


















































Douglas Hancock 
P.O. Box 146 

Camp Sherman, Oregon 97730 
 

phone: 541-549-4942 
email: Hancock.doug@gmail.com

 
February 6, 2006 

 
 
Via email to: lisa.howard@state.or.us
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street 
Suite 150 
Salem, Oregon 97301 
 
Re: Testimony regarding Designating the Metolius Basin as an 
 Area of Critical State Concern 
 
Dear Friends, 
 
 This testimony is prepared for the hearing scheduled for February 11, 2009 at 
Sisters High School.  I hope to attend the meeting and present oral testimony. 
 
 In this letter I address the three objectives and issues the DLCD has identified for 
the Metolius ACSC designation: 
 
1. To determine whether destination resorts and other large-scale uses should be 

prohibited, and if so, within what specific area. In addition, the ACSC could 
include a buffer or transitional area where resorts are allowed, but only if they 
meet standards that protect resources within the basin and that avoid significant 
effects on surrounding areas. 

 
2. To provide some means for resort development to move forward in Jefferson 

County, recognizing that Jefferson County has not benefited from resorts (in 
terms of jobs and tax base) in the way that neighboring counties have; and 

 
3. To provide some relief for the owners of the two sites that have been identified as 

eligible for resort siting, to the extent that they are not allowed to proceed. 
 
 The proposed management plan has not been posted as of the time I am 
submitting these comments, but I will address the issues raised by the plan during oral 
testimony. 
 
1. Should destination resorts and other large scale developments be 

prohibited? 
 
 A. No large scale development or DRs should be allowed in the Metolius 
 
 There exist in Oregon a handful of places that should be preserved for all future 
generations.  The Metolius River, basin and the surrounding watershed (referred to 

 1

mailto:Hancock.doug@gmail.com
mailto:lisa.howard@state.or.us


herein collectively as the “Metolius”) is one of those places.  In addition to the Warm 
Springs tribes, many Oregonians speak reverentially about the Metolius.  The reasons 
are plain once you visit the area: it is the environmental jewel in Oregon’s crown.  
Destination resorts (“DRs”) and any other large scale development would quickly wreck 
environmental havoc on the Metolius and would have devastating adverse 
environmental impacts: 
 

I. DRs would add thousands of homes to the Metolius basin, where there 
are currently around 300 homes.  The population of Sisters is just over 
1,000.  The added homes would destroy habitat necessary for wildlife and 
rare and endangered plants, and the boom in population and traffic would 
result in habitat destruction.  Green Ridge is a mule deer herd migration 
path -- they drift through the Metolius valley in October/November and 
migrate east over Green Ridge toward the east and "low desert” where 
they can escape deep winter snow.  There is a large herd of elk that 
winter in the Metolius basin. 

 
II. The Metolius contains a thriving population of federal ‘threatened’ bull 

trout.  Wild, pure-native redband trout are present in Fly Creek and 
Wychus Creek.  Metolius tributaries such as First and Lake Creeks are 
important for spawning.  Large scale development such as these DRs will 
adversely effect public investment already underway for re-introduction of 
steelhead and salmon.  As a result of the recent Pelton-Round Butte 
Agreement, the reintroduction of Chinook salmon and the reverting of the 
landlocked kokanee to their original sockeye salmon are planned for the 
Metolius, Wychus Creek and Crooked River at a cost that could approach 
$300 million. 

 
III. In response to the Governor’s questions to state agencies about how the 

Metolius can be protected, the Oregon DEQ, ODFW, Water Resources 
Dept. and the US Forest Service and US Geologic Survey have stated 
that development will likely result in adverse impacts to the Metolius, 
including: 

 
i. Diminished stream flows.  Groundwater pumping will cause 

diminished discharge at principal spring complexes found at the 
head of the Metolius, along the main stem, along many of the 
tributaries, and near the confluence of the Metolius and Deschutes 
Rivers. 

 
ii. Significant risk to water quality and water temperature.  DRs are 

significant sources of pollutants that are comparatively 
uncontrolled, and the potential effects of these discharges, along 
with the potential decreases in instream flow from developments 
could have a measurable impact on the quality and temperature of 
the Metolius River. 

 
IV. The population resulting from these destination resorts would be many 

times the size of nearby Sisters, which would bear much of the burden 
caused by the increase in population and which would not share in tax 
revenue created by the resorts.  School aged children living in these DRs 
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would not attend the Culver School district—they would attend Sisters’ 
schools, which are just a 15 minute drive (children living in Camp 
Sherman attend Sisters middle and high schools).  However, Jefferson 
County and Culver would reap the property tax revenue. 

 
 B. From what specific areas should DRs be banned? 
 
 There should be at least a 3 mile buffer zone around the Metolius and its 
watershed in order to prevent devastating environmental destruction.  This number is not 
derived without basis; scientific studies indicate that ground water pumping within this 
area would result in diminished stream flow in the Metolius. 
 
2. Should Jefferson County be given some means to expedite development 

elsewhere? 
 
 If the county can map DRs elsewhere within its borders and comply with all rules, 
laws and regulations that will protect Oregon’s rural lands and environment, then the 
DLCD should consider some method of expediting the process.  One possibility is 
allowing a re-mapping process before the 30 month waiting period arrives. 
 
 That said, there is no reason that any county necessarily needs DRs.  Granted, 
they do result in large increases in property tax revenues for the counties.  However, 
they also place enormous burdens on local infrastructure that are largely paid for by the 
county and the state, without specific compensation.  Moreover, they forever change the 
rural character of areas where they are built. 
 
 Only a handful of counties in Oregon have DRs.  All counties in Oregon are 
struggling in this economy, regardless of whether they have DRs.  The point is this: DRs 
are not a necessary part of a county’s survival. 
 
3. Should the property owners be given “relief”? 
 
 No.  There has been a fair amount of talk by Jefferson County, the media, and by 
the owners of the two parcels of land that are mapped as eligible for DRs about how 
legislation that would prevent destination resorts in the Metolius Basin would amount to 
taking a property right from the owners.  These arguments are nonsense. 
 

The parcels that would be developed into destination resorts were zoned as 
Forest Management lands when they were purchased—they had been zoned that way 
for many, many decades.  Despite overwhelming opposition, the county revised its 
comprehensive plan to map these parcels as appropriate for destination resorts.  The 
county’s actions are being challenged in the courts and other venues.  But it is not right 
to say that if the state steps in now to protect one of the most environmentally sensitive 
areas in Oregon, the state has taken anything from the owners—they will continue to 
have just what they bought: Forest Management land. 
 

An example helps make my point.  Consider that I purchase a parcel of land that 
is zoned for residential single family homes, with the speculation that I can build an 
apartment complex on the land.  I go to the county to get a zoning variance that allows 
me to build the apartments.  But, neighbors step in and challenge the county’s decision 
to grant the variance, and ultimately the neighbor's challenges are successful and I 
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cannot build the apartments.  I have not lost anything and the neighbors have not taken 
anything.  I may have lost a speculative opportunity, but that was the risk I decided to 
take when I purchased the land.  Most importantly, I continue to own exactly what I 
bought: land on which I can build a single family home. 
 

The same applies here and it would be wrong to provide “relief”.  Moreover, 
these land owners should not claim relief under Measures 37 / 49 (which appear unlike 
to apply to these facts in any event).   
 

While I appreciate that “relief” might be a politically expedient thing to seek, if the 
form of any “relief” cost Oregon taxpayers anything, that would be entirely unjustified. 

 
Finally, as noted above, hundreds of millions of dollars are being spent to 

reintroduce salmon into the Metolius and other waterways.  The Warm Springs tribes are 
spending millions of dollars on these efforts.  Will the tribes and taxpayers be given any 
“relief” if their private investments and tax dollars are wasted because the state allows 
these developments? 
 
      Sincerely, 

 
      Douglas D. Hancock 
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January 28, 2009 
 

 
We are writing to URGE your support for protection of the Metolius River and its Basin 
from destination resort development. We understand a decision like this is complex and 
combines many factors that must be researched and analyzed.  There are countless 
compelling environmental and societal arguments against a resort rezone (we know you 
have received numerous letters on these matters).  But there are also extremely critical 
economic factors to consider - how will the development of up to 3,500 homes and two 
golf courses built within three miles of the Metolius River Basin and in the middle of the 
Deschutes National Forest affect counties, taxpayers and Oregonians who do not reside, 
vote or have a voice in decisions made by Jefferson County?  This letter focuses on just 
one potentially staggering public cost - the cost of catastrophic wildfire.   
 
 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS: 
 
* The September/October 2008 Wizard Fire which raced up Green Ridge and  
 surrounded the Metolius River (a prescribed and controlled burn by the US 
 Forest Service which escaped their control) cost various agencies and 
 taxpayers a reported $3,849,914.00 and used efforts of nearly 500 firefighters 
 to control it.  
 
* The 2003 B&B complex fire (burning the same land area the proposed 

resorts are slotted for) cost taxpayers $43 million dollars to suppress. 
 
* The 2002 Biscuit fire in Southern Oregon cost taxpayers in excess of   
 150 million dollars to suppress. 
 
* The Sister's Wildfire Plan provides that a several mile-long band of high 
 fire hazard land runs north from the east side of Camp Sherman along 
 Green Ridge (where the resorts will be built) to the northern boundary of the  
 plan area. 
 
* A November 2006 audit conducted by the US Department of Agriculture, 
 Office of the Inspector, General Western Region concluded that the Forest 
 Service's wildfire suppression costs have exceeded $1 billion in 3 of the past  
 6 years (2003-2006).  It also concluded the escalating cost to fight fires is 

largely due to its efforts to protect private property in the WUI (Wilderness 
Urban Interface) bordering Forest Service Lands.  (The proposed rezoned 
resorts fall into this category). 

 
* WUI protection is the major component of Forest Service's escalating fire 

suppression expenditures, with some estimating that between 50-95% of 
large wildfire costs are directly related to protecting private property and 
homes in the WUI. 



 
 
 
* Chris Hoff, Interagency Fire Management Officer for Central Oregon Fire 

Management Service, NIPC and several other sources confirmed that 
fighting fires in a WUI area is much more complex and expensive and 
dangerous than fighting fires in the forest because fire fighters have to work 
around structures, bringing in expensive equipment they wouldn’t 
necessarily use if they were not protecting structures.  In the natural forest, 
fire fighters have the flexibility of letting the fire burn through areas, this is 
not considered permissible in developed or WUI areas. 

 
* US Department of Agriculture Office of the Inspector audit suggests 

assigning more financial responsibility to STATE and LOCAL government 
for WUI wildfire protection because Federal agencies to not have the power 
to regulate WUI development.  Homeowner reliance on State and Federal 
Government to provide wildfire suppression services places an enormous 
financial burden on the Forest Service, as the lead Federal agency providing 
such services. 

 
* An Idaho Statesman article (5/11/07) (“Statesman Article”) explains “in 

nearly all (WUI Zones) a fire sparked on a dry and windy day could rapidly 
grow to catastrophic proportions (USA Today analysis).  It further states 
that the increased WUI development propelled the federal governments cost 
for battling wildfires to nearly $2 billion last year, more than six times the 
price a decade ago. The article states, “It’s driving cities and counties across 
the West to rethink how and where people should build their homes, and in 
the most extreme cases, it puts more homeowners and firefighters in 
danger.”  

 
* As noted above, development in WUI zones dramatically increases the risk, 

complexity and expense of fire suppression, yet the private parties who 
benefit economically from the development do not shoulder the burden o this 
increased risk and expense.  It will be passed along to the federal and state 
tax payers. 

 
 
FACTS, FINDINGS AND RESEARCH: 
 
The advancement of private developer’s profits and limited county fiscal interests is at 
great public cost and expense.  There are countless categories of public costs (lost wild 
area, increased pollution, devastated ecosystems, increased traffic, 35,000 increased car 
trips a day when we should be decreasing emissions due to global warming).  However 
this letter focuses on just one potentially staggering public cost– the cost of catastrophic 
wildfire - a virtual certainty in this area, and even more so with the development of 3,500 
homes inappropriately located in the middle of the Deschutes National Forest.   



 
The cost of catastrophic wildfire is staggering!  Most recently, the September/October 
2008 Wizard Fire (burning in the same area as the proposed resorts), a controlled and 
prescribed burn by the US Forest Service (which escaped their control) cost $4 million to 
suppress.  The 2003 B & B complex fire (burning in the same area as the proposed resort) 
cost taxpayers $43 million dollars to suppress.  The 2002 Biscuit fire in southern Oregon 
burning 500,000 acres cost taxpayers more than $150 million dollars to suppress.  All 
are sobering recent and historical predictions of future wildfire costs.  Human imprint 
dramatically increases the chance of wildfire and if one occurs, the state of Oregon and 
the federal government will bear the greatest burden of suppression costs with the 
developers and county walking away from such liability, their profits in their 
pockets.  This constitutes a shocking and absolutely indefensible public subsidy of 
private and limited county interests.   
  
1.    Wildfires - a Certainty in the Region.  
  
According to Ken Frederick, spokesperson for the U.S. Department of Interior Bureau of 
Land Management and National Interagency Fire Center (“NIFC”), wildfire is 
inevitable, not just possible in this area.  One only needs to go back four years to see 
this evidence.   In  2003 the B & B Complex fire whipped through this same area and 
burned approximately 90,000 acres (42,248 of which were in the non wilderness 
Deschutes National Forest).    
 
According to Chris Hoff, Interagency Fire Management Officer for Central Oregon Fire 
Management Service, Central Oregon has over 400 fires a year and contains some of 
the most flammable and dangerous fuel conditions within the Pacific Northwest.  
The increase in fuel concentrations, global warming and weather patterns have made fires 
increase in intensity and duration presenting a high risk of future catastrophic fires in the 
area. 
 
The Greater Sisters Country Community Wildfire Protection Plan (Executive Summary) 
(“Sister’s Wildfire Plan”) confirms that wild land fire is a natural part of the ecology 
of Central Oregon.    The Sister’s Wildfire Plan provides that a several mile-long band 
of high fire hazard lands runs north from the east side of Camp Sherman along 
Green Ridge to the northern boundary of the plan area. Pockets of high/extreme and 
extreme wild fire hazard appear on the west side of Camp Sherman and immediately 
north of the community boundary.    
 
2.  Wildfires Are Increasingly More Intense, Complex and Catastrophic.  
 
Chris Hoff stated that fires in Central Oregon are becoming increasingly larger and 
of longer duration every year.  A great example of this is the B & B Complex Fires 
which took over a month to suppress.  The Sister’s Wildfire Plan also confirms that fires 
burn more intensely now than in the past due to build up of forest fuel and other factors 
with most observers agreeing that wild land fires have recently been burning  hotter, 
moving faster, and scorching more acres than the historical pattern.  NIPC also 



describes wildfires are much more catastrophic now than they used to be due to the 
increased buildup of fuels in forests.   
 
 
3.    WUI Development Increases Occurrence, Complexity and Cost of Wildfires.  

 
 As more of the public moves into wild urban interface areas (where human development 
asserts itself in naturally wild areas) (“WUI”) the likelihood of a major catastrophic 
wildfire increases.  The National Database of Wildfire Mitigation Programs: (State, 
County and Local Efforts to Reduce Wildfire Risk) provides that “The growth of 
residential communities within forested areas has increased the danger to life and 
property from uncontrolled wildfire.”  An article in Science Direct1 states that “The 
dramatic expansion into the WUI places property, natural assets and human life at 
risk from wildfire destruction.”   
 
According to NIFC most fire experts agree that increasing the number of people in 
WUI zones will increase the risk of fire occurrence.  The reasons are obvious.   Human 
imprint leads to more opportunities for fire to start - barbeques, kids playing with 
matches, smoking, camp fires, home fires, sparks from cars, gasoline igniting are just a 
few examples of the many human causes of wild fires.   
 
NIPC affirms that WUI wild land fires are more complex and sometimes more 
dangerous, both for firefighters and the public in WUI zones because more people and 
structures are involved in the fire fighting equation. Chris Hoff, NIPC and several other 
sources confirmed that fighting fires in a WUI area is much more complex and 
expensive than fighting fires in the forest because fire fighters have to work around 
structures, bringing in expensive equipment they wouldn’t necessarily use if they were 
not protecting structures.  In the natural forest, fire fighters have the flexibility of letting 
the fire burn through areas, which they don’t in built up areas.  NIPC affirmed that 
agencies in all levels of government have finite resources for firefighting, combined 
with increasing demands for responses, which means managers are being forced to 
evaluate priorities and sometimes make hard decisions on where resources will be 
used and not used.     
 
The USDA Forest Service – USDI Department of Interior National Association of State 
Foresters Large Fire Cost Reduction Action Plan of March 2003 (“State Forester’s 
Plan”) states, “During the past decade, frequent and prolonged wild land fire suppression 
operations in the Wild land Urban Interface (WUI) have become increasingly common. 
These (WUI) operations have resulted in a dramatic increase in costs as Agency Line 
Officers and Incident Management Teams employ extraordinary efforts to protect 
communities and associated infra structure. “  
 
An Idaho Statesman article (5/11/07) (“Statesman Article”) explains that “in nearly all 
(WUI Zones) a fire sparked on a dry and windy day could rapidly grow to 
                                                 
1 “Goals, Obstacles and Effective Strategies of Wildfire Mitigation Programs in the Wildland-Urban 
Interface” 



catastrophic proportions (USA Today analysis).  It further states that the increased 
WUI development propelled the federal governments cost for battling wildfires to nearly 
$2 billion last year, more than six times the price a decade ago. The article states, “It’s 
driving cities and counties across the West to rethink how and where people should 
build their homes, and in the most extreme cases, it puts more homeowners and 
firefighters in danger.”  
 
Tom Harbour, the head of firefighting for the U.S. Forest Service is quoted in the article 
as stating “The fact of the matter is that this is a lesson that’s been learned in the 
blood of our firefighters for many years.  We need to be telling people with even 
more clarity that just because you built something here, we’re not going to die for 
it.” 
According to the article “Wildfires scorched a record 10 million acres last year, and the 
federal government predicts this will be another bad year.  The years ahead could be 
worse:  Climate studies suggest even warmer and drier weather could turn Western 
forests clogged with dead and dying trees to tinder, ideal conditions for fire. 
 
4.  WUI Wildfire vs. Non-WUI Wildfire Cost Suppression Comparison.  
 
The cost implications of continuing to protect the WUI from wildfire are enormous. 
Two different fires on the Bitterroot National Forest in 2000 illustrate how much more 
costly it is to fight a fire to protect property. The first fire, fought to protect structures 
located within the WUI, burned 64,000 acres and cost Forest Service $7.2 million. The 
second fire, which burned roughly the same number of acres, was fought in a wilderness 
area of the forest and cost only $710,000 to suppress. With the increasing development in 
the WUI, more houses and more people will be threatened by wildfire and Forest 
Service's protection of them will likely result in the continued escalation of its fire 
suppression costs as well as the Government’s loss of natural resources. The 2003 B & B 
Complex fire cost approximately Forty-Three Million Dollars to suppress.  This fire 
occurred in the very same region that was rezoned to resort.  It is a strong historic 
predictor of the type of fire that would occur in this area and the price tag would be 
substantially greater if firefighters had to work around a resort which could include up to 
or more than 3,500 homes.   
 
A November 2006 audit conducted by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Office of the 
Inspector, General Western Region concluded that the Forest Service’s wildfire 
suppression costs have exceeded $1 billion in 3 of the past 6 years (2003-2006).  Forest 
Service’s escalating cost to fight fires is largely due to its efforts to protect private 
property in the WUI bordering Forest Service lands. Homeowner reliance on the 
Federal government to provide wildfire suppression services places an enormous 
financial burden on the Forest Service, as the lead Federal agency providing such 
services.   
 
The same November 2006 audit suggests assigning more financial responsibility to 
State and local government for WUI wildfire protection because Federal agencies do 
not have the power to regulate WUI development. Zoning and planning authority rests 



entirely with State and local governments. "We found that the majority of Forest 
Service large fire suppression costs are directly linked to protecting private 
property in the WUI." The audit continues to provide that in fiscal years (FY) 2003 and 
2004, about 87 percent of large wildfires that were reviewed protected private property as 
a major strategy for the suppression effort. Forest Service managers and staff generally 
agreed that WUI protection is the major component of Forest Service's escalating 
suppression expenditures, with some estimating that between 50 to 95 percent of 
large wildfire costs are directly related to protecting private property and homes in 
the WUI."   
 
5.  The State Bears a Substantial Burden of Wildfire Costs.   
 
The state normally bears a substantial burden of wildfire suppression costs because   
research indicates that the state pays the costs of fire suppression on state and private 
land.  According to NIPC, there are Cost Sharing Agreements between the federal and 
state government that allocate the costs between the two entities based on where the fire 
starts.  So, a fire caused by development can result in the depletion of state funds, with 
the developer not shouldering any of the expense and walking away with the profit. The 
cost sharing agreements are detailed and complex but all sources affirm that the state has 
enormous responsibility depending on where the fire starts and burns.  
  
6.  The State's and Federal Government's Burden of Wildfire Suppression Costs 
results in Shocking Subsidy of Private and County Interests. 
 
As noted above, development in WUI zones dramatically increases the risk, complexity 
and expense of fire suppression, yet the parties who benefit economically from the 
development do not shoulder the burden of this increased risk and expense. This 
translates to taxpayer dollars grossly subsidizing private developer and county 
profits. 
 
Furthermore, independent research by the National Academy of Public Administration 
has found that the majority of landowners moving into WUI take no actions to reduce 
their home’s vulnerability to wildfire and that many local governments do not require 
homeowners to implement wildfire mitigation activities or regulate growth in these areas. 
 
We urge you to responsibly consider the wild fire costs in the economic balance sheet for 
Oregonians.  There is a tremendous cost side and virtually no benefits derived to 
Oregonians as a result of the rezone of Forest Management land to land rezoned for 
Destination Resort Development.  The Governor’s request to designate the Metolius 
River Basin as an Area of Critical Concern is a heroic effort to draw the line where it 
needs to be drawn; to look at the hard dollars and say no to unjustified private subsidies. 
Thank you and Sincerely, 
 
Rebecca Hardesty Wood  
Boise, Idaho 
 



Kathy Krause 
Portland, Oregon / Camp Sherman, Oregon 
 
Patricia Krause 
Portland, Oregon 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



February 5, 2009 

 

Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 

(via email to Ms. Lisa Howard, DLCD) 

 

RE:  Metolius Destination Resorts 

 

Dear DLCD, 

 

I am a resident of Bend, but more importantly I a citizen of Oregon.  I grew up here in Oregon, 

graduated from College from a state school, and have worked my entire career in this great state.  

I grew up on Oregon stories too, like the ones with Gov. Tom McCall’s impassioned speech on 

Senate Bill 100 in 1973, and ones with Wayne Morse battling for the Beach Bill.  These were 

visionary times, bold times, and times that have shaped and crafted an Oregon of today that is the 

envy of not just the country, but much of the world.   

It is plain to me that I have been the beneficiary of that era.  My interests have always run to the 

out-of-doors and natural resources.  I went to work the day after completing my Master’s thesis 

defense, and for the next seven years in the private-sector learned alongside state and federal 

regulatory and resource agency officials the intricacies of the Clean Water Act, wetland science, 

and wetland and water policy.  Time after time, in multi-agency efforts public-private 

partnership solutions were found that fit our excellent, sensible, and evolving land use system, so 

prophetically crafted these many years ago. 

And, time after time, I was asked by developer-clients to “just get me a permit.”  I and my 

agency counterparts were so often struck by the fact that despite our hard work in insuring 

compliance with wetlands, land use or water laws and rules, we never got to see the project 

through or even to see if those “black hat” developers did what they said they would do.  So, I 

became one. 

For 13 years through 2007 I focused my professional career on one elemental and personal goal 

– to find out if a development could ever maximize the intent of SB 100 and have real benefit to 

natural resources, in both the short term and in the long term.  I proved that they can.  I also 

proved it is really hard work.  For ten years I was Project Director for Fairview Village, a mixed-

use, pedestrian-friendly development in east Multnomah County.  Yes, housing values rose with 

maturation of the vision, shops in the neighborhood opened, schools were built, and within the 

$140 million dollar project many, many people found jobs.  But, trails through the woodland 

were constructed, nine parks, alleys that forced people to pay attention to the front of their home 

and to their neighbors were built, collaborative deals were struck where forested wetlands were 

traded and aggregated to create a regional wetlands reserve and interpretive area, a 35 percent 

reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled occurred as people found they liked to walk and parked 



their cars, and a much degraded “blue-ribbon” trout stream was restored where in one year 

kingfisher and blue herons were again fishing themselves and the native red band and cutthroat 

trout increased 800 percent in four years. 

Professional planning staff visitors came from Sydney and Perth, Tokyo, Berlin, Indianapolis, 

Brasilia, University of British Columbia, B.C., and the London School of  Economics to see how 

Oregon’s land use laws translated on the ground for people and places.  A common comment 

was “how do you do this, this kind of land use?” and “I thought this was like 300 acres [not just 

87].”  Today, in these uncertain economic times, housing values at Fairview Village, much like 

other great traditional neighborhoods in Portland, such as Irvington and Ladds Addition, have 

been more stable than their conventional neighbor-subdivisions.  Ideas have expanded and have 

been shared, so that even older adjacent neighborhoods have borrowed sidewalk and cross-walk 

themes, streetlights, and park strategies.  I was proud to see Fairview Village win the 2001 “Best 

in American Living, Gold Award” from the National Association of Homebuilders, the 1000-

Friends of Oregon Builders Award, and the 1998 Governor’s Livability Award. 

These experiences in applying Oregon’s land use laws in combination with natural resources 

science led me to Prineville, where fears of change and the future of this oldest of Central 

Oregon cities was squarely answered with responsible, fitting, adaptive, and respectful land 

designs in IronHorse that predict great things for managing growth, even here on the edge of the 

high desert.  Here where our state-wide land use laws mean at least as much as our urban centers. 

The economics of these land development projects have been a significant element in getting 

natural resources enhancement, restoration, preservation, and education done – without state or 

federal grants to do so.  The public debacle of Measure 37 and its poor second cousin Measure 

49 have shamed us, in my opinion, and the original crafters of SB 100 who gave us the means 

and the motives to use our land resources wisely and in a context where local land use decisions 

actually means something to the people that live there. 

Now we have a state leader – who I voted for and have supported – attempting to crush this 

cornerstone of Oregon Land Use, using political persuasion with our host of natural resource 

agencies to do so.  As an Oregon professional, taxpayer, and as a citizen passionate about our 

land use laws and resources, I strenuously object.  I am no free-marketeer, or a conservative siren 

for private property rights, nor have I ever actually worn that “black hat.”  To create “spot 

zoning” at the scale envisioned by the governor’s office – most of an entire river basin – using 

such an award-winning department such as DLCD is unconscionable and is a precedence that 

will create an inescapable slippery slope to the demise of SB 100 in Oregon. 

If state rules and local codes for Destination Resorts, in the public’s opinion, don’t adequately 

result in forms or functions that fit the context of a place, then the people (we) ought to insist 

appropriate standards are in-place – yes, buffer areas, yes, preventing significant avoidable 



impacts, and yes, even to limit the scale at which resorts can be built.  That dialogue, to my 

knowledge has not been had yet.  Nor have we broadly discussed the impact Destination Resorts 

have on local government revenues.  The two projects proposed in the Metolius Basin have yet 

to even demonstrate in public forum before Oregonians what they intend. 

Nor have we had significant dialogue about the significance their respective economics might 

have on natural resource protection, enhancement, and education.  That is, a discussion that 

might just provide a meaningful outcome that could balance impact with avoidance, restoration, 

real local planning participation, and especially considerations for the long-term livability of a 

region or a locale.  Surely we are clever enough, thoughtful enough, and patient enough to 

achieve an outcome that can satisfy the hopeful resort home owner and the visiting fly fisherman, 

the local shopkeeper and the naturalist from the Valley.  Surely, the desires of those simply 

interested in heritage values are the same as those that have visited the basin before and look 

forward to coming back for the same reasons. 

“To promote coordinated administration of land uses consistent with comprehensive plans 

adopted throughout the state, it is necessary to establish a process for the review of state agency, 

city, county and special district land conservation and development plans for compliance with 

state-wide planning goals and guidelines,” states item 2 of the SB 100 preamble.  DLCD and the 

Governor’s office, on behalf of citizens must also recall item 3 of the preamble, “Except as 

otherwise provided…cities and counties should remain as the agencies to consider, promote, and 

manage the local aspects of land conservation and development for the best interests of the 

people within their jurisdictions.”   

I implore DLCD and the governor’s office, as one who has worked with and in our much-envied 

land use system, to cease efforts to truncate our incredibly valuable land use laws and process we 

have, and let the public process move forward with regard to Destination Resorts in the Metolius 

basin fettered only by passionate, considered public dialogue and debate.  I certainly don’t want 

to hang my Oregonian hat on a future of paying taxes that went to reimburse land owners, 

Jefferson County, or our local communities for losses in income and revenues that stem from 

preemptive Salem politics. 

Sincerely, 

 

Randall A. Jones 

287 NW Outlook Vista Drive 

Bend, Oregon 97701   
   

  



INTRODUCTION: 
 
I’M PRIVILEGED TO HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY OF SPEAKING WITH YOU TODAY. 
 
IT SEEMS OUR TESTIMONY TOPIC COULD NOT BE MORE TIMELY AND FITTING:  
 
THE PROPOSED DESIGNATION OF A METOLIUS RIVER BASIN ACSC 
 
WE ARE AT A REMARKABLE MOMENT IN HISTORY, A CULTURAL CROSSROADS 
OF CHALLENGE AND IMMENSE OPPORTUNITY. 
 
I HEARD A PART OF AN AD THE OTHER NIGHT, PERHAPS IT WAS TOYOTA’S 
 

LESS ME, MORE WE 
(IT’S ALL ABOUT THE FUTURE!) 

 
• Large-scale development should be prevented both inside the entire Metolius 
basin, and in a three-mile buffer area around the basin. 
 
• Resorts and subdivisions should be limited. 
 
• Only very low water use should be allowed (no golf courses). 
 
• No adverse effects on water quantity or quality in the (upper/lower) Metolius 
should be allowed. 
 
• No adverse effects on water quantity or quality in other watersheds should be 
allowed (Fly Creek, Whychus Creek, others). 
 
• No adverse effects on deer winter range in or around the Metolius should be 
allowed. 
 
• No significant adverse effects should be allowed on local roads or state highways. 
 
WE MUST BE LOOKING TO RESTORE AND PRESERVE THE BOUNTY WE HAVE 
INHERITED SO OUR CHILDREN’S CHILDREN CAN MARVEL AT THE SAME 
WONDERS THAT HAVE BEEN HERE MILLINEA BEFORE US. 
 
ONCE DESTROYED, NATURE’S BEAUTY CANNOT BE RESTORED AT ANY PRICE. 
 
 
 
 



WE HAVE SQUANDERED OUR BIRTHRIGHT.  
 
IN MY 20’S I WATCHED, ONE AFTER ANOTHER, CHINNOOK SALMON LEAPING TO 
CLEAR THE ROARING SOUTH UMPQUA FALLS… A DRASTICALLY REDUCED RUN 
THAT WILL ALMOST CERTAINLY BE EXTINCT WITHIN 100 YEARS.1 
 
IN MY TEENS MY PARENTS TOOK ME AND MY BROTHERS TO WATCH NATIVE 
AMERICANS PERCHED OVER THE THUNDEROUS FALLS AT CELILO, NETTING 
NATIVE SALMON FOR THEIR LIVELIHOOD AS THEIR ANCESTORS HAD DONE FOR 
THROUSANDS OF YEARS. THOSE ANCIENT FISHING GROUNDS, TIMELESS 
TREASURES, WERE INUNDATED BY THE BACKWATER OF THE DALLES DAM IN 
1956. 
 
WE HAVE DESTROYED, AND ARE CONTINUING TO DESTROY NATURAL 
TREASURES IN THE NAME OF PROGRESS THAT WILL DIMINISH BY THEIR 
ABSENCE THE LIVES OF THOSE THAT FOLLOW. 
 
 
WE ARE AT A TIME OF REFLECTION, A TIME WHERE WE MUST TAKE STOCK OF 
HOW WE HAVE GOTTEN TO BE WHERE WE ARE; 
 
WE ARE IN ONE OF THE HIGHEST UNEMPLOYMENT  PERIODS THIS STATE HAS 
EVER SEEN WITH NO SIGN OF LETTING UP. 
 
STOCK MARKETS ARE TANKING AND MANUFACTURING HAS FALLEN OFF A 
CLIFF. 
 
ANYONE WHO IS PAYING ATTENTION KNOWS, WITHOUT A DOUBT, THAT WE 
CANNOT AS A CIVILIZATION CONTINUE ON THE COURSE WE SET MANY YEARS 
AGO. 
 
IT IS TIME FOR US TO REVERSE THE STUPIDITY OF OUR THINKING THAT WE CAN 
TAKE, MAKE AND WASTE AS MUCH AS WE WANT, SIMPLY BECAUSE WE HAVE 
THE LEGAL RIGHT TO.  
 
 

TO EFFECT THE QUALITY OF THE DAY, THAT IS HIGHEST OF ARTS 
           HENRY DAVID THOREAU 

 
 
PAUL HAWKEN IN HIS BOOK, THE ECOLOGY OF COMMERCE CAME TO HIS 
‘INEVITABLE CONCLUSION’: 

                                                 
1 Susan  Ratner  1  , Russell  Lande  1   & Brett B.  Roper  2 
  1 Department of Biology, University of Oregon, Eugene, OR 97403-1210, U.S.A.,   2 USDA 
Forest Service, Tiller Ranger District, Tiller, OR 97484, U.S.A. 



 
“BUSINESS PEOPLE MUST EITHER DEDICATE THEMSELVES TO TRANSFORMING 
COMMERCE TO A RESTORATIVE UNDERTAKING OR (CONTINUE TO) MARCH 
SOCIETY TO THE UNDERTAKER.” 
 
ALBERT EINSTEIN ONCE PREDICTED THAT IF BEES WERE TO DISAPPEAR, MAN 
WOULD FOLLOW ONLY A FEW YEARS LATER. 
 
THAT HYPOTHESIS COULD SOON BE PUT TO THE TEST, AS A MYSTERIOUS 
CONDITION THAT HAS WIPED OUT HALF OF THE HONEY BEE POPULATION THE 
UNITED STATES OVER THE LAST 35 YEARS APPEARS TO BE REPEATING ITSELF IN 
EUROPE AT A MUCH MORE RAPID PACE.  
 
OUR AGRICULTURE IS DEEPLY DEPENDENT ON HONEY BEES. 
 
GERMAN BEE EXPERT PROFESSOR JOERGEN TAUTZ FROM WURZBURG 
UNIVERSITY SAID: "BEES ARE VITAL TO BIO DIVERSITY. THERE ARE 130,000 
PLANTS FOR WHICH BEES ARE ESSENTIAL TO POLLINATION… 
"BEES ARE NOT ONLY WORKING FOR OUR WELFARE, THEY ARE ALSO PERFECT 
INDICATORS OF THE STATE OF THE ENVIRONMENT. WE SHOULD TAKE NOTE." 
 
 
THESE TIMES REMIND ME OF THE ADAGE: “IF WE DON’T CHANGE DIRECTION 
WE’RE LIKELY TO END UP WHERE WE’RE HEADED.” 
 
WE HAVE THE OPPORTUNTY TO LEVERAGE AND SHAPE THE FUTURE, TO SHAPE 
THE COURSE OF ACTION RIGHT NOW FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS. I WANT YOU 
TO BE LEFT INSPIRED BY THE ROLE YOU PLAY IN BRINGING ABOUT THAT 
FUTURE. 
 
 
 
I’VE BEEN FORTUNATE TO LIVE IN OREGON, A CULTURE OF CONSCIOUSNESS; A 
FAIRLY EVOLVED RESPECT FOR OUR PRISTINE ENVIRONMENT, NATIVE PLANTS 
& ANIMALS, CLEAN WATER AND CLEAR SKIES. 
 
IF YOU WANT TO ESCAPE "SAGEBRUSH SUBDIVISIONS, COASTAL CONDOMANIA 
AND THE RAVENOUS RAMPAGES OF SUBURBIA," AS FORMER OREGON 
GOVERNOR TOM MCCALL SO ELOQUENTLY DESCRIBED URBAN SPRAWL IN 1973, 
CONSIDER CORVALLIS.2 
 

                                                 
2 http://www.motherearthnews.com/Sustainable-Farming/2002-10-01/Greener-Pastures-
Corvallis-Oregon.aspx 



HE WAS ALSO OUR GOVERNOR WHO FAMOUSLY SAID, “WELCOME TO OREGON, 
YOU’RE WELCOME TO VISIT, BUT PLEASE DON’T STAY.” THE SIGN STOOD FOR 
YEARS AT ALL OUR BORDERS.  
 
HIS PLAN BACKFIRED; ESPECIALLY SINCE CALIFORNIANS HAD TO FIND OUT 
WHAT WAS SO SPECIAL UP THERE!  
 
RIGHT NOW CALIFORNIA, THE PARADISE OF SUN, SURF, FERTILE SOIL WITH 
YEAR-ROUND CROPS, IS LOSING IT’S POPULATION MORE RAPIDLY THAN ANY 
OTHER STATE IN THE UNION. THEY’VE DESTROYED THE PERFECTION AND NO 
LONGER WANT TO LIVE IN THE AFTERMATH. 
 
MANY ARE HEADED TO OREGON TO REPEAT THE CYCLE! 
 
35 YEARS AGO THE STATE OF OREGON ESTABLISHED THE LAND CONSERVATION 
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION TO HELP PRESERVE FARMLAND AND FORESTS 
AROUND THE CITIES, AND TO ESTABLISH URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARIES TO 
STYMIE SPRAWL. THIS PROGRESSIVE PLANNING PROGRAM HAS BEEN A SMASH 
SUCCESS, AND OREGON IS A PRIME BENEFICIARY.3 
 
OREGON HAS ALWAYS BEEN A LEADER AND AN INNOVATOR WITH REGARDS TO 
DOING WHAT WORKS; THE COUNTRY’S FIRST BOTTLE BILL, EGALITRAIAN 
LEGISLATION THAT ALLOWS FREE PUBLIC ACCESS TO ALL OREGON’S BEACHES, 
THE MOST ‘GREEN’ OR ENVIRONMENTALLY RESPONSIBLE STATE IN THE UNION 
ACCORDING TO LEADING INDICATORS, AND THE LEADING PRODUCER OF SOLAR 
COLLECTOR ARRAYS IN THE NATION. 
 
 TIM MCCABE, WHO IS THE DIRECTOR OF THE OREGON ECONOMIC AND 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, SAYS THAT OREGON IS FOCUSING 
RESOURCES ON “ALL THINGS RENEWABLE.” 4 
 
I’M PROUD TO BE FROM OREGON; PEOPLE AROUND THE COUNTRY ENVY OUR 
STATE, THEY ALL SPEAK ABOUT HOW BEAUTIFUL AND NATURAL IT IS, THEY 
RESPECT OUR PRESERVATION-MINDEDNESS AND MANY STATE THEY WISH 
THEIR STATE COULD BACK UP 50 YEARS AND DO THINGS MORE LIKE WE DO IN 
OREGON.  
 
LET’S NOT HAVE THE SITEING OF THESE RESORTS BE ANOTHER OF OUR 
AVOIDABLE MISTAKES WE REGRET FOREVER.  
 
PLEASE VOTE TO DENY THESE RISKS TO A TREASURE THAT WILL NEVER BE 
AVAILABLE AGAIN IF WE’RE WRONG. 
 

                                                 
3 ibid 
4 http://www.alternative-energy-news.info/oregon-to-lead-nation-in-solar-production/ 



THANK YOU FOR YOUR ATTENTION AND LISTENING. 
 
TOBY POMEROY 
 
2/6/09 
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