not propose to allow sewer service to rural lands without taking an exception as specified
under OAR 660-011-0060(9). The Board finds this criterion has been met.

OAR 660-011-0060(9) A local government may allow the establishment of new sewer
systems or the extension of sewer lines not otherwise provided for in section (4) of this
rule, or allow a use to connect to an existing sewer line not otherwise provided for in
section (8) of this rule, provided the standards for an exception to Goal 11 have been
met, and provided the local government adopts land use regulations that prohibit the
sewer system from serving any uses or areas other than those justified in the exception.
Appropriate reasons and facts for an exception to Goal 11 include but are not limited to
the following:

(a) The new system, or extension of an existing system, is necessary to avoid
an imminent and significant public health hazard that would otherwise
result if the sewer service is not provided; and, there is no practicable
alternative to the sewer system in order to avoid the imminent public health
hazard, or

(b) The extension of an existing sewer system will serve land that, by
operation of federal law, is not subject to statewide planning Goal 11 and, if
necessary, Goal 14.

FINDING: Paragraphs (9)(a) and (9)(b) above represent two possible ways for an exception to
Goal 11 to be justified. However, DEQ and DLCD find that this language is not exclusive. In
other words, it may be possible to justify an exception to Goal 11 under circumstances that are
neither (9)(a) or (9)(b).
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After decades of studies and monitoring, DEQ has determined that there is a growing health
threat of groundwater contamination caused by onsite septic systems in the area of south
Deschutes and north Klamath counties. We are convinced public health can best be protected
through a range of treatment and disposal options not allowed under State Planning Goal 11.
Steering committee members came to this same general understanding after studying the issue
for more than three years, and DEQ agrees with their recommendations.

Many studies over the years show groundwater contamination in the La Pine study area. Most
recently, the USGS studies and reports indicated a slow-moving but expanding plume of human
effluent-tainted groundwater. Over time, that plume will spread to deep areas of the aquifer and
will become so widespread that the drinking water becomes unusable. There is a real threat
from nitrates, pharmaceuticals, personal hygiene byproducts and organic wastewater
compounds entering groundwater. The current trend must be reversed to protect human health
in the long term. This contamination is occurring at a rate that allows for some planning; the
threat to public health is not imminent, but it is inevitable.

The decision to submit a Goal 11 exception is not one DEQ took lightly. However, this exception
could provide solutions residents can use to address area-wide and long-term groundwater
contamination. It also is a solution that applies only to existing and platted lots, so it does not
create additional sprawl or promote greater growth. It simply could provide community sewer
options for existing residents, including those on lots which pre-dated statewide planning laws.

An area-wide Goal 11 exception would allow for the highest and best level of wastewater control
and is necessary to protect public health in the area. The area requires a regional solution to
what is truly an area-wide problem, one with increasing risks the longer a set of comprehensive
solutions is not in place. Up to this point, public agencies including DEQ have looked at
individual property risk on a site by site basis. This strategy will fail because it prohibits greater
regional planning and infrastructure to address a significant and regional public health risk.

The area’s shallow, unprotected groundwater and pumice sandy soils mean that water soluble
substances put on or in the ground will likely end up in the groundwater. While use of fertilizer,
pesticides and livestock manure can contribute contaminants to the groundwater, most
groundwater contamination in this area comes from onsite septic systems. All onsite systems in
the region — standard septic, sand filter and ATT systems — discharge contaminants into the
ground. Over time, many of these contaminants drain through the sandy, porous soil and reach
the groundwater that can be within 2 feet of the ground surface in some areas.

This risk is compounded by the relatively high density of development in the area, as more than
75 percent of the approximately 14,000 properties in the area are two acres or less. Add in the
fact that there is little precipitation in the area to dilute contaminants and the problem became
clear: too many septic systems were discharging into porous soil and over time there would be
increasing contamination of the shallow, vulnerable aquifer that many people were using as
their drinking water supply.

Finally, DEQ does not believe the area can achieve adequate environmental and human health
protection without the ability to implement community sewer options for the south Deschutes
and north Klamath area. For all of these reasons, DEQ supports the application for an area-wide
Goal 11 exception.

The Board finds this criterion has been met.
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Section (7) — OAR 660, Division 12, Transportation Planning
OAR 660-012-0060 Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments

(1) If an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive plan, or a land
use regulation (including a zoning map) would significantly affect an existing or planned
transportation facility, then the local government must put in place measures as
provided in section (2) of this rule, unless the amendment is allowed under section (3),
(9) or (10) of this rule. A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a
transportation facility if it would:

@) Change the functional classification of an existing or planned
transportation facility (exclusive of correction of map errors in an adopted
plan);

(b) Change standards implementing a functional classification system; or

(c) Result in any of the effects listed in paragraphs (A) through (C) of this
subsection based on projected conditions measured at the end of the
planning period identified in the adopted TSP. As part of evaluating
projected conditions, the amount of traffic projected to be generated within
the area of the amendment may be reduced if the amendment includes an
enforceable, ongoing requirement that would demonstrably limit traffic
generation, including, but not Ilimited to, transportation demand
management. This reduction may diminish or completely eliminate the
significant effect of the amendment.
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(A) Types or levels of travel or access that are inconsistent with the
functional classification of an existing or planned transportation
facility;

(B) Degrade the performance of an existing or planned transportation
facility such that it would not meet the performance standards
identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan; or

(© Degrade the performance of an existing or planned transportation
facility that is otherwise projected to not meet the performance
standards identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan.

FINDING: The Goal 11 exception will not change the functional classification of any County
roads or State highways; nor will it change performance standards of any County roads or State
highways. The operational aspects are discussed in more detail below.

Any vacant lot that GIS research indicated had high groundwater was considered a red lot,
regardless if the high groundwater area consisted of 1% or 100% of the lot. This identified
1,823 vacant lots as red lots, which the County’s traffic consultant, Kittelson & Associates, then
analyzed. The County’s adopted Transportation System Plan (TSP) has a horizon year of 2030.
To be consistent with the TSP, the traffic study also assumed a horizon year of 2030. GIS
research indicates in the proposed Goal 11 exception area 1,610 dwellings developed between
1975-2015. Given it took 40 years to construct 1,610 dwellings in the study area, it is highly
doubtful all 1,823 vacant high groundwater lots will develop in 15 years. Therefore the study
used the historic annual average of residential development of 40 units (1,610 units/40 years).
Finally, while there are still vacant lots that are not red lots, for analysis purposes the traffic
study assumed all lots that developed at the historic rate for the next 15 years would be limited
only to the red lots. By 2030 that results in 600 new dwellings (40 units per year X 15 years) on
the red lots.

In Board Ordinance 2013-059, the County arrived at a local p.m. peak hour trip generation rate
for single-family residences of 0.81 trips per dwelling. This was based on 2010 Census data
regarding primary and secondary residences; the local rate was used in the development of the
County’s transportation system development charge (SDC). The Institute of Traffic Engineers
(ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 9" edition, indicates a single-family home (Land Use Category
210) generates at a rate of 1.0 p.m. peak hour trips per dwelling. The ITE also has a fitted
formula of 0.88 p.m. peak hour trips per dwelling. Based on local trip generation rate from the
SDC, observed volumes on County roads in the area indicating many residences are not
occupied full-time, and the ITE range for single-family dwellings spans 0.42 trips to 2.98 trips
per dwelling, staff and its consultant agreed on a trip generation rate of 0.88 p.m. peak hour
trips per dwelling.

The 600 new dwellings will produce 528 new p.m. peak hour trips (600 units X 0.88 trips per
unit). The 528 p.m. peak hour trips were distributed in the same geographic patterns as field
observations demonstrated current vehicles follow. The traffic analysis also assumed 1.7%
annual growth in background traffic, which is consistent with the transportation/land use model
used in the County’s TSP.

Based on the trip generation rate and background volumes, only two intersections fail to meet
mobility standards in 2030. The two intersections were:

e Spring River Road/South Century Drive
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e Sixth Street/US 97 in La Pine

The Deschutes County TSP at Table 5.3.T1 “County and Highway Projects” has a roundabout
planned for the intersection of Spring River/South Century Drive. This project is a medium
priority, meaning construction is planned between 6 and 10 years from the TSP’s 2012
adoption. Specific design details will be done prior to construction, but this planned
improvement is sufficient mitigation for the traffic from the red lots.

The adopted City of La Pine TSP acknowledges the Sixth Street/US 97 intersection fails. The
TSP has policy language regarding filling in a City grid system to the west of the intersection to
offload Sixth Street/US 97 and redirect traffic to First Street/US 97, where a traffic signal is
currently under construction.

While the Goal 11 exception will result in traffic that is a significant effect under OAR 660-012-
0060(2)(c)(A through C) these planned improvements mitigate the transportation impacts.

Based on the traffic analysis and the planned improvements listed in the County TSP and the
City of La Pine TSP the Goal 11 exception will not have any of the significant results. Finally,
the Goal 11 exception amendment includes amended policy language in the Newberry Country
Plan under Policy 9.1 that the option of having a sewer serving a rural property cannot be used
to upzone the property to a more intensive use. Therefore traffic levels will not increase beyond
the current RR-10 zoning allows and which planned improvements will adequately serve.

The Board finds this criterion has been met.

(2) If a local government determines that there would be a significant effect, then the
local government must ensure that allowed land uses are consistent with the identified
function, capacity, and performance standards of the facility measured at the end of the
planning period identified in the adopted TSP through one or a combination of the
remedies listed in (a) through (e) below, unless the amendment meets the balancing test
in subsection (2)(e) of this section or qualifies for partial mitigation in section (11) of this
rule. A local government using subsection (2)(e), section (3), section (10) or section (11)
to approve an amendment recognizes that additional motor vehicle traffic congestion
may result and that other facility providers would not be expected to provide additional
capacity for motor vehicles in response to this congestion.

(a) Adopting measures that demonstrate allowed land uses are consistent with
the planned function, capacity, and performance standards of the
transportation facility.

(b) Amending the TSP or comprehensive plan to provide transportation
facilities, improvements or services adequate to support the proposed land
uses consistent with the requirements of this division; such amendments
shall include a funding plan or mechanism consistent with section (4) or
include an amendment to the transportation finance plan so that the
facility, improvement, or service will be provided by the end of the planning
period.

(c) Amending the TSP to modify the planned function, capacity or performance
standards of the transportation facility.

(d) Providing other measures as a condition of development or through a
development agreement or similar funding method, including, but not
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limited to, transportation system management measures or minor
transportation improvements. Local governments shall, as part of the
amendment, specify when measures or improvements provided pursuant
to this subsection will be provided.

(e) Providing improvements that would benefit modes other than the
significantly affected mode, improvements to facilities other than the
significantly affected facility, or improvements at other locations, if the
provider of the significantly affected facility provides a written statement
that the system-wide benefits are sufficient to balance the significant
effect, even though the improvements would not result in consistency for
all performance standards.

(3) Notwithstanding sections (1) and (2) of this rule, a local government may approve an
amendment that would significantly affect an existing transportation facility without
assuring that the allowed land uses are consistent with the function, capacity and
performance standards of the facility where:

(a) In the absence of the amendment, planned transportation facilities,
improvements and services as set forth in section (4) of this rule would not
be adequate to achieve consistency with the identified function, capacity or
performance standard for that facility by the end of the planning period
identified in the adopted TSP;

(b) Development resulting from the amendment will, at a minimum, mitigate
the impacts of the amendment in a manner that avoids further degradation
to the performance of the facility by the time of the development through
one or a combination of transportation improvements or measures;

(c) The amendment does not involve property located in an interchange area
as defined in paragraph (4)(d)(C); and

(d) For affected state highways, ODOT provides a written statement that the
proposed funding and timing for the identified mitigation improvements or
measures are, at a minimum, sufficient to avoid further degradation to the
performance of the affected state highway. However, if a local government
provides the appropriate ODOT regional office with written notice of a
proposed amendment in a manner that provides ODOT reasonable
opportunity to submit a written statement into the record of the local
government proceeding, and ODOT does not provide a written statement,
then the local government may proceed with applying subsections (a)
through (c) of this section.

FINDING: As detailed above, the County and City of La Pine TSPs already have planned
mitigations for the two intersections, Spring River Road/South Century Drive and Sixth
Street/US 97, adversely affected by the traffic from the vacant red lots if those lots became
developable. The State highway system already has mitigations identified and prioritized
between Bend and La Pine in the County’s adopted TSP. The combination of existing grade-
separated interchanges at US 97/Cottonwood and US 97/South Century Drive, a programmed
traffic signal with intersection improvements at US 97/1%-Reed in La Pine in 2016, and the
planned widening of US 97 to four lanes the entire length between Bend and La Pine provides
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the highway with enough capacity to easily accommodate any trips from the currently vacant
high groundwater lots.

Additionally, the County collects an SDC of $3,044 per dwelling unit, which will increase to
$3,120 on July 1, 2015. The projected red lot development of 604 new dwellings will contribute
nearly $1.9 million dollars in SDCs (604 X $3,120). The TSP estimates the Spring River
Road/South Century Drive roundabout will cost $900,000. The combination of SDCs coupled
with the State gas tax revenues the County receives based on numbers of registered vehicles
ensures there is adequate funding for future improvements to mitigate the traffic from the red
lots.

The Board finds this criterion has been met.
Section (8) — Statewide Planning Goal 11, Public Facilities and Services

OAR 660-015-0000(11) “Local Governments shall not allow the establishment or
extension of sewer systems outside urban growth boundaries or unincorporated
community boundaries, or allow extensions of sewer lines from within urban growth
boundaries or unincorporated community boundaries to serve land outside those
boundaries, except where the new or extended system is the only practicable alternative
to mitigate a public health hazard and will not adversely affect farm or forest land.

FINDING: Goal 11 is implemented by OAR Chapter 660, Division 11, which is fully addressed
in Section 3 of this document. Therefore, Goal 11 has been adequately considered. The Board
finds this criterion has been met.

Section (9) - Other Statewide Planning Goals

The parameters for evaluating these specific amendments are based on an adequate factual
base and supportive evidence demonstrating consistency with Statewide Planning Goals. The
following findings demonstrate the proposed Goal 11 exception complies with applicable
statewide planning goals.

Goal 1, Citizen Involvement

FINDING: The topic of nitrates, high groundwater, and South County residential lots, both
vacant and developed, has been the subject of numerous public meetings and public hearings
since 1996. In the latest instance, DEQ formed an advisory committee in 2010 to study the
problem and that group after more than 50 public meetings recommended the high groundwater
issue be addressed by sewers on rural lands, which requires a Goal 11 exception. DEQ, DLCD,
and Deschutes held open houses in Sunriver and La Pine in April 2015 to summarize the Goal
11 exception process and alerting attendees of a mid-July public hearing. The County also sent
flyers to approximately 10,500 properties in southern Deschutes County. The flyers briefly
summarized the Goal 11 process, provided a website for further information, listed staff contacts
at DEQ and Deschutes County, and gave the time, date, and place for the initial July 23
Planning Commission public hearing. The Board finds this criterion has been met.

Goal 2, Land Use Planning
FINDING: The Goal 11 exception is being processed consistent with Deschutes County’s

development code for legislative plan amendments, applicable state statutes, and administrative
rules. The public could testify at either the July 23 or August 13, 2015, public hearings before
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the Planning Commission or at the October 28, 2015, public hearing before the Board of County
Commissioners. The Board finds this criterion has been met.

Goal 3, Agricultural Lands

FINDING: The plurality of lands are zoned RR-10. There a few Exclusive Farm Use (EFU)
lands south of the City of La Pine in the area proposed for a Goal 11 exception. The land is
south of Masten Road and east of OR 31. They were included due to them being high ground
water lots. Given the large size of the EFU properties especially when compared to the RR-10
properties, the EFU properties will continue to use septic systems. The Board finds this criterion
has been met.

Goal 4, Forest Land

FINDING: The plurality of lands are zoned RR-10. There are few Forest (F1 or F2) lands
included in the Goal Exception. They were included either because they were high groundwater
lots, were adjacent to exception lands, or were adjacent to an existing residential settlement
pattern. The Board finds this criterion has been met.

Goal 5, Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces

FINDING: The Goal 11 exception only allows the potential to later develop sewer systems of
varying scales on rural lands. The exception itself will not affect any Goal 5 resource. The Goal
5 resources would only be affected by later construction of actual sewers or cluster systems at
which time actual Goal 5 resources in specific locations would need to be addressed to ensure
their continual protection. Additionally, the Goal 11 exception is heeded to protect groundwater
and rivers from the subsurface movement of nitrates. The Board finds this criterion has been
met.

Goal 6, Air, Water and Land Resources Quality

FINDING: The Goal 11 exception is needed to protect the quality of water from pollution from
nitrates. The subsurface basin is the source of drinking water for approximately 18,000 people.
A Goal 11 exception would offer the option of rural sewers of varying scales to prevent the
further degradation of the water of the La Pine sub-basin. See the attached state and federal
reports. The Board finds this criterion has been satisfied.

Goal 7, Natural Hazards

FINDING: Nitrates are not one of the listed natural hazards under Goal 7; additionally, the
nitrates are primarily related to failing on-site septic systems and thus have a human source; the
Board finds this criterion is not applicable.

Goal 8, Recreational Needs

FINDING: Sewers are functional, not recreational. Additionally, the Goal 11 exception only
offers the potential for rural sewers at varying scales and sewer would most likely be used on

properties with RR-10 zoning. Recreational uses would not be adversely affected. Goal 8
destination resorts are exempt from Goal 11. The Board finds this criterion has been met.
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Goal 9, Economic Development

FINDING: The Goal 11 exception would indirectly assist to economic development in two ways.
First, if rural sewers of varying scales are allowed, then high groundwater lots that are now
unbuildable could become buildable. Constructing homes would be a form of economic
development. Second, if vacant high-groundwater lots become viable, they could then offer
housing opportunities for employees who work in La Pine, Sunriver, or Bend. The Board finds
this criterion has been met.

Goal 10, Housing

FINDING: While primarily an urban goal, a Goal 11 exception could let 1,823 vacant high
groundwater lots that are now vacant to become potentially buildable. Given the current lack of
affordable housing in Deschutes County, increasing the supply of housing would be beneficial to
help meet the region’s housing needs. The Board finds this criterion is met.

Goal 11, Public Facilities

FINDING: Addressed in Section 5 of this document.

Goal 12, Transportation

FINDING: Addressed in Section 4 of this document.

Goal 13, Energy Conservation

FINDING: A Goal 11 exception would allow for residential infill at a rural scale. The Board finds
this criterion has been met.

Goal 14, Urbanization

FINDING: The Goal 11 exception by definition affects rural lands that are exception areas. The
Goal 11 exception would allow the potential of sewers at varying scales to serve lands zoned
RR-10. These previously platted lands are often in the half-acre to one-acre size, so they are
more toward the urban side of the rural-urban continuum. Any resulting sewers would only serve
lands in their current zoning. The Board finds this criterion has been met.

Goals 15 through 19

FINDING: The Board finds this is not applicable to any amendments to the County’s
Comprehensive Plan because the County has none of those types of lands.
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