March 27, 2025

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL: ASeifer@co.marion.or.us

Marion County Hearings Officer
c/o Alex Seifer

5155 Silverton Road NE

Salem, Oregon 97305

RE: Conditional Use Permit 24-043 (14398 Union School RD NE, Woodburn)
Our File No: 45249-00001

Dear Madam Hearings Officer:

Please accept this letter into the record for the above referenced appeal of the approval of a non-
farm dwelling on the property certain 8.4 acres of property (the “Property”) located along the 14400 block
of Union School Road NE (the “Application”) submitted by MKI Construction LLC, an Oregon limited
liability company, and Leo Needs Construction LLC, an Oregon limited liability company (collectively the
“Applicant”). The Application was designated by Marion County as Conditional Use Case No. 24-043 and
was approved, subject to four (4) conditions, by the Planning Director on January 13, 2025 (the
“Decision”). The Decision was subsequently appealed by the neighboring property owners, Bernhard and
Patricia Hitz (collectively the “Appellant”), on January 27, 2025 (the “Appeal”). A hearing was held on
Thursday March 6, 2025 (the “Hearing”) and one of parties testifying in opposition requested to hold the
record open. This letter is Applicant’s response to the comments made both at the Hearing and as written
testimony during the seven (7) day open record period (collectively, the “Opposition Testimony”).

As stated by the Applicant at the Hearing, the Opposition Testimony does not address the
applicable approval criteria nor have any of the parties opposing the Application or appealing the Decision
provided evidence into the record that rebuts the evidence provided by the Applicant that it has satisfied
the applicable approval criteria. The Opposition Testimony is focused on four areas, as set out below.

I Questions Regarding the Validity of the Soil Assessment

Prior to submitting the Application, the Applicant had a Soil Assessment Review (the
“Assessment”) done on the Property which has been submitted as part of this response as Exhibit 101.
The Soil Assessment Review process, as setout in OAR 660-033-0045, requires the a person seeking a soils
assessment to contact a “professional soil classifier,” from a list of qualified individuals identified by
Department of Land Conservation and Development (“DLCD") and, once the soil assessment has been
completed, the assessment must be submitted to DLCD for confirmation by DLCD that the soil assessment
is “soundly and scientifically based” and that the assessment meets DLCD’s reporting requirements. OAR
660-033-0045(1)-(4). The Applicant followed the regulatory requirements for obtaining a soil assessment,
as shown by the Applicant’s Soil Assessment Completeness Review which was submitted to the County as
part of the Application.

The Applicant hired Gary A. Kitzrow, CPSC (Certified Professional Soil Classifier)/CPSS (Certified
Professional Soil Scientist) (the “Soil Classifier’) certified by the Soil Science Society of America, to
complete an analysis of the Property’s soils. This certification requires (1) a bachelors’ degree is soil science
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or a related field having at least 15.0 semester credits of soils specific coursework and 45.0 semester
credits of supporting coursework; (2) five (5) years of post-baccalaureate experience or 3 years of
experience post receipt of a Master's or PhD; (3) Credential forms approved by board of the Soil Science
Society of America; and (4) passing a subject matter exam. https://www.soils.org/certifications/become-
certified?g=certifications/become-certified/. The Soil Classifier’s certifications are not the only items that
establishes him as an expert in soils analysis and classification, he has also been identified by DLCD as a
“professional soil classifier” and is included on the list that DLCD is required to maintain to provide the
public with options for well qualified individuals to perform soil assessments. The fact that he was paid by
the Applicant to provide his professional services does not indicate that he is biased.

The Assessment was based on ten (10)* excavations done using a backhoe and other field testing
equipment. See Exhibit 101 p. 2. The location of these soil samples is identified on a map that is included
the Assessment and which shows that the samples were taken at multiple points on the property, in
varying locations in order to determine the makeup of the entirety of the Property. Id. 22. The Assessment
than provides an analysis of the soil typology as well as discussing the historic use of the Property, including
expert testimony refuting the claims set forth in the Opposition Testimony. Specifically, in analyzing the
aerial from 1970, the Soil Classifier notes that “The lower valued Steiwer Variant soils along with Terrace
Escarpment units (and floodway) shows inferior crop growing conditions with stunted tree crops and areas
of no crops within these soil units.” Id. 37.The area that the Applicant is proposing for the construction of
the dwelling is within the area mapped with these soils, and specifically in Steiwer Variant (SWB) portion
of the Property where the aerial photographs depict “tonal pattern difference with tree drop-out and
intrusion of unwanted bush species.” Id. 38.

The Assessment establishes that the Applicant has followed the regulatory process for establishing
that the Property is not classified with high-value farm soils, allowing it to submit an application for a non-
farm dwelling. The Opposition Testimony has not provided evidence in the record beyond anecdotal
statements that previous owners had various farm uses on the Property. The Soil Classifier addresses the
historical use of the Property in the Assessment and refutes the Opposition Testimony regarding the
viability of farming on the Property. The Soil Assessment process is established to ensure that a qualified
professional is performing these types of assessments and, when weighing the evidence in the record, the
Assessment, performed by a professional and reviewed for compliance with sound academic principles,
should be given significantly more weight than memories of individuals in the vicinity that do not have
firsthand knowledge of the viability of previous attempts at farming.

1. Exclusive Farm Use Zoning

Several comments within the Opposition Testimony seemed to focus on preventing the Applicant
from changing the zoning on the Property. As the Applicant is not changing the zoning on the Property,
but is applying for a conditional use permit, which will allow for a non-farm dwelling while maintaining the
EFU zoning. As previously stated, the conditional use criteria presume some level of compatibility with the
underlying zone, provided the proposed use can be developed in a way that does not adversely impact
the surrounding properties. In this instance, the testimony provided by the opposition focused on the
impact of the surrounding uses on the Property, namely, spray coming onto the Property from the adjacent
farm use. As the Applicant provided at the Hearing, in association with this Application, the Applicant will
sign a declaratory statement acknowledging that it is constructing a dwelling in the EFU and, therefore,

"The Applicant indicated that there were twelve (12) soil samples collected as part of the report. Upon further
review, this was incorrect, the Soil Assessment identifies ten (10) testing locations.
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that it understands the impact that the adjacent farm uses may have on the Property. Additionally,
Oregon’s right to farm laws are designed to protect farmers from liability associated with farming in the
resource zones. However, in order to practically address this concern, the Applicant has already fenced the
Property and will install vegetative screening to provide an additional buffer to the surrounding agricultural
uses and the Applicant has proposed shifting the Property further from the neighboring agricultural uses
to allow for a larger buffer.

No other specific concerns were raised with regards to the impact of the proposed dwelling
beyond the philosophical position that all EFU property should be retained for farming, but the Applicant
has provided evidence in the record that the noise and traffic associated with the dwelling will be well
within the norm for the surrounding area. The Opposition Testimony points to the southwest corner of
the Property as a preferrable location for the dwelling, but the Applicant has already demonstrated
through the Assessment that its proposed location is non on high-class soils and the Opposition Testimony
has not provided any evidence demonstrating that this is inaccurate.

1. The Property Has Been Commercially Farmed in the Past

The Opposition Testimony contains several variations of a statement that the prior owners actively
farmed the Property, producing hazelnuts, walnuts, pears, and other garden crops until they were unable
to continue due to advancing age. We believe the owners these statements refer to owned and operated
the property prior to 1998. The Assessment contains historic analysis of the Property from 1950 through
the present and shows that as early as the 1980s the Property was showing significant tree drop out, well
before the Applicant purchased the Property in 2018 and stopped actively farming the Property. /d. 36-41.

Additionally, the fact that the Property may have been previously used for farming is not an
applicable approval criterion for this Application. The Assessment addresses the soil classification of the
soils on the Property. Upon the determination that the soils are not high class soils, the Applicant is able
to apply for a conditional use permit. Under the conditional use permit, the focus of the criteria is not
what can or should happen on the Property, but rather, what impact the proposed conditional uses will
have on the surrounding properties.

However, even if the Property could have been commercially farmed in the past, due to the
substandard soils, it is unlikely that it would be commercially viable today due to its size and the
substandard soils. Based on data from the United States Department of Agriculture (the “USDA”), small
farms in Marion County face significant economic challenges. According to page 1 of the USDA’s most
recent 2022 Census of Agriculture, County Profile for Marion County, Oregon, attached as Exhibit 102,
there was a 10 percent decrease in the total number of farms in Marion County and a 5 percent decrease
in the total farmed acreage in Marion County from 2017 to 2022.2

Reduced harvesting and increased expenses offer two reasons why Marion County small farms
have become less economically viable over time. For example, Census data attached here as Exhibit 103
shows Marion County small farms harvested 1,582 total acres in 2017 but harvested only 1,412 total acres

22022 Census of Agriculture, County Profile for Marion County, Oregon “Total and Per Farm Overview, 2022
and change since 2017”
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in 2022.3 This represents a 10.7 percent decrease in total acres harvested by Marion County small farms.
Further data from the Census, attached here as Exhibit 104, shows that average yearly farm expenses for
all Marion County farms rose from $222,164 in 2017 to $310,897 in 2022.% This represents a 39.9 percent
increase in average yearly farm expenses among all Marion County farms. Although yearly expenses for
small farms are less on average than yearly expenses for large farms, Marion County small farms have
nonetheless become burdened by rising expenses. This may be partially attributable to the inability of
small farms in Marion County to benefit from economies of scale, unlike large farms in Marion County.

Lastly, consolidated production of pears and hazelnuts among Marion County farms suggests
smaller Marion County farms producing these commodities have become less economically viable over
time. The Census data attached here as Exhibit 105 shows that in 2017, 42 Marion County farms dedicated
136 acres to pear production. However, by 2022, only 29 Marion County farms dedicated 129 acres to pear
production.® Although a roughly equivalent number of acres was devoted to pear production over the 5-
year period (+/- 7 acres), there were 13 fewer Marion County farms producing pears overall. The same
holds true for hazelnut production, with Census data attached here as Exhibit 106 showing that in 2017,
359 Marion County farms dedicated 16,366 acres to the production of hazelnuts.® However, by 2022, only
340 Marion County farms dedicated 19,870 acres to the production of hazelnuts. In this case, more
acreage was devoted to hazelnut production (+3,504 acres), but there were 19 fewer Marion County farms
producing hazelnuts over the 5-year period.

In light of other statistics presented on increased farm consolidation suggests the smaller Marion
County farms may be exiting pear and hazelnut production, or they may be selling their acreage to larger
farms. Coupled with statistics on reduced harvesting and increased expenses, data suggests Marion
County small farms, including small farms producing pears and hazelnuts, are less economically viable than
they were in the past. These trends may force Marion County small farms to cease production of pears
and hazelnuts, or it may force Marion County small farms to sell their acreage to larger producers of these
commodities. If trends remain the same as they did from 2017 to 2022, USDA Census data suggests Marion
County small farms face significant economic challenges now and in the future.

Along these lines, testimony Provided by Patricia Hitz at the Hearing and by Mikel Hitz via written
testimony state that the Property has been utilized for commercial farm uses in the past and that, because
their adjacent family farm is productive, the Property should be able to be commercially farmed. As the
Applicant has addressed the testimony regarding the soil analysis above, it will just briefly note that the
Soil Analysis establishes that the soils on the Property have a distinct pattern due to the small acreage and
the presence of the creek, which result in a soil typology that is inconsistent with adjacent farm use.
Additionally, the Appellant purchased adjacent properties from the previous owner of the Property at the
same time that the Property was listed for sale (as indicated by the Marion County Property Records), their
failure to purchase the Property at that time, even though they owned two of the abutting properties,
suggests that they did not think that the Property could be farmed as part of their farming operation.

3 Page 291, 2022 Census of Agriculture — County Data
4 Page 259, 2022 Census of Agriculture — County Data
5 Page 392, 2022 Census of Agriculture — County Data
8 Page 396, 2022 Census of Agriculture — County Data
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Iv. Development of the Proposed Dwelling

The Opposition Testimony also raised concerns about potential impacts of the proposed dwelling
on the waterway that bisects the Property and the associated storm water displacement caused by
additional impermeable surfaces. The Proposed Dwelling will be required to comply with Marion County’s
stormwater detention requirements, where applicable. There is adequate space onsite to address any
displaced stormwater and Marion County’s engineer will have the opportunity to review any proposed
stormwater detention to ensure that it complies with the engineering standards. The Decision adequately
conditions this requirement in the Conditions numbered #1, 4, and 6.

Moreover, the Opposition Testimony points to MCC 17.136.030, which is not the applicable
approval criteria in this Application. Rather the Applicant is applying for a Conditional Use under MCC
17.136.060, which the Applicant has addressed in detail.

The only applicable impact that the Opposition Testimony seems to argue is the alleged change
in the development pattern of the surrounding area. However, the surrounding area is already typified by
what is a mixture of agricultural and rural residential uses and the Property is bordered on two sides by a
large agricultural parcel where additional parcelization or development would not be permitted, and
neighbored on the remaining side by a similarly sized rural residential parcel. The Opposition Testimony
did not provide any evidence into the record addressing how the development of the proposed dwelling
will allow for additional development in the surrounding area or how the Proposed Dwelling will result in
negative impacts to the surrounding area that cannot be mitigated through reasonable conditions or the
Applicant’s proposed screening. Rather, the Opposition Testimony instead focuses on statewide policy and
the preference to preserve farmland. As addressed above, the Applicant has provided sufficient evidence
in the record to demonstrate that the Property does not contain the high class soils that the Statewide
Planning Goal 3 seeks to preserve. While the EFU Zone seeks to effectuate the preservation of productive
farmland, the conditional use process in MCC 17.136.060 provides a mechanism for the productive use of
parcels when the soils on those parcels will not allow for farm use, as is the case here. As the Proposed
Dwelling falls within a defined conditional use and the Applicant has demonstrated through sufficient
evidence in the record that it satisfies the applicable approval criteria, the Proposed Development is
consistent with both the County and the State’s policy mandate to preserve productive farmland.

Conclusion:

The Applicant has demonstrated through substantial evidence in the record that the Application either
satisfies the applicable approval criteria, or that reasonable conditions of approval allow the Application
to comply with those criteria. The Applicant respectfully requests that the Hearings Officer approve the
Application as modified in the Applicant’s updated site plan, submitted as part of its appeal response.
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Sincerely,

Mangach G omeloSH o

MARGARET Y. GANDER-VO
margaret@sglaw.com
Voice Message #374

MYG:
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EXHIBIT A

Loy
o
o
Lo

et County Profile

Marmn Cuunty
Oregon

Total and Per Farm Overview, 2022 and change since 2017 1 Percent of state agriculture
sales
2022 !l'_u change
since 2017 Share of Sales by Type (%)
Number of farms 2,477 -10
Land in farms {acres) 275,483 -5 Crops &7
Average size of farm (acres) m =8 Livestock, poultry, and products 12
Total (% Land in Farms by Use (acres)
Market value of products sold 874,827,000 +25
Govemment payments 6,500,000 +250 Cropland 222,251
Farm-related income 30,403,000 +8 Fastureland 15477
Total farm production expenses 770,003,000 +26 Woodland 20.310
Met cash farm income 141,927,000 +20 Other 17.345
Per farm average ) Acres irrigated: 92,166 -
33% of land in farms

Market value of products soid 353,100 +30
Government payments * 48,879 +308 Land Use Practices (% of farms)
Farm-related income 2 38,878 +18
Total farm production expenses 310,897 +40 Mo till ]
Net cash farm income §7.208 +33 Reduced ftill T

Intensive till 18

Cowver crop ]
Farms by Value of Sales Farms by Size

Number Percent of Total ® Number Percent of Total ®

Less than $2,500 850 35 110 0 acres o320 38
$2.500 to $4.000 302 12 10 to 40 acres a01 38
5,000 to $0.000 272 11 50 to 170 acres 319 13
510,000 to $24,099 253 10 180 to 480 acres 188 B
525,000 to $45,009 151 Li] 500 to 990 acres 81 3
550,000 to $90,000 151 Li] 1.000+ acres Go 2
$100,000 or mare 480 20

United States Department of Agriculture
Mational Agricultural Statistics Service

www.nass.usda.gov/AgCensus
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EXHIBIT B

Table 5. Farms, Land in Farms, Value of Land and Buildings, and Land Use: 2022 and 2017 (continued)

[For meaning of abbreviations and symibols, see Introductony =]

B=m Lincoin Unn Mtalheur iarion Moo MuBnomah Poik Eherman
FARME AND LAND IH FARM3
Fams =5 135 851 AT 321 6E0 1,158 173
=4 2,03 ol 2,761 s 653 1,243 130
Land Im farms 336,053 1,130,142 75, 1,052,805 Irae3 154,851 403,515
BoT ELN- S 1.083,3:2 288,671 1,128,101 A 138,305 £24,857
Acrerage size of farm 157 1313 M 3,087 41 134 237
TE 142 1,134 105 3,003 x» 1x 2762
Estimaisd markst value of land and balidings ... Tarms, 2022 =5 135 851 T 321 6E0 1,158 173
X017 324 2, TF2 54 2,761 s 553 1,243 150
§1.000, T2 2 353 3497 157 2,054,855 4 553,355 2318,552 TER T4 1,587,952 SE5T,374
X017 155,535 223355 1827231 3,558,955 1,288,551 3052 1,058,557 448 318
Awerape perfam dollars, 2022 BE3 152 1535,723 2429500 1,254,385 6,799,565 1,130,504 1.371.288 3278620
017 15 458 1IH]-5,.$4 1,687,939 1,252,998 3 IEC AR 813242 EE2 419 2345030
AETEDE DEr acE dollars, 2022 7520 0405 1,851 7,032 2202 ITATZ 0255 1410
017 5458 T2 4= 12,367 1127 2,873 7118 B0
2022ty Iy value group:
§1 o §£9,959 B i3 3 S0 m 13 I 1=
F50.000 1o §55,953 10 48 v = 4 | 14 7
i1m.[l]ﬂboi1kﬁ'ﬂ’5 4 o7 35 93 18 15 3 7
bo §499,955 £E5 260 a7 B Ell 33 4
F500, 000 bo §599,955 1z 37 7 ) 53 xr 510 k.1
¥1.000,000 bo §1,598,939 33 I3 -l 414 ] 124 132 4
$2.000,000 bo §4£,595,999 7 120 105 65 &1 Fyl ] 41
¥5.000,000 bo §5,595,999 - -3l = 1z = 5 132 %
F10.000,000 or more - =] 45 il &1 T F-] -]
Approwimake Eand ansa Bores, 2023 BT 452 1483,727 6,328,050 TEE,555 1,295,540 a7 474,19 527,113
F A Infarms peroent, 2002 43 220 17a 3E5 - e} il aaT [
122 siz= of S
1o 9aoes Tarms 48 Tz 100 930 =3 3= 254 3
acres 1o 3,767 ] 4,308 o 1,504 1,453 -
10 6o 49 acnes Tarms 123 ToE I3 201 = 233 483 1=
ares ERL-] 13,323 B, 334 158,33 1,305 5383 1,508 5a3
50 bo B3 acnes Tarms iz nz = 12z z Ir ] =
ares 1556 6,577 2401 B33 {|=] 1,530 563 230
70 bo 39 acnes Tarms = &1 T3 7] 4
aoes 2218 8,385 Ejiss 6,081 354 a2 512 EhE]
100 b 135 acres farms. 18 &5 51 24 5 18 AT 3
aoes 2,153 7.515 34 5451 555 203 EA5T 380
140 o 172 acres farmes. 11 44 53 40 10 5 e 7
aoes 1,73 T2 B,3&7 AL 1,552 TI2 5 108
180 o 219 acres farmes. T 52 24 45 9 5 I 3
-l 4 1407 0,147 4,7e0 5,357 1,854 e 53x 532
220 Iy 259 MTES Tarms. T = 13 Fal 5 4 L1 3
aoes 1544 8,292 3jore E,040 1,167 550 2677 FE -]
250 by £33 mTES Tarms. 12 82 71 13 I & 3B L]
-l 4 L44E 28458 2502 41,34 5,734 200 11,388 3487
500 by 959 ares Tarms. 9 e &1 1 & 3 28
-l 4 6,02 38254 43,102 55,783 7,573 43534 23,082 15,051
1,000 b 1,259 acres Torms. Z 43 43 41 I3 4 13 I
f-lag—} [4:}] 64,933 BE0.N7T EE,501 44512 E.584 6,597 43422
2,000 acres or more: forms. - 4 106 13 110 - 15 62
f-lag - 133,352 264,713 53,873 973,57 - E0,237 332,557
2017 sie= of farm
1o 5ames Tarms. &2 -] 124 1,1 52 I L] H]
ares [T LpEs 37 S o 1,504 1,518 m
10 6o 49 acnes Tarms 173 g5 201 =] ] 187 81T 2
acres L 18,30 5T 0,758 1,515 4352 12,108 m
50 bo B3 acnes Tarms 4 1= Bl nz H] 1z £ 3
ares 1,953 6,257 3,45 6,505 34 653 5,563 =]
70 bo 39 acnes Tarms = et a3 105 & 1= 4 3
ares 2133 9,577 7,535 B0z 650 1325 B, 774 {|=1]
100 b 135 acres farms. ir &0 = -] 13 H LT L]
aores 2071 5,014 T 5,743 1480 1288 BETE e
140 o 179 acres Tarms 10 &1 == B plel 2 Ir pLed
aores 1552 5,533 5,815 T.EE4 1473 1,383 4204 1,578
180 o 215 acres farms. i0 2 33 3
aoes 1552 5402 4103 B.5T1 505 1,180 434 1217
21X bo 255 acres farms. 27 - -
aoes 1,154 5,185 EAT3 ) =] ioa B, 333 -
250 o £52 mres farmes. 17 o0 v jlec) H 3 e 14
aoes 5,736 30,8522 28,393 35,099 7973 .03 fa45y 5185
500 by 959 ares Tarms. 10 55 81 24 g8 ) 15
-l 4 6252 37,933 55,953 55,572 2BA1E 5855 fis 458 1,639
1,000 b 1,559 acres Tarmes. 1 43 &0 4z = 2 18 I3
-l 4 [4:}] 57,178 83,919 58,255 44317 s} 19,706 45,621
2,000 acres or more: forms. - =] 108 0 130 2 14 85
f-lag—} - 118,885 8a1,3ms 63,320 1,038,825 o £1,882 454,371
LAND IN FARM E ACRORDNG TO USE
Tolal cropiand Jorms, 022 1= 1,31 BT 1,806 230 G4z a2 158
017 14 1405 T .83 257 51z Bz hlral
Bores, 2023 3458 250,303 185,847 223,351 455,002 18,543 117,938 Z=7,887
017 3539 242 627 10,7739 aTsH 511,874 15,623 107,580 !4I:I.5¢3
Harsested cropand Jorms, 022 148 1,251 25 1,663 153 LT T o
017 186 1,244 g2 1,718 182 48 TiT 14
acTes, 2027 2410 5,273 140,501 130,355 240,349 13382 22,257 102,202
2017 2F18 185,015 173,002 157,080 75,533 1,747 87,072 137,432
—coninuesd
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EXHIBIT C

Table 9. Harvested Cropland by Size of Farm and Acres Harvested: 2022 and 2017 (continued)

[For meaning of abbreviations and symboks, see introductony ]

B=m Lirncoin Linn Mlislheur Iafarion Moo BuBnomahi Poik Eheman
Fams number, 022 148 1,251 25 1,663 153 45T T o
217 188 1,244 B34 1,718 182 £81 T 124
acres Fanneshed, 2003 2410 5273 140,301 150,365 240,343 13,382 95,267 102,20
. i) i) 2518 i85, 115 179,002 157,080 Z7E833 M, 747 BT OTE 137438
HARVESTED CROPLAND EY ELZE OF FARM
232 sk of farm
1% Sames forms 34 erd 5 =44 163 -
acres harvesied 1,085 1=2 1412 151] &05 514 -
10045 acres farms. 432 145 552 -1 157 302 4
acnes harvested 5712 2293 7,782 235 1,685 3,503 1z
50 fo 65 acres Tarmes &2 35 100 - g 4 1
acres harvesied 2,269 1412 3,240 - 25 1,388 {=1]
70 o 59 aces farms. T3 &1 2 18 &7 3
oones harvested 2,521 77 24835 o T 1,510 =]
100 b 139 acres Tarmes 52 43 Tz - 7 k= -
acres harvesied 2472 304 S48 - 1,055 2137 -
140 o 172 acres farms. Er 40 M4 13 4 o]
aones harvested 3,255 3= 4,302 4z 261 1,983 6817
180 o 219 acres: Tarmes = m 41 3 3 2 -
acres harvesied 4,30 LE52 B421 1 1z 31 -
220 by 253 arEs Tarms. 30 13 17 1 4 10 -
aones harvested 3,or4 2133 3 o T 1178 -
2580 o £73 acres Tarmes &3 x4 1 T & kel 4
acres harvesied 12,M0 14,153 26,738 B4 820 TR 652
500 o 999 acres forms. 43 45 81 9 5 Iz 14
acres harvesied 7,553 20,530 48,134 R 22685 i0ea3 3,597
1,000 D 1,959 acmes Tarmes 45 4 41 1= 4 13 12
acres harvesied 45,21 25,435 dE454 7462 48X 1izm B.147
2,000 acres or mor Tarms. e == 13 | - 15 &
acres harvessss 10,532 E3ME 36,214 HTTLZ - 48 4857 83,233
27 sk of farm:
10 Sames forms. iz4 40 534 g8 285 163 z
acres harvesied 1,132 154 1,582 1] 653 585 {|=1]
10 6o 45 acres Tarmes 444 120 B0S 4 13 305 4
acres harvested 5,533 2170 B,Ti0 23 145 3412 =]
50 o B3 acres forms =] 32 S0 4 T &2 -
acres harvesied 2,205 354 2673 102 1% 151 -
70 b 59 acres Tarmes =3 =2 &0 - 14 80 3
acnes harvested EREDS 3695 4482 - 51z 1,574 14
100 b 135 acres forms 52 =3 &5 3 T 53 Z
acres harvesied 2,133 &= 3,902 182 741 2,95 {51]
140 o 172 aces farms. 45 3= 45 1 ] 2 =
oones harvested 3,637 3,343 4,512 o 7T 1,683 283
180 o 219 acres: Tarmes 12 18 3 3 3 1= z
acres harvesied 1,953 1,354 4,852 18 {151] 1545 {|=1]
220 o 259 ares farms. ez ] = 12 - 1 12 -
acnes harvested 2,855 im P u) - =] 1,747 -
2580 o £73 acres Tarmes Tz 1 104 T 3 &
acres harvesied 2,503 19,305 28,8132 5 70 4,563 2,140
500 o 995 acres farms. 43 T4 &0 10 & X L]
oones harvested 25,555 EEi-) 40,815 4385 Jozz 5,782 2873
1,000 D 1,959 acmes Tarmes Iz =1 4Z 1= z 18 1=
acres harvesied 4L md 2,847 48,775 10,50 {15)] 14,301 10,521
2,000 acres or mom farms. 2 20 o 2 14 73
aones harvested 7.3 T3/mE 46,522 =84TE =] 42,274 121,00
HARVESTED CROPLAND BY ACRES HARVEETED
2032 wores harvesied:
16 9ames Tarmes 8 535 £ Te0 1= 353 330 =
BES L=} 2,065 414 o B 103= 123 ioa
10 o 19 aces forms. 21 215 TE I3z 13 r 138 -
acres =54 2,777 1,21 3,102 158 amz 1,813 -
20 bo 29 acres Tarmes 15 e 43 o7 T 12 L =
BTES 342 1,685 1,004 2452 145 Lz 1,741 121
30049 aces forms. 10 s =] 105 g8 Iz G 1
BTES =5 4173 4,05z 257 1182 1,661 {|=1]
50 bo 39 acres Tarmes 10 20 m =3 1z 1z 52 z
mores £04 5743 7T B354 i a5 3488 %
100 b 199 acres forms. 3 53 =] 105 9 9 Q0 15
aores 374 7580 10,155 14,562 1328 1,7 5,318 2,153
200 o £53 ares Tarmes =] £ 123 1z T *x 1=
BTES [z} 1,716 30,504 36,865 3568 1775 030 E8i8
500 to 995 aces forms - 5 45 T 2 3 7 Ll
BTES - I 23 A48 45,325 16,718 213 12,124 8,585
1,000 acres or mors Tarmes - &1 =) 4I 3 21 &0
BTES - 143,340 4,840 TO,845 217 ms 43r3 E7400 BS,507
207 mores hanvesisd:
1fo Saoes farms. 6 4= =0 L % T3 s L]
- lag—} 3T 2,133 == 293 13 as 145 3=
10 b 19 acres Tarmes £y ] 13 = 257 0 Iz 138 1
BTES 408 2,742 Mz 3,332 132 {15)] 1857 {|=1]
2010 29 acres farms. B S0 35 102 13 2 B -
- lag—} 183 1,558 g74 2330 151 526 1,531 -
30 6o 45 aores Tarmes 10 10z =1 128 L] 1 7 1
BTES 3T 37 - | 4,824 324 o 2,574 {|=]
50 fo 59 acres farms. 18 &9 M 1o 13 1= 2 M
BES 131 5,Ms 7825 7,55 I 1,145 4,545 8BS
100 b 159 acres: Tarmes 3 3 =3 4 14 a Ll T
aores 428 TAT2 13,312 13,805 2= 1,132 4,552 1,131
200 to £32 ares farms. - S5 1 121 1 ] 4 17
ages - 17,854 42,135 47455 4215 20: 7872 B0
500 to 959 acres Tarmes - 40 Ll 53 4 18 =
BTES - 3,159 373 38,637 17,258 3,000 12,124 21,8858
1,000 acres or moe Tarms. - =0 [ EL] 1 21
BES - 194,415 72851 B1,0930 =124 =] S0483 107,438
—oonEnued
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EXHIBIT D

Table 3. Farm Production Expenses: 2022 and 2017 (continued)
[For meaning of abbreviations and symibots, ses introduchery =xt]

Rem Lincoin Linn Mialhear sarion omow MuBEnomaki Polk Ehesman
Tolal farm production farms, X232 =8 2138 B2 2ATT 349 BE0 1,158 172
T 24 2353 - 2,761 s 653 1,243 150
$1.000, 20232 8377 341482 435,443 TI0,053 205,381 Te£50 7,261 4T 453
017 T As0 233 557 34,058 £13,354 £35,34 55,975 118,231 25N
Merage per fam doliars, 20232 31353 59,6554 =40,387 Ioaa7 237310 12,485 196,253 74,297
017 9425 02,545 32,817 2184 1438278 - x] =118 155,320
Fertlzer, Iime, and soll comdionsrs
purchassd 75 1,087 = 458 162 Nz 554
1= 1,112 1,544 180 353 121
13 37,637 a7 3e E4,550 A4 E45 134 ]
av 13,043 23,375 43 558 28,845 3,005 1 3481
Chemicals purchased & 3 1,517 80 IS 5 105
12 1,002 521 1,583 215 i) 61% 120
10 22 EEE 15,015 47,702 33,833 353 15,085 (255
= 2,085 15,101 Erfgyle] 207 BATT 4,542
‘Seeds, plant, vines, and nees purchased ... Torms, 0232 74 B3 14 In a3
017 76 iy a0z 145 2 K} pyt-]
§1.000, 20232 [4:}] 1520 12,342 48,050 28,170 11,553 0019 iriz
017 = 5,883 13,328 34,562 22796 g 5 2,395
Covercop sesdpurchased ... forms, 20232 B == Nz -] z
017 13 432 3 138 ] 12 ey 3
§1.000, 2022 1 30 170 254 180 104 e
1 7O 13 188 &1 = B ]
Livesiock and pouliry purchassd or
leaesed Jarms, 20232 &3 523 29 535 54 145 3 Ll
017 1o 7o =4 B0 124 130 30E =g
§1.000, 20232 [4:}] Ly g 109,281 E,687 el k-] 2,306 257
017 v 7555 68,799 3450 e 20z 083 N
Ereeding Iwesiock porchased o
eazed forms, 2232 42 14 17& 184 45 41 131 -]
017 42 N7 192 354 72 n 112 H
§1.000, 2022 i) 2,747 6,639 1,669 53 137 T4 253
&l 1,735 E53% 1,325 1,780 B -] 1
Other vesinck and powltny purchased or
eased Jarms, 20232 &l 4z3 124 £32 &2 105 Fall 4
017 &6 435 150 Se4 B2 g2 243 =
§1,000, 20022 {0} 1,378 102,542 a4m01s ) 2 1,553 4
017 151 5,920 B3, 372 2126 1= 13 *x
Feed purchased forms, 0032 13 1401 5e8 1203 12 3 &M 43
017 HE 1,555 624 1,538 iy Ixm 535 57
§1.000, 2022 1,13 28,989 58,539 E3104 484 1513 23.9m TE
2,30 43408 4074 178,233 523 f40az B
Gasoline, fueds, aned olls purchaesed ... forms, 2022 gy 2,0 Bda 2,363 310 &80 1,11 141
T 5B Z2Hs e 25617 380 615 1,185 180
§1.000, 3022 =8 5,747 ig£21 3818 7,541 3,582 BAE: 1,766
434 1,514 faszs Kk 9,12= 200z 4,583 2133
URities Jorms, 0232 152 1,325 ™ 1,605 266 a4 531 B
017 196 1,285 v 1,735 289 a1z THE 145
§1.000, 20232 33 8,347 i2.0m8 iz 17,71 333 5 1,163
017 400 5,602 11,353 7,096 irarz 2712 3,183 TSI
Fepairs, supplss, and FainEnance osts ... Tarms, 2232 3 1,784 53 992 285 581 17
017 e 1,734 BsY 2,233 528 X 1=
§1.000, 2022 1,095 24,852 E0,618 31,368 032 14814 4459
1242 a7 23,150 45,657 4,085 B142 35619
Hired farm kabor forms, X232 45 e 3 13 255
T a0 573 =4 138 23 352 o al
$1.000, 20232 2279 73,518 44523 2313 BS,745 & 44 257 393
017 1,213 37,353 135,543 43,557 HAD 20,350 2.3
Contrack lakor = 3 124 A 61 1= 219 Fr ]
17 213 155 41 x B 218 k.1
47 15015 B,7o09 58,17 28,002 282 24,375 T4
108 7 O7e 7am 5,182 11,858 601 0,7 23
Cusiormwork and Dustorn hauling 4 395 n 34 57 s 2 45
33 TS 530 2|0 TS 205 55
[4:}] 5,302 B135 18,973 M77s B2 £330 1,603
) ] L4z B, 745 597 16,768 L3 ey | 1176
Cash rent for land, bulldings,
and grazing fees Tarms, 20232 3 k=) =2 =01 a0 1= 188 x
017 30 393 a4 04 £l py =] 159 mn
¥1.000, 2023 1 24,8500 21,10 47,957 53,215 2797 14,913 ]
017 193 15,353 16,581 3350 26,362 2876 5,585 EEr
Fent and lexse expenses for machinesy,
equipment, and fam shane of vehices . Sarms, 2023 9 17 &7 s = 51 o 18
017 pc! 1532 125 280 a 3 = I3
§1.000, 2022 = 3,559 2728 oy ] 1] 254 2,685 £3
13 2,188 362 609 3172 17& 12 =
inizrest expense forms, X232 == =g ] =] 130 13 257 5
017 &0 =37 2T 720 152 120 333 T3
§1,000, 20022 = SR 19,354 13,855 373 1,551 7,552 1,411
B 0475 12,805 0,548 B773 1,822 721 1,135
Eecured by real BSEiE e e farms, 023 33 422 251 &7 Eal 85 233 »x
017 == 440 33 Ty 105 "7 25 ki
§1.000, 20232 73 0,681 7,554 13,180 2,905 i.102 EA38 TE
017 rund 7731 8,335 5,843 2,560 1452 4,585 Tz
Mot secured by real estate .. . Tarms, 2232 35 335 am T4 73 1= 38
017 33 =T 300 247 33 B 178 52
§1.000, 3022 i 3,525 3,700 B,676 E83 553 1,244 ]
017 157 2,895 3470 105 5812 I 1,03 a5
Propery bues paid Tarms, 20037 fe= 2,005 510 2,303 312 534 1,075 154
017 T 2, M= 505 505 555 1,181 187
¥1.000, 2023 oG 11,21 &Mz 16,814 BaTE 3,75 B35 1,124
i H 7,355 bt 12433 B 155 3,07 4,327 1,897
Ses foonots)s) at mnd of bie. —confnued

4930-5505-5148, v. 3



Table 31. Fruitz and Huts: 2022 and 2017 (continued)

[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see Intnoduchory ]

EXHIBIT E

1 1me] 20T
Cesgraptic ama Total Blmaring spe acres Horbaanng age scres Biearing ape aces Monibaaring age acres
Fams ALTES Fams Ares Farms. Aes Famrs ATeEs Fams ATes Farms ALTES
FEARSE, ALL - Con.
Couniies - Con.
10 (11} - £ 3 =] e " k]| 0 ] 1
£ 1 4 {|53] 1 1] B 3 1] -] [1=1]
- - - - - - E 5 1] - -
a 3 -] 3 3 [ra] 5 4 [1=]] 3 D
3 B L] | mi] 4 1] T (o) 7 [1=]] - -
28 16 F.i 12 -] z a1 = 35 17 13 5
- - - - - - 2 { 2 [1=]] - -
5 1 4 I 2 1] & (O} 2 ol 4 i3]
el- 054 180 10,026 ral 13 a2 21232 A2 1,461 T3 B&1
B 3578 &7 3,537 4 141 60 Ryl 50 [1=]] 1= [1=1]
1" 5 il e 1 | k! 1" 2 0 12 2
- - - - - - 1 [} 1 [1=]] - -
B3 4 & 21 = 1z 100 53] 53 k-] @ 23
T 1 H] =] 2 1] i 4 7 [1=]] 3 1=
= B0 3 £3 = chl 48 k]l a5 1z 3
1 L1} 1 53] - - - - - - - -
x 129 .-} {153] 3 {155] 41 138 &1 1] & [1=1]
3 " 3 a 3 2 2 (=} 1 [1=]] 2 [i =]
3 il = 5 4 1 45 13 34 i2 12 2
7 18 k. 12 1z 3 k! 18 30 16 3 2
2 1] z e - - - - - - - -
& 1] 4 =] 3 1= 12 o) 12 [1=]] 1 [1=4]
5 o - - z o] " E 3 ol F o
2 L1} 1 53] 1 1] 3 [1=}] 2 1=]] 1 [1=1]
7 706 7 B21 = -3 ) 43 10 76 -] &7
&1 24 o 18 is -] BE = &0 4 = 5
5 1] = =] 4 1 4 oy 2 [1x]] 2 {12}
) 16 iz 15 L 2 ac P - 26 L] 1& 10
40 4358 400 3551 180 =7 508 3,786 B35 3405 165 38
£ 2 3 =] 1 o 3 3 2 - -
a3 7 = 5 12 z 27 14 g k1] 2
.l 4 .} 3 il 1 42 kL] k] 1z 2
5 (1] 4 53] 1 {15 - - - - -
8 (1] 13 {153] 3 [ra] 24 22 1] z [1=1]
1 [1=]] 1 =] - - 3 3 [1=]] - -
- - - - - - 1 1 [1=]] - -
1 1] 1 e - - 1 - - 1 1=}
5 %] E] i) - - 4 £ [1=]] - -
13 " 7 =] z o 19 16 3 3 1
- - - - - - 2 2 o - -
& 1 4 j1=3] z 1] 3 1 J1=]] z [1=1]
140 3340 13 3,861 4= i iz fro 73 48 a7
a7 (1] I3 w1 1 M4 - 41 [1=]] 8 [1=]]
£ 1 4 | 1 |1 22 21 [1=]] 1 (1=}
- - - - - - 1 1 [1=]] - -
= 13 .1 1 ] 2 c8 38 17 ] 8
] o 4 o] - - 7 5 ol 2 o
= 42 14 45 " 4 19 18 2 ] 2
7 BT 1= {|53] z 1] 30 28 w T 1
3 2 - - 3 2 1 1 [1x]] 1 (=]
3 4 1= 3 4 1 20 18 o 2 =]
15 T 12 2 H 3 14 1 =1 ] =]
2 ol 2 m - - - - - - -
& 1] 4 =] 3 1= 12 12 [1=]] 1 [1=4]
1 o - - 1 o] B 5 ol F o
2 [l 1 {1=3] 1 5] 1 1 [1=]] - -
& Iz4 13 figa = =3 g 8 @2 ] &5
2 iz is a - ] 4 H I i3 T 1
- - - - - - 2 - - 2 L]
= B k. ] 7 7 1 5 17 13 9 £
EE3 1.z287 415 10,655 ¥ 618 Tz 125&7 a7 12297 235 650
£ 4 4 £ - - 5 2 £ [1=]] 1 {15}
k] B = 5 13 3 33 15 28 - H] 2
47 10 13 £ 4 13 55 13 &1 9 1= 5
2 (1]} - - z =] 1 [1=]] - - 1 [1=]
7 3 T {|53] 1 o4 5 B 21 1] 4 [1=1]
4 [1=]] 3 1 1 =] B (=} 2 [1=]] B8 [i =]
- - - - - - 5 1 5 1 - -
| 1] -] e 3 [ra ] 5 [} £ [1=]] 3 1=}
3 1] E] i) 4 o9 B 1 6 1 - -
5 5 7 =] -] 1] 32 12 24 3 M 5
- - - - - - 4 [1=}] 2 [1=]] z =]
153 7305 153 6,B65 (=4 &0 191 9,02 31 B2 &S 353
43 [1=]] k3 i} = o7 a7 3476 35 [1=]] 1z =]
—oontnusd
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Table 31. Fruits and Nuts: 2022 and 2017 (continued)

[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, tee IRfoduchony =]

EXHIBIT F

22 T
Gengraphic area Tatal Braring age acres Nonbearing age acnes Bearng age ames Nonbeaing age aOes
Farms ALTES Fams ACres Farms. Aes Farms ALTes Famns ALTes Farms ALrEs
ALMONDS - Con
Couniies - Con.
Union 2 [1x]] z oa - - - - - - - -
WSRO et e, - - - - - - 1 [1=}] 1 [12]] - -
Yamiil - - - - - - 3 [1=}] 1 [1=]] 2 {1 =]
CHEETHUTE
2iate Total
Cregon =) 233 53 77 = s a8 o 49 140 14 52
Countiss
E=nion £ T 4 oa 4 oy 3 3 7 - -
L Tu . L & 41 4 =] z | 3 3 1] - -
C - - - - - - 1 i ] - -
Cocs 2 [1x]] z oa 1 | - - - - -
cumy - - - - - - 1 - - 1 =]
Dougias 2 [12]] 2 =] 1 o 1 - - 1 1=}
Hood RV oo 2 o] z ] - - 3 - - z o
JACRE0n 2 {121 2 =] 1 1= 1 [4=}] - - 1 [1=4]
Lare 12 57 El 55 H 2 7 = 7 =] z o
Linn B 28 z ] 1 oh 4 £ Fl o] z o
karion & 15 4 15 - - E ayd 5 1] 1 [1=]
Watmormah T 94 T 12 - - B 10 7 1] 1 [1=1]
Polk 4 15 3 =] 1 1= 3 B 3 & - -
i 3 l1+7] z 1] 1 o4 - - - - . B}
Washington ... 8 7 & 2 4 4 5 [412}] 5 [12]] 1 (=]
Yamiil 6 T 1 oa L] | 3 [4:H] 3 {121} - -
HAZELNUTS {FILBERT2)
3iate Total
Oregon 1382 ar.1ae 182 3,213 539 1735 1331 68,378 588 43,180 TES 2=, 198
Countec
Exslo=r 3 izl 3 [ - - 3 (1=} 2 } 1 =]
E=nion T 10ETS £ B,533 4z 1,342 = kL] 1,482 = 2,000
CRCEAMEs e 167 &,769 147 B,652 ™ 212 1= 110 4,450 a0 1,726
Clak=op 2 1)1 1 (=] 1 1] - - 1 1=
C 1 (121} 1 ioa - - T T (121} - -
Curry - - - - - - 1 - - 1 [i=1]
Dougias 13 435 = i 17 17 H 17 {121} % (12}
Hood RWES e - - - - - - 2 - - 2 (1=}
Jackson = 13 ] oa -] oy 2 2 1] - -
Jefierson 1 1]} 1 =] 1 | 2 1 [1x]] 1 1=}
JOSEPIIRE .e 3 [1x]] 3 oa - - 12 12 [1x]] 1 {121}
Hamath - - - - - - 1 - - 1 =]
Lane =8 3964 143 3,052 43 £y 139 110 8T = Eon
Linooin 2 [i=] - - F] 7] - - - - - -
Unn 167 10,515 144 =] =3 D% 124 7972 80 3,549 4,053
karion 341 12,570 iz 1E,067 1% 3,804 3E5 16,356 Ira 10,4145 213 5,850
Watmormah 3 9 3 =] 3 =] 15 & 2 } 13 =]
Polk B 5358 50 (=] ol o4 el 95T &1 &EE2 kel 2937
T 3 [12]] 2 ioa 1 =] - - - - - -
Urmadla 2 (121} - - 2 =] 1 [4=}] - - 1 =]
Union 2 {121} 2 oa - - 4 2 4 2 - -
Wasco - - - - - - 2 o) 2 e} - -
Washington ... 157 8,903 12= 7,340 -] 1,524 164 5 TS 124 4343 B 1,387
Yamiil im 17538 182 14,272 74 3655 a3 14710 156 1]} Rl 1]
FECANS, ALL
Siate Total
Oregon - - - - - - 2 o - - z L=
Countec
Cumy - - - - - - 1 - - 1 o
Lare - - - - - - 1 - - 1 =]
FECANS, IMPROVED
2iate Total
Cregon - - - - - - z iop - - z m
Counties
Cumy - - - - - - 1 o - - 1 =1}
Lare - - - - - - 1 oh - - 1 o
WALNUTE, ENGLIEH
2iate Total
Cregon 242 1347 188 1,241 =2 T 305 24 255 B33 &8 56
—ooninued
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