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Background 

In 2018 and 2019 staff presented information on the agency’s compliance and enforcement 
practices to the Commission over several meetings. These discussions resulted in the Commission 
directing staff to conduct a pilot study of compliance with National Scenic Area regulations in 
Klickitat County, where the Commission has directly implemented the National Scenic Area Act 
since 1988. In April 2020, the Gorge Commission approved the methodology and purpose for this 
study. Staff began conducting the study in late 2020 following the Commission’s adoption of 
revisions to the Management Plan. This report provides a summary of the process, methodology, 
and observations made during the study.  

The study focused on two distinct samples of tax lot populations in the National Scenic Area: 
 

1) Tax Lots Sample: Of all the tax lots within the National Scenic Area in Klickitat County, how 
many had unpermitted development, and what was the type and frequency of the 
unpermitted development; and 

2) Director’s Decisions Sample: Of all the tax lots where at least one Director’s Decision was 
issued within the National Scenic Area in Klickitat County, how many were not meeting the 
conditions of approval required in the decision, and what was the type and frequency of non-
compliance with the permit conditions. 

 
In order to make conclusions with a 95% confidence interval and a 10% margin of error,1 staff 
randomly selected 87 tax lots for the tax lots sample and 80 lots for the Director’s Decisions sample. 
Seventeen tax lots were present in both samples. Each lot was only reviewed once; thus, staff has 
reviewed 150 lots total across both samples. 

 

1 To achieve a 5% margin of error, staff would have needed to review around 250 tax lots for each sample. 
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The study found that most tax lots in the tax lots sample appear to be in compliance with the 
standards of the Commission’s Land Use Ordinance. Staff observed non-compliance in 14% of the 
tax lots sample with most instances of unpermitted developments being accessory structures that 
are less than 200 square feet in size.2 For the Director’s Decisions sample, staff was not able to view 
development on approximately one-third of the selected lots from public locations and therefore 
cannot make statistically valid conclusions. Of the lots staff was able to view, approximately 15% 
were not in compliance with their conditions of approval, with all instances relating to building 
color or reflectivity.  

Tax Lots Sample: Selection Process 

The first sample population was representative of all tax lots within the National Scenic Area in 
Klickitat County. This tax lot sample estimated the degree to which development occurs without 
required permits. 

Staff used GIS data to determine which Klickitat County tax lots had any amount of land within the 
boundary of the National Scenic Area but excluded lots that are entirely within the White 
Salmon/Bingen Urban Area, Lyle Urban Area, Dallesport Urban Area, or Wishram Urban Area. This 
analysis gave staff the full population of tax lots within the National Scenic Area in Klickitat County.  

Once the full population of tax lot data was collated, staff then excluded all federally owned lots 
from the population. This was done on the assumption that these federally owned lots were more 
likely to be undeveloped, or if they were developed, they were outside the permitting authority of 
the Gorge Commission. Staff confirmed with USDA Forest Service staff that any lots purchased 
through the former section 8(o) process that allowed private landowners to sell to the Forest 
Service were either unlikely to be developed at the time of sale or were required to remove 
development as a condition of the sale. As such, Commission staff expect that no unpermitted 
development would be present on these 8(o) lots. 

Staff randomized the list of tax lots using Excel’s random number generator function, sorted the list 
by the randomly generated values from smallest to largest, and then selected lots starting from the 
top of the list until it had a representative sample. After selecting a lot, staff checked the remaining 
lots in the population to ensure that there were no duplicates. Staff also made a quick evaluation of 
each lot to ensure that more than just a sliver of land was within the study area; lots that were 
primarily outside of the NSA’s exterior boundary, or primarily inside an Urban Area, were removed 
from the population and a new lot was selected for the sample.3  

One issue staff observed is that some of the selected tax lots do not have tax lot IDs. These lots are 
primarily public infrastructure or railroads. Representatives from the Klickitat County Assessor’s 
Office stated that their tax lot data does not contain IDs for some lots because the County does not 
have a way to research ownership independently, since these lots have been in the same ownership 

 

2 The Klickitat County Building Department has historically not required permits for structures less than 200 square 
feet. See footnote 5 for more details. 
3 Lots were removed for this reason on a case-by-case basis, with specific notes made for why a lot was removed. 
Generally, lots that were removed were clearly outside the Gorge Commission’s jurisdiction. If it appeared that the 
Gorge Commission would have some jurisdiction over a developable segment of the lot, even if that portion of the lot 
was undeveloped, it was kept in the sample. 
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for a long time. Staff opted to leave these lots in the population, because removing them would 
result in an oversampling bias towards non-public or non-railroad-owned lots.4 

Director’s Decisions Sample: Selection Process 

The second sample population was representative of all tax lots in Klickitat County that have been 
issued at least one approval for development under a Director’s Decision by the Gorge Commission. 
This decision sample estimated the degree to which development complies with the conditions of 
approval attached to the decision or decisions for that tax lot. 

Commission staff maintains a database of all decisions issued by the Gorge Commission for tax lots 
in Klickitat County, beginning in 1988. Staff randomized the list of decisions using Excel’s random 
number generator function, sorted the list by the randomly generated values from smallest to 
largest, and then selected decisions starting from the top of the list until it had a representative 
sample. When staff selected a decision, staff determined which other decisions on the list were on 
the same tax lot and reviewed those as well. In this way, staff did not review the same tax lot twice. 

Staff also excluded the following decisions from the population from which the sample was taken: 
(1) decisions that were a denial or the application was withdrawn and therefore did not result in 
any type of development; (2) decisions that approved new development on an undeveloped tax lot, 
where that development was still in progress; and (3) development that was too large to evaluate 
for only a single tax lot, for example, a power line that traversed a large portion of Klickitat County 
in the NSA. Finally, staff notes that decisions issued by the Commission only apply to non-federal 
lands; the Forest Service issues consistency determinations for projects led by federal agencies or 
on federal lands, so the design of the study necessarily, though unintentionally, removes those 
Forest Service consistency determinations from review. However, as in the tax lot sample, staff 
assumed that federal projects on federal lands are likely in compliance with the National Scenic 
Area Act and Management Plan. The decision sample was thus focused on lands where the Gorge 
Commission has direct jurisdiction over development.  

Methodology 

The approved methodology is attached to this report as Appendix A. Staff used several tools to 
review selected tax lots, such as aerial images from Google Earth, assessor’s records, building 
permits, and site visits from public rights of way. Staff did not contact landowners to inform them of 
the pilot study or to request access to their property at this early stage of the study. Staff 
determined that the time needed to draft and send letters to landowners, and then the time 
necessary to schedule and conduct individual site visits, would result in significant delays in 
completing this phase of the study. However, there may need to be outreach to specific landowners 
at a later time. 

For both samples, staff examined “tax lots” rather than “parcels,” because tax lot information is 
readily available. In staff’s experience, most tax lots are the same as legal parcels. Determining if tax 
lots are congruent with parcels would require extensive research into deed information for each 

 

4 In 2021, the Ninth Circuit found that the Gorge Commission does not regulate railroads. These railroad lots may still 
contain development that the Gorge Commission permitted or continues to regulate, such as non-railroad signs or 
safety crossings. 
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sampled lot. Staff did not evaluate whether the selected tax lots are “parcels” as part of the study 
due to time constraints.  

Staff used the same process for reviewing tax lots in both samples. Staff first created one list of all 
the selected tax lots across both samples and requested information from the Klickitat County 
Assessor’s Office showing all taxable development on the lots, including the year each development 
was first assessed. The Klickitat County Assessor’s Office was able to quickly provide the complete 
set of records, except for lots that did not have tax lot IDs (generally roads, highways, and 
railroads). Staff then reviewed current and historic aerial images of all selected tax lots (including 
those without tax lot IDs) using Google Earth Pro. These images go back to 1993 for the west 
portion of Klickitat County in the NSA and 1996 for the east portion. Other images were from 2000, 
2005, 2010, 2016, and 2018 and covered the entirety of Klickitat County. In staff’s experience, the 
Google Earth images are the best resource for a survey of this size considering the limits of what 
staff could review. The Commission has physical aerial photographs of the National Scenic Area, 
taken in 1988. Staff did not need to refer to these for any of the sampled tax lots. 

Sixty-nine of the 150 total tax lots (46%) had no taxed development or are exempt from tax 
assessment. These lots were undeveloped or contain some kind of public infrastructure or railroad. 
Staff compared historic aerial imagery and current aerial imagery to confirm that no new 
development had occurred since the earliest available image. For undeveloped lots this was fairly 
straightforward; no development was visible in the earliest image, and no development was visible 
in the current image, so staff ended its analysis. For developed lots that were exempt from tax 
assessment, staff reviewed the historic and aerial images to determine if any substantial changes 
could be observed; for example, whether a road segment that existed in 1993 was in the same 
configuration in 2018.  

Staff then reviewed the assessor’s records for the remaining 81 lots (54%) and reviewed aerial 
images of these lots. Evaluation by aerial images was straightforward for most lots because most of 
Klickitat County is open grassland with limited vegetation to obscure development from view. Even 
for forested lots, development was largely visible as breaks in the tree canopy. Staff collected aerial 
images from all available years, if necessary, based on when the development on the lot was first 
assessed, or where the review of aerial images showed that development had occurred. For lots 
with Director’s Decisions, staff also reviewed site plans in issued decisions to determine whether 
the development that was approved in the decisions appeared to be the development that currently 
occurs on the lot. Each individual lot required examination on all these factors, based on what 
development appeared on the ground and what information could be discerned from the collected 
documentation.  

After reviewing the records and images, staff drove to all the selected tax lots that were accessible 
from public areas, like roads or trails. At other vantage points, and at farther distances, selected tax 
lots were not visible due to topography or forested areas, especially in the west end of the county. 
Some tax lots were not accessible from public areas, and staff was not able to evaluate these lots in 
person. Evaluations of these lots are based entirely on aerial images and collected records. Staff also 
reevaluated these inaccessible lots using other data sources, including viewshed analysis in Google 
Maps to see what publicly accessible areas would provide an opportunity to see development on 
the lot.  

Following the site visits and after comparing permitted development to assessor’s records, staff 
determined which lots appeared to have compliance issues. For those compliance issues arising 
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from apparently unpermitted development, staff obtained records from Klickitat County to 
determine what permits, if any, were issued for development on the lot. Staff only requested 
building permits for lots where there were multiple structures that were apparently unpermitted, 
or where the apparently unpermitted structure was larger than 200 square feet. For lots with 
apparently unpermitted structures less than 200 square feet, staff assumed that the structure was 
unpermitted for the purposes of this study but did not request building permits because Klickitat 
County has historically not required permits for accessory structures less than 200 square feet.5  

TAX LOT SAMPLE: Permitted and Unpermitted Development 

Tax lots in the first sample were representative of all tax lots within the boundary of the National 
Scenic Area in Klickitat County. Staff evaluated each lot to determine whether development present 
on the lot was permitted, or if it was present prior to the establishment of the National Scenic Area 
Act. 

Staff observed that 12 out of 87 selected tax lots, about 14%, contained unpermitted development. 
75 lots, or 86%, contained permitted development or no development. 

Frequency of Unpermitted Development – Tax Lot Sample 
Apparent Permitting Status Total % of Total 

Permitted or No Development 75 86% 
Unpermitted 12 14% 
Total 87 100% 

 

Extrapolated to all 1016 tax lots within the National Scenic Area in Klickitat County, staff estimates 
that 142 lots currently have some compliance issue, and 874 do not have any compliance issues.  

Frequency of Unpermitted Development – All Lots within 
the NSA in Klickitat County (Estimated Values) 

Apparent Permitting Status Total % of Total 
Permitted or No Development 874 86% 
Unpermitted 142 14% 
Grand Total 1016 100% 

 

 

5 Staff spoke with Klickitat County Building Department staff regarding the County’s permitting process for 
development. Klickitat County staff stated that under the County’s adopted building code, accessory structures with a 
floor area less than 200 square feet are allowed outright. Prior to the current standards, Klickitat County’s building code 
only outright allowed accessory structures with a floor area less than 120 square feet; however, prior to that version of 
the code, accessory structures with a floor area less than 200 square feet were allowed outright. Klickitat County staff 
did not know the dates that these changes went into effect, and Commission staff were not able to find the effective 
dates of those codes either. Without being able to determine when code changes went into effect, staff assumed that any 
accessory structure under 200 square feet would not have received a building permit from the County. 
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Types of Unpermitted Development 

Most of the unpermitted developments identified in this sample were unpermitted accessory 
structures. The list below describes the compliance issues identified by staff. 

• A permitted sign replaced with a larger, unpermitted sign. 
• One or several unpermitted accessory structures. 
• An unpermitted addition. 

There were 11 identified unpermitted accessory structures, 8 of which were less than 200 square 
feet in size. Some lots had multiple unpermitted structures. There were 4 identified unpermitted 
additions to existing structures, 2 of which were less than 200 square feet in size. Some lots 
contained both unpermitted accessory structures and unpermitted additions. 

DIRECTOR’S DECISIONS SAMPLE: Compliance with Conditions of Approval 

Tax lots in the second sample are representative of all tax lots that have been issued a Director’s 
Decision within the boundary of the National Scenic Area in Klickitat County. Staff evaluated each 
lot to determine if the permitted development on that lot was meeting the conditions of approval 
attached to its Director’s Decisions.  

As noted above, staff observed development that was visible from public roads. There were 26 
selected lots that could not be evaluated for compliance with conditions of approval because they 
were not visible from a public road. These lots had no standard access, were accessed by private 
roads, or were on roads that were under heavy construction at the time that staff was conducting 
site visits. Some of those 26 lots need final inspections for recent Director’s Decisions, and staff is 
prioritizing their review. 

Staff was not able to view development on approximately one-third of the selected lots, and 
therefore cannot make statistically valid conclusions. That said, of the lots that staff was able to 
view, approximately 15% were not in compliance with their conditions of approval.  

Frequency of Non-Compliance with Conditions of Approval – Decision Sample 
Conditions of Approval Apparently Met Total 

Yes 46 
No 8 
Inconclusive 26 
Grand Total 80 
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Types of Non-Compliance with Conditions of Approval 

All of the identified issues in the Director’s Decisions sample concerned scenic resource conditions. 
Development on six tax lots was not an approved color, and development on two of the eight tax 
lots used reflective materials where conditions of approval required non-reflective materials. 

The list below gives details on the non-compliance with conditions of approval identified by staff: 

• Window trim on the permitted building is not the approved dark earth tone color. 
• The roof of the permitted building is reflective. 
• The roof of the permitted building is not the approved dark earth tone color. 
• The permitted building is not the approved dark earth tone color.  
• Parts of the permitted structures are not the approved dark earth tone color. 

Conditions of approval in decisions have been applied with varying degrees of consistency or 
quality since 1988. For example, early conditions of approval regarding building color often only 
required the building to be a “dark earth tone” to meet the standard, but the actual color of the 
development was not included in the conditions of the decision. Recent decisions will explicitly list 
approved paint colors in the conditions of approval ensuring no ambiguity. 

Most of the conditions of approval included with Director’s Decisions in Klickitat County are 
concerned with scenic resources, paint color, structure reflectivity, visibility from Key Viewing 
Areas, and retention of screening vegetation. This is not so for natural, cultural, or recreational 
resources, which are instead avoided through careful site planning or design changes during 
application review. Once avoided, the development will have no impact on those resources. That is 
not the case for scenic resources, however, which may be perpetually impacted by development 
unless the development remains in compliance with its conditions of approval. 

In some cases, these decision tax lots showing non-compliance with conditions of approval may 
arise from apparent unpermitted development, namely re-painting or re-roofing. The Management 
Plan considers “repair, maintenance, and operation of existing structures” as a use allowed 
outright,6 while “any change to an existing use or modification to the exterior of an existing 
structure” is considered a full review use.7 Replacing an aging roof with different materials or 
changing the color of the structure with exterior paint is considered a new development and should 
be part of a new permit application process.  

  

 

6 See Management Plan, Part II, Chapter 7: General Policies and Guidelines, Uses Allowed Outright; and Part II, Chapter 
2: Agricultural Land, Agriculture-Special, Uses Allowed Outright for Lands Designated Agriculture-Special. 
7 See Management Plan, Part II, Chapter 7: General Policies and Guidelines, Existing Uses and Discontinued Uses, 
GMA/SMA Guideline 4. 
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Next Steps 

Staff was able to use the information collected to make observations about whether any 
development existed on the selected tax lots, and then whether existing development was 
permitted and in compliance with its conditions of approval. 

Generally, staff observed that most unpermitted developments in the National Scenic Area are small 
accessory structures or additions. For lots that staff determined were out of compliance with a 
condition of approval in an applicable Director’s Decision, all of the identified compliance issues had 
to do with scenic resource protections (the color or reflectivity of permitted development).  

The results of the study indicate that future compliance work can put focus on potentially 
unpermitted additions and accessory structures, and on ensuring conditions of approval protecting 
scenic resources are followed.  

Tax lots with identified compliance issues and lots that were not visible from a public right of way 
will require further evaluation and determination if resources are available to conduct follow-up 
work. Staff would need to review the lots again and spend more time confirming the information 
collected before definitively identifying the types and frequency of non-compliance.  

Before the Commission discusses any next steps, such as additional study or following up on 
compliance issues found, it needs to review the Commission’s work plan and make time for 
deliberate action. 
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Appendix A 
Survey Design for Compliance Study in Klickitat County 

 
Purpose 
The purpose of the study is to determine the extent of compliance with the National Scenic Area Act 
development standards and other authorities within Klickitat County.  
 
Study Questions 
There are two core questions for this compliance study: 
 

1.  With what frequency do compliance issues manifest within the National Scenic Area in 
Klickitat County? 

 
2.  What are common compliance problems within the National Scenic Area in Klickitat County? 

 
Study Method Overview 
Staff recommends collecting two samples to answer the study questions. The first is a sample of all tax lots 
within Klickitat County that are subject to the standards of the Management Plan. This will tell us the 
frequency and type of development activities that are occurring without National Scenic Area approval.  The 
second is a sample of all approved applications within Klickitat County since 1988.  This will tell us the 
frequency and type of compliance problems with Director’s Decisions, such as compliance with application 
materials, approved site plans, and conditions of approval. 
 
To determine the size of the first sample, staff used GIS tools to extract information on all tax lots that are 
wholly or partially within the National Scenic Area in Klickitat County. There are 1113 tax lots, of which any 
part touches land within the mapped exterior boundary of the National Scenic Area and outside the mapped 
boundaries of the Urban Areas of White Salmon/Bingen, Lyle, Dallesport, or Wishram. Staff determined the 
size for the second sample by extracting all Director’s Decisions issued by the Gorge Commission from the 
Commission’s Development Review database. There are 484 Director’s Decisions that approved some type of 
development activity. For a study to fall within a 95% confidence interval with a 10% margin of error, staff 
will need to use 89 samples of tax lots and 81 samples of approved Director’s Decisions. The confidence 
interval and margin of error may be affected by staff’s ability to conduct site visits (see Site Visits sections 
below). 
 
Some of the tax lot data is outside the Gorge Commission’s jurisdiction (i.e. in-lieu lands for the Columbia 
River Treaty Tribes), and some of the data in the Commission’s datasets are incomplete. Additionally, the 
Commission has issued multiple Director’s Decisions on several individual tax lots. Staff will determine how 
to address these sample issues as they arise. 
 
Staff will split collection of the two samples into two distinct parts to manage staff’s overall workload 
(discussed below). Staff will conduct the survey of tax lots first, and then conduct the survey of Director’s 
Decisions. 
 
Staff expects that evaluation of sample tax lots will involve examining current development and any 
applicable Director’s Decisions to determine whether development has occurred without National Scenic 
Area approval. Likewise, evaluation of sample Director’s Decisions will involve examining whether all 
development on a tax lot has been permitted. However, each sample needs to be considered independently 
to ensure that the survey answers the core question without bias from other samples. 
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Data Considered in Survey Design 
As part of conducting the study, Staff will rely on several sources of data, both internal (for example, our 
Development Review database) and external (for example, satellite imagery from Google Earth). Using this 
data, staff will examine historic and current development on site, and make determinations of compliance for 
each surveyed tax lot. Staff intends to review enough information to determine whether there is a 
compliance issue, and the type of compliance issue, which may not be all available information. 
 
Staff Resources 
The Gorge Commission currently has .25 FTE (a part of the new VSI Planner position) allocated for 
compliance work. All other FTE are assigned to other work, so staff is limited in the amount of time it can 
spend researching compliance issues in Klickitat County. This complicates the study somewhat, as 
researching any individual tax lot or Director’s Decision could very easily turn into a substantial project, 
depending on the difficulty in obtaining necessary information or the details of the specific compliance issues 
at hand. Staff is conscious of this and developed the survey method to limit the amount of unnecessary 
research that takes place and will attempt to find the most direct research paths when answering 
complicated questions about development on any given tax lot or for any given Director’s Decision. 
 
Part 1 – General Procedure – Reviewing Sample Tax Lots in Klickitat County 
Selecting Sample Tax Lots 
Tax lots are identified by unique numbers. Staff will randomize the list of tax lot ID numbers and select a 
representative sample from the full list. Staff may stratify the sample based on non-identifiable site 
characteristics to ensure that the survey is representative (i.e. ensuring that all Land Use Designations in 
Klickitat County are part of the sample). In cases where data is incomplete or insufficient in some way, staff 
will remove that entry and add another from the randomized list. 
 
Staff will send a letter to the owner of each tax lot selected from the list. This letter will state the purpose of 
the study and request access to the tax lot (see Site Visit section below).  We will inform landowners that we 
will work with them to voluntarily resolve any compliance issues that we find.  Depending on the number of 
compliance issues we discover through this study, staff may not be able to begin work on or resolve all the 
compliance issues immediately. 
 
Research Phase 
For each tax lot, staff will conduct research using internal and external sources of data. As a baseline, staff 
will examine our development review database, historic and current aerial and satellite imagery, and 
assessor’s maps to determine what development exists or existed on site, when it was constructed, and 
whether it was approved by the Gorge Commission. The results of this research will be captured in a 
standardized way that allows for analysis of all results at the end of the study. 
 
Site Visit 
For each tax lot sampled, staff will conduct a site visit, if possible. Staff cannot enter a property without 
permission from the landowner so some site visits may be from public rights-of-way or other publicly 
accessible areas, such as key viewing areas. If the landowner allows staff to access the site, then staff will 
schedule site visits with the landowners.  
 
During site visits, staff will examine what development appears on the property and determine whether the 
development on site at that time is what also appears in satellite images and assessor’s records and if there 
are any apparent resource impacts from that development. Depending on the information discovered during 
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the site visit, staff may re-enter the research phase to get a more complete picture of the development on site 
and any compliance issues associated with it. 
 
If staff is not able to access a site, staff may not be able to make an accurate assessment of compliance issues 
on site, and the results of the survey may be impacted. 
 
Determining Compliance and Summarizing Study Results 
After staff has surveyed the sample tax lots, it will analyze and summarize the results, extrapolate the results, 
and answer the core study questions. 
 
Part 2 – General Procedure – Reviewing Sample Director’s Decisions in Klickitat County 
Selecting Decisions 
Director’s Decisions are identified by unique case numbers. Staff will randomize the list of Decisions and 
select a representative sample from the full list. Staff will consider how many tax lots with Decisions were 
reviewed in Part 1 to determine how many samples to study. 
 
Staff may stratify the sample based on non-identifiable site characteristics to ensure that the survey is 
representative (i.e. ensuring that all Land Use Designations and types of development are part of the 
sample). In cases where the data is incomplete or insufficient in some way, staff will remove the entry and 
add another from the randomized list. If the sample includes two or more decisions for a single tax lot, staff 
will examine all of them as one sample, and add more Decisions from the randomized list to ensure an 
adequate sample size for the study. 
 
Staff will send a letter to the owner of each tax lot with a Director’s Decision selected from the list. This letter 
will state the purpose of the study, request access to the tax lot (see Site Visit section below), and note that 
the Commission will not be pursuing remedies to compliance issues immediately unless there is a significant 
danger to protected resources. We will inform landowners that if they want to voluntarily resolve their 
compliance issues, we will be able to assist them. 
 
Research Phase 
For each Director’s Decision, staff will conduct research using internal and external sources of data. As a 
baseline, staff will examine the content of the decision, current satellite imagery, and assessor’s maps to 
determine whether development that exists on site was approved by a Director’s Decision. The results of this 
research will be captured in a standardized way that allows for analysis of all results at the end of the study. 
 
Site Visit 
For each Director’s Decision sampled, staff will conduct a site visit, if possible. Staff cannot enter a property 
without permission from the landowner or an administrative warrant, so some site visits will be from public 
rights-of-way or other publicly accessible areas, such as key viewing areas. If the landowner allows staff to 
access the site, then staff will schedule site visits with the landowners.  
 
During site visits, staff will examine what development appears on the property and determine whether the 
development on site at that time is what also appears in satellite images and assessor’s records and if there 
are any apparent resource impacts from that development. Depending on the information discovered during 
the site visit, staff may re-enter the research phase to get a more complete picture of the development on site 
and any compliance issues associated with it. 
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If staff is not able to access a site, staff may not be able to make an accurate assessment of compliance issues 
on site, and the results of the survey may be impacted. 
 
Determining Compliance and Summarizing Study Results 
After staff has surveyed the sample tax lots, it will analyze and summarize the results, extrapolate the results, 
and answer the core study questions. 
 
Post Study Staff Actions 
Staff will analyze the results of the study and report back to the Commission. The results of the study will 
inform any further staff actions; as such, staff cannot propose a work plan for post-study actions until the 
study is nearer to completion. 
 
Next Steps 
Staff requests the Commission approve the study as outlined above. After the Commission’s approval, staff 
will create survey tools, establish a timeline for completing each phase of the study, and begin the study. 
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