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VIA UPS OVERNIGHT MAIL 

September 29, 2017 

Steve C. Morasch 
805 Broadway Street 
Suite 1000 
PO Box 1086 
Vancouver, WA 98666 

Walla Walla County Community Development Department 
c/o Lauren Prentice, Plincipal Planner 
310 W. Poplar Street, Suite 200 
Walla Walla, WA 99362 

T: (360) 558-5912 
T: (503) 283-3393 
F: 558-5913 
E: stevem@landerholm.com 

Re: J .R. Simplot Company applications: CPA 17-002 Application; REZ 17-002 Application; 
SEPA17-014 Enviromnental Checklist; SEPA17-014 DNS 

Dear Planning Commission: 

We represent Buchanan Fanns and Randy Buchanan (refened to herein collectively as 
"Buchanan"), who own prope1iy located at 35032 W Highway 12, Burbank, WA 99323. We 
object to the above-referenced applications. Please include a copy of this letter in the record. 

There are altemative sites within the UGB for a proposed industrial processing facility that 
would not require de-designation of fannland, including rail served parcels in the vicinity that 
are already within the UGB, as well as land at the Pmi. These applications to conve1i a piece of 
plime fannland containing unique soils of statewide significance (Parcel A) into an industlial use 
and replace it with a parcel that has no prime fann soils (Parcel B) does not meet the GMA 
clitelia for de-designating fann land. Therefore these applications should be denied. 

In addition to not meeting the GMA criteria for de-designating fannland (discussed in more 
detail below), there are procedural problems with these applications. First, the application is 
dated May 24, 2017 and was submitted well past the March 31, 2017 deadline, so it should not 
be heard until the next annual review cycle. Second, and more importantly, under Section 
14.1 0.015(C)(5), the only changes to the UGB that are allowed through an annual review process 
are "to coiTect a mapping eiTor as provided in Section 14.10.0 15(C)(2)." Since this application is 
not to conect a mapping enor, it cannot proceed and must be denied since this type of 
application to amend the UGB cannot be entertained through the annual review process. Under 
Section 14.1 0.150(E), the UGB may only be amended one every five years, or once every ten 
years under Section 14.10.015 (G). This application cannot be considered until one ofthose five 
or ten year reviews. See also Comprehensive Plan Policy LU-16. 

The applicant attempts to avoid this problem by structuring the application to provide "no net 
gain" to the UGB, but the County' s GMA compliant code and comprehensive plan do not allow 
that type of analysis to be considered in a process where only mapping enors may be couected. 
Fmiher, the GMA requires that "Site-specific proposals to expand the urban growth area should 
be defened until the next comprehensive review of the urban growth area." WAC 365-196-
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31 O(E)(i). Issues such as how a UGB amendment would affect transpmiation, capital facilities, 
utilities, etc. must be analyzed in the broader context of the comprehensive review of the urban 
growth area. !d. The application contains vitiually no analysis of these issues, particularly 
transpmiation. There is no traffic study discussing whether the existing network of fann roads 
would be adequate to support a major industrial processing plant or how tr·affic conflicts from all 
the trucks might affect nearby fann operations, including Buchanan Fanns to the south. 

Additionally the proposal creates a geiTymandered UGB with a naiTow peninsula ofUGB 
extending deep into the fann land, which is contr·ary to the GMA and creates undue impacts on 
suiTounding farmland due to the protrusion of industr·ial uses in the middle of farmland. See 
WAC 365-196-31 0( 4)( c )(v) ("Urban growth areas should not be expanded into designated 
agricultural, forest or resource lands unless no other option is available. Prior to expansion of the 
urban growth area, counties and cities must first review the natural resource lands designation 
and conclude the lands no longer meet the designation criteria for resource lands oflong-tenn 
commercial significance."). 

Policy LU-25 applies in the Attilla Industrial Urban Growth Area and states: "Locate industrial 
uses where environmental impacts such as noise, odors, and other hazards can be controlled and 
separated from incompatible land uses." Applicant has not demonstrated how this criterion 
would be met by such a gerrymandered UGB. Applicant's impacts analysis is limited to a 
recitation the surrounding lands are all fann lands, but applicant has not analyzed how the odors, 
noises and traffic of an industrial processing facility would impact suiTounding fannlands, 
including the Buchanan Fanus property to the south. 

The applicant's traffic analysis is limited to the statement that Parcel A is closer, as the crow 
flies, to Highway 12 than Parcel B. However, Parcel B is adjacent to an existing tr·ansportation 
network (Dodd Road), whereas Parcel A is served only by fann roads. There is no analysis of 
how or where a new industrial road would be built to construct and operate a major industtial 
processing facility or how those tr·ansportation impacts might affect nearby fanning uses. 

In addition to failing to analyze transportation impacts on suiTounding fannlands from building a 
major industrial processing plant in the middle of an actively fatmed area with no apparent plan 
for extending the urban infrashucture that would be required to support the development or how 
that might impact fann uses on nearby farmlands, the application does not analyze impacts from 
noise and odor of a processing plant on suiTounding farm uses. 

More impmiantly, as mentioned above, the application does not meet the test for de-designating 
farmland set fmih in Lewis County v. Western Washington Growth Management Hearings 
Board, 157 Wn.2d 488 (2006)(County must apply factors enumerated in WAC 365-190-050 in 
detem1ining which lands have long-tenn commercial significance) or Clark County v. West. 
Wash. Growth Mgmt. Hearings Bd. 161 Wn. App. 204 (20 11 ), vacated in pari, 177 Wn.2d 136 
(2013)(Absent a showing that the miginal designation was erroneous and improperly confinned 
by the hearings board or that a substantial change in the land area has occmTed since the original 
designation, the original designation should remain) . There has been no showing that the 
miginal designation ofParcel A was eiToneous. 

Nor have the factors from WAC 365-190-050 for de-designation been met. Here the applicant 
has indicated an intent to devote Parcel A to non-farm use, but "The intent of a landowner to use 
land for agriculture or to cease such use is not the contr·olling factor in detennining ifland is used 
or capable of being used for agticultural production." WAC 365-190-050(3)(a)(i). In 
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detennining whether to de-designate land, counties must use the NRCS soils classifications. 
WAC 365-190-050(3 )( a)(ii) . 

Classification as prime fann soils is the first factor in the de-designation analysis. WAC 365-
190-050(3)(c)(i). Using the NRCS soils classifications, Parcel A has over 40% prime farm soils 
that are ranked as unique soils of statewide significance, whereas Parcel B has no prime fann 
soils. For this reason, Parcel B is not an adequate substitute for Parcel A in the de-designation 
analysis. 

Under the second factor, availability of public services, there is inadequate evidence that public 
services are more available to Parcel A than Parcel B, which is adjacent to an existing road 
(Dodd Road) and in close proximity to other developed industrial lands, unlike Parcel A. 
Similarly, there is inadequate evidence to conclude that Parcel A would be easier to serve with 
utilities or other public services under WAC 365-190-050(3)( c)(iv). 

Factors WAC 365-190-050(3)(c)(v, vii, and viii) all weigh against de-designation. Parcel A is 
sunounded by large lot fanning parcels that are zoned for fanning and in active fann production. 
Parcel B is in the UGB, and much closer to smaller parcels used for industrial uses than Parcel A. 

Parcel A and Bare equally close to markets under factor WAC 365-190-050(3)(c)(xi). Although 
the applicant argues that Parcel A is on the rail line, Parcel B is close to the rail line and there are 
also other large undeveloped parcels located in the existing UGB that are on the rail line, as well 
as available prope1iy at the Pmi. Therefore, Parcel A's location on the rail line is not sufficient 
to suppmi de-designation. 

Finally, the applicant argues that Parcel A is not suitable for fanning because it is rectangular in 
shape rather than square, thus requiring two half circle i1Tigation systems, rather than a single 
circle. This is a specious argument. There are numerous actively farmed parcels in the area that 
have less than a full circle in-igations system. Parcel A has been historically fam1ed with two 
half circle in-igation systems. Whatever "mechanical advantages" there may be of having a 
square parcel with a single circle in-igation system, those "mechanical advantages" do not 
outweigh the vastly supe1-ior soils on Parcel A. Parcel B has no prime fann soils and is not an 
adequate replacement for Parcel A and does not justify de-designating Parcel A's unique prime 
farm soils that are of statewide significance. 

For all of the above reasons, the application does not meet the criteria for approval and must be 
denied. 

Sincerely, 

LANDERHOLM, P.S. 

STEVE C. MORASCH 
Attorney at Law 
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