
 
 
 

Columbia River Gorge Commission 
Public Comment Meeting Minutes 

September 8, 2020 
via Zoom Webinar 

 
COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT 
Bowen Blair 
Lynn Burditt 
Sondra Clark 
Lorrie DeKay 
Dan Ericksen 
Robin Grimwade 
Tamara Kaufman 
Robert Liberty 
Carina Miller ~ 10:33 a.m. 
Michael Mills 
Rodger Nichols 
Janet Wainwright 
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Jerry Meninick 
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Aiden Forsi, Land Use Planner 
Joanna Kaiserman, Senior Land Use Planner 
Jeff Litwak, Counsel 
Lisa Naas Cook, VSI Planner 
Jessica Olson, Senior Natural Resources Planner 
Mike Schrankel, GIS Planner 
Krystyna Wolniakowski, Executive Director 
 
AUDIENCE PRESENT 
Sharon Abreau 
Elaine Albrich – Davis Wright Tremaine LLP 
Mark Bailey 
Daniel Ball 
Josh Barstow 
John Baugher 
Mike Beck – Skamania County Planning 
Sasha Bentley 
Peter Berkey 
Valdis Boven 
Angie Brewer – Wasco County Planning 
Jason Callahan 
Alice Cannon 
Chris Carvalho 
Cathryn Chudy 
Ed Cleary 
Keith Cleveland – Hood River County Planning 
Heidi Cody 
Carole Connell 
Peter Cornelison – Friends of the Columbia Gorge 
Sheila Dooley 
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Scott Edelman – DLCD 
Therese Falkner 
Deborah Ferrer 
Lawson Fite 
Abbie Forrest 
Patricia Freiberg 
Miki Fujikawa 
Keith Gagnier 
Casey Gatz – US Forest Service 
Susan Gere 
Ben Hartman – USDA 
Scott Hege – Wasco County Board of County Commissioners 
Doug Henne 
Lorena Herron 
Kelly Howsley Glover 
Carolyn Huber 
Sheila Keane 
Larry Keister 
Michael Lang – Friends of the Columbia Gorge 
Deb Lawless 
Ilene Le Vee 
Terra Lingley – ODOT  
Patricia March 
Brook Maurer 
Rich Mays – City of The Dalles 
Mary Catherine McAleer – Weyerhaeuser 
Steve McCoy – Friends of the Columbia Gorge 
Timothy McMahan 
John Nelson 
Mitch Nickolds – Clark County Community Development 
Jennifer O’Donnell 
Shilah Olson 
Keenan Ordon-Bakalian – Jordan Ramis PC 
Richard Osmun 
Susan Palmiter 
Carrie Pipinich – MCEDD 
Betsy Porter 
Mark Rees 
Mary Repar 
Ryan Rittenhouse – Friends of the Columbia Gorge 
B Rogers 
Eloise Russell 
Cathy Sampson-Kruse 
Robin Shoal – US Forest Service 
Nancy Siegel 
Will Smith 
Jocelyn Somers – USDA  
Jason Spadaro – SDS Lumber 
Heather Staten – Thrive Hood River  
Susi Stevens 
Carolyn Stewart 
Wayne Stewart 
Nate Stice – Office of Governor Brown 
Andrew Stone 
Natasha Stone 
Tyler Stone – Wasco County Planning 
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Jared Strawderman 
Joellen Sweeney 
Stephen Tidyman 
Renee Tkach – Friends of the Columbia Gorge 
Jennifer Toepke – Port of The Dalles 
Meghan Tuttle - Weyerhaeuser 
Eric Walker – Hood River County Planning 
Richard Withers 
Max Yoklic – Stoel Rives LLP 
Judy Zettergren 
 
Others were present during the meeting. 
 
Call to Order and Roll (9:00 a.m.) 
Chair Liberty called the meeting to order and Connie Acker called roll. 
 
Approval of Minutes for August 11 and 12, 2020 Commission Meetings (9:03 a.m.) Chair Liberty 
proposed deferring approval of Commission Meeting Minutes until the October meeting to allow more time to 
review, and the Commissioners agreed. 
 
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation Word of the Day (9:03 a.m.) Chair Liberty 
proposed deferring the word of the day until Commissioner Meninick joined the meeting, and the 
Commissioners agreed. 
 
Staff Report (9:04 a.m.) Chair Liberty outlined the group of items that will be reviewed: 

• Diversity, Equity, Inclusion draft 
• No Loss of Wetlands 
• Agricultural products processing 
• Non-controversial proposed edits. Commissioners received a spreadsheet shortly before the meeting, 

which tracked the proposed edits. This spreadsheet was also uploaded to the Commission website. 
 
During this segment of the meeting, the Commission will make sure all understand these four items. There 
will be time for questions but no action will be taken until these four items have been addressed and whether 
to adopt the changes to the Management Plan. Public comment will then be taken, and then a lunch break. 
The Commission will then deliberate on these items in the same order. 
 
Executive Director Krystyna Wolniakowski provided an overview of the process to finalize edits to the Draft 
Management Plan. Wolniakowski also outlined the purpose of the spreadsheet of non-controversial proposed 
edits and summarized the follow-up items requested by the Commission. Staff shared summaries of the 
following topics: 
 
Diversity, Equity, Inclusion (DEI) 
Wolniakowski described the purpose of the draft DEI statement and the goal to develop a DEI Plan following 
adoption of the revised Management Plan. Wolniakowski invited feedback on the draft language from 
Commissioners during the meeting.  
 
Commissioner Comments: 
Mills: Thanked staff and Commissioners. 
Bowen: Congratulated staff and Commissioners who worked on the language. 
 
Liberty: Reminded Commissioners that there will be full discussion of the draft language during the 
Commissioner deliberation portion of the agenda and proceeded to the next staff summary. 
 
“No Loss of Wetlands”: Counsel Jeff Litwak described the changes to the Water Resources section of the 
Natural Resources Chapter to align with the revised “no loss of wetlands” goal approved at the August 12th 
meeting. Litwak highlighted the primary changes: 1) creation of a new “Review Uses for Wetlands” section 
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and an “Approval Criteria for Uses in Wetlands” to separate review uses and criteria for wetlands from other 
water resources to meet the intent of the revised no loss goal, while allowing limited uses in wetlands to meet 
public safety needs, 2) ensure that any loss of wetlands would be mitigated through the standard formulas.  
 
Commissioner Comments: 
Blair: Commented that this is a nuanced approach and seems like a sensible compromise. 
Mills: Thanked staff and thinks this addresses unintended consequences. 
Wainwright: Supportive of the changes. 
 
Agricultural Products Processing: Land Use Planner Joanna Kaiserman reminded Commissioners of the 
motion that did not pass during the August 12th meeting, which would add allowances for manufacturers of 
beverages other than just wine in the NSA to allow for cideries, breweries, distilleries and producers of perry. 
The Commission was concerned of the scale of these uses and the desire to expand this to include other farm 
products beyond just beverages. The Commission requested staff return with alternate language that would 
support small scale family farm products grown onsite but that could be supplemented with locally grown 
produce and keep it from industrial level. Staff developed the following new language to meet 
Commissioners’ request: 
 
1.   Anywhere the following guideline exists:  

“Wineries, in conjunction with onsite viticulture, upon a showing that processing of wine is from grapes 
grown on the subject farm or in the local region.” 
Change to: 

“Wineries and cideries, in conjunction with an onsite viticulture vineyard or orchard, upon a showing that 
processing of wine or cider is from grapes grown fruits harvested on the subject farm or in and the local 
region.”  
  

2.   And this guideline: 
“Wine sales and tasting rooms, in conjunction with an on-site winery.” 
Change to: 

“Wine or cider sales and tasting rooms, in conjunction with an on-site winery or cidery.” 
  

Pages these guidelines are found in the Final Draft of the Management Plan: 
Part II, Ch 1 
p. 205: 2.D. & 2.E. 
Part II, Ch 2 
p. 229: 2.D. & 2.E. 
Part II, Ch 4 
p. 266: 2.J. & 2.K. 
p. 267: K.(1)(b): The wine or cider sales and tasting room may include interior and/or exterior space, 
provided the combined interior and exterior spaces shall not exceed 1,000 square feet. 
p. 267: K.(1)(c): The interior space may be located in an existing building or in a new building or addition 
to an existing building constructed for the primary purpose of housing the wine or cider sales and tasting 
room. 
  

3.  Add “or cider” to these land use policies in Part II, Ch 1 on p. 199: 
6.   The following commercial uses shall be allowed in areas designated Large-Scale or Small-Scale 

Agriculture:  
A. Home occupations.  
B. Bed and Breakfast Inns. 
C. Wine or cider sales and tasting rooms in conjunction with a lawful winery or cidery. 
  

7.   Commercial events shall be allowed in areas designated Large-Scale or Small-Scale Agriculture in 
conjunction with a lawful wine or cider sales or tasting room, bed and breakfast inn, commercial use, 
or dwelling listed in the National Register of Historic Places. 
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4.   And these places in Part II, Ch 7: 
p. 354: 2.A.:  

The use must be in conjunction with a lawful wine or cider sales or tasting room, bed and breakfast 
inn or commercial use. If the use is proposed on a property with a building on or eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places, it shall be subject to the guidelines in “Special Uses in Historic 
Buildings” (Part II, Chapter 7: General Policies and Guidelines), and not the guidelines of this section. 
  

p. 369: 
D.  Wineries and cideries upon a showing that processing of wine or cider is from grapes fruit grown 

on the subject parcel and the local region, within a historic building, as the building existed as of 
January 1, 2006.  

E.   Sales/tasting rooms in conjunction with an on-site winery or cidery, within a historic building, as 
the building existed as of January 1, 2006. 

  
5.   In Part III, Ch 3 Economic Development: 

p. 391: Policy 6: 
E.   Wine or cider sales or tasting rooms, in conjunction with a lawful winery or cidery, on lands 

designated Large-Scale or Small-Scale Agriculture, Commercial Forest Land, or Large or Small 
Woodland. 

  
F.   Commercial events in all GMA designations except Open Space and Agriculture Special, in conjunction 
with a lawful winery or cidery, wine or cider sales or tasting room, bed and breakfast inn, commercial use, or 
dwelling listed in the National Register of Historic Places.  
 
Commissioner Comments: 
None 
 
Non-Controversial Proposed Edits: Staff discussed non-controversial changes and other minor edits 
proposed by staff and Commissioners, and from public comments received. Spreadsheet prepared by staff 
catalogues, by page number, where Commissioners and staff highlighted typos, spacing issues, or where 
“and/or” was used. Spreadsheet also indicates whether the text change was needed or if not, why. Staff hopes 
that once all edits are agreed upon, staff will commence fixing all typos, spacing, etc. in the Plan. 
Wolniakowski commended Commissioners on their detailed review and comments.  
 
Page 40 – Litwak stated that after reviewing public comment relating to mining, staff discovered Policy 9 
relating to scenic resources. Policy 9 requires that expansion of existing quarries must meet visual 
subordinance standard. When actual standards are reviewed on pages 376 and 377, guidelines 6 and 7 make 
a distinction between quarries that are in the foreground, middle ground and quarries in the background. 
Quarries in the foreground need to meet a visual standard of fully screened and quarries that are in the 
foreground and middle ground have to be fully screened. Quarries in the background would meet the visual 
subordinance standard. There was an internal inconsistency in the Plan. Staff believes that it is the 
Commission’s intent that the guidelines are what you are after. Staff changed Policy 9 on page 40 to reflect 
that distinction that is already in the guidelines. The reason for this assumption is because Guideline 8 also on 
page 40, the same distinction appears in allowing new quarries. If this is not correct, the Commission does 
not have to adopt this provision, but staff thought it needed explanation. Also found a cross-reference error 
that Commission will also see reflected in the spreadsheet. 
 
Page 136 – CRGC Planner Aiden Forsi spoke about change from “shall” to “may”. Change was made 
throughout the Plan. All of the “shall be permitted” language are review uses. As review uses, they are 
required to meet the standards for protection of scenic, cultural, natural, and recreational resources. Having 
that standard initially and then having a substandard that contradicts is confusing. In this case and several 
other places throughout the Plan, staff changed to how the Commission actually reviews.  
 
Page 151 – As originally drafted, the phrase “and/or” was used in several places in the Plan. Litwak pointed 
out to the Commission that there was a court case in Oregon that determined that the use of the term 
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“and/or” is ambiguous. As part of this Plan review, staff wanted to remove that phrase and determine 
whether or not the “and/or” is an “and” or and “or”. 
 
Page 136 – Natural Resource Planner Jessica Olson stated that the Commission asked staff to add back the 
descriptions of different specifications for fencing. Wolniakowski added that the explanations provide merit 
as to why the provisions are there. Olson stated that it is helpful context and was agreed that it was 
worthwhile. 
 
Pages 209, 237, 238, 276, 288, 311, 359 – Planner Kaiserman stated that “mobile home” in the Plan is an 
outdated term that has not been used by HUD since the last 1970s. Wanted to bring the term up to date. 
Change is in reference to temporary use of a hardship dwelling. “Tiny house on wheels” makes the guideline 
clear that states, “it must not require a permanent foundation”. “On wheels” or “on a trailer” also limits the 
dimensions of the structure and size and weight restrictions for highway travel. Wolniakowski reiterated that 
this relates mostly to temporary hardship dwellings. Kaiserman mentioned once exception that does not 
refer to a hardship dwelling but references a temporary home for a timber operation but only in GMA 
Commercial Forest Land Use Designation. 
 
Chair Liberty asked if hardship dwellings and temporary home for timber operations are the only two 
applications of this term “tiny house on wheels.” Kaiserman stated that Chair was correct, and that Page 238 
referenced the temporary timber operation housing. 
 
Page 414 – Kaiserman mentioned that this was consistency edit in the economic development chapter. The 
list of land use designations references where tasting rooms are allowed. Wine sales and tasting rooms are 
allowed in Large Scale and Small-Scale Agriculture, Commercial Forest Land, Large or Small Woodland and 
Residential. It is noted in the Residential Land Use section of the Plan that wine sales and tasting rooms are 
allowed. Staff believes this was an oversight that was not included in this list. 
 
Wolniakowski stated that the items above were those that the Commission should be aware of other than the 
typos that were fixed. Wolniakowski asked if there were any additional that needed explanation or more 
detail. 
 
Liberty: In the spreadsheet, Page 440, regarding the discussion of equity, the word is listed as “relevant” but 
the term should be “relative.”  
Kaufman: Asked to follow up on Commissioner Mills’ request for expedited review items. Staff was unsure 
regarding the sizes of dwellings or the structures for expedited review. That item was not listed for review 
but should be on the table to discuss today. Staff had made a recommendation in the final report of what 
structures should be allowed expedited review. Mills asked staff to research specific numbers and/or 
descriptions so that the Commission could make an amendment. 
Wolniakowski: Commissioner Mills made a motion and then withdrew the motion at the August 12, 2020 
meeting. Mills asked staff to research/identify what the items are that are not outright allowed and subject to 
expedited review. Staff has not had a chance to conduct that research. Staff hopes to get that done soon but 
are not prepared to talk about that today. 
Mills: Asked if there was anything that prohibits the Commission from reviewing this at a later time. 
Litwak: To amend the Plan, the conditions need to be defined in the scenic area. The Commission rules for 
Plan amendments specify what constitutes a change. Expedited review would have to fit in one of those 
standards. 
Liberty: Stated that a motion will be presented by Commissioner Grimwade regarding updating and 
reviewing the Plan in the future. Caution from legal counsel is that this is not something that can be done 
simply. 
Kaufman: Not being able to review and make an amendment today pushes that out into the future, which 
misses the mark of Commissioner Mills’ intention. 
Mills: To clarify, there were comments that staff provided with expedited review suggestions. Some of these 
comments came from county planning directors. If it fits under the criteria that counsel mentioned, fine with 
deferring it given the amount of work now. 
Clark: Not about non-controversial edits. Before this meeting ends, will the DEI language/policy be 
discussed? 
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Liberty: Yes 
DeKay: Echo Kaufman. Staff and planning partners have been requesting clarification on expedited review. 
Unfortunate that this will not be dealt with today. 
Wolniakowski: Received many public comments which have been posted on the website. Also, even as of 
this morning, received comments regarding draft Plan. 
Clark: Page 210 – Agricultural land production figure was changed from $40,000 to $80,000 pulled out of the 
air. A small farmer may need a building for equipment but there is no way that farmer will make $80,000 on 
hay field or whatever. That figure needs to not come just out of the air. 
Liberty: During Commissioner deliberations, that number will be identified and how it came about. 
 
Public Comment*  
 

• Jason Callahan, Representative for WA Forest Protection Association, commented on Gorge 2020 
updates and crossover with Forest Practices Act standards. 

• Angie Brewer, Wasco County Planning Director. “Outcome of decision needs to be a plan that is 
implementable by partners and understood by public.” Commented on no loss of wetlands standards, 
addition of cideries and push for further need to support agricultural products, need to require 
landowner notifications, urban area boundary (UAB) expansion policy of 50-acre cumulative 
maximum. 

• Rich Mays, Mayor, City of The Dalles, reiterated comments received on June 30 from Oregon 
Department of Land Conservation and Development regarding UAB revision policies and impact on 
Oregon communities.  

• Heidi Cody, Alliance for Community Engagement, commented on climate change policies, wetland 
policies, cold water refuge, UAB policies. 

• Heather Staten, Thrive Hood River, commented on UAB policies, no dwellings in forest land, no ADUs 
• Janet M, Vancouver WA resident, commented on climate change impacts to gorge resources, one-year 

timeline to adopt climate action plan.  
• Mary Repar, NSA Resident, commented on population growth in the NSA and relationship with 

rentals and vacation homes in urban areas, carrying capacity of NSA resources and VSI project. 
• Larry Keister, Washougal resident in NSA, commented on UAB revision policy.  
• Cathryn Chudy, Vancouver WA resident, commented on climate change policies, UAB policies, 

protections for NR, ag and forest lands, and equity policies 
• Deb Lawless, White Salmon resident, commented on UAB policies, focus on purposes of the NSA Act 
• Shilah Olson, District Manager Wasco County Soil and Water Conservation District, commented on 

allowing projects that enhance resources to be reviewed under expedited rules. [Aiden note: I took a 
break at the start of this comment, might have missed something.] 

• Michael Lang, Friends of the Columbia Gorge, commented generally on plan review process and 
supported adoption of plan, forest practices and water buffers, ag dwelling income standards, and 
UAB revision polices.  

• Elaine Albrich, on behalf of Port of The Dalles, commented on UAB policies, general process of Plan 
Review in this last push 

• Peter Cornelison, Friends of the Columbia Gorge, commented on climate change policies, specific 
requirements for climate action plan.  

• Ryan Rittenhouse, Friends of the Columbia Gorge, commented on Diversity, Equity, Inclusion policies.  
• Steve McCoy, Friends of the Columbia Gorge, clarify Ag Income standards to match motion that was 

passed by Commission. Clarify some of the “and/or” edits and apparent substantive changes. 
Opposition to ADU policies.  

• Josh Barstow, Underwood resident, commented on proposed restrictions on short term rentals.  
• Carrie Pipinich, senior project manager at MCEDD, commented on ag products and processing, 

inclusion of cideries and desire to expand language more generally 
• Scott Hege, The Dalles Commissioner, commented on nature of NSA lands, which are largely private. 

Commented on UAB revision policies, tie between two purposes of the NSA Act. 
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• Shelia Dooley, NSA resident, commented on fire risk, and relationship with climate change. Climate 
action plan and policies, no loss to wetlands, buffer to CWR streams, UAB revision policies. 

• Cathy Sampson-Kruse, Walla Walla Tribe, CTUIR, spoke on behalf of herself, not tribe. Commented on 
protections under NAGPRA, sacred sites, gathering areas. Commented on UAB revision policies. 
Commented that Yakama and Nez Perce have not been able to comment and that they should have the 
option. 

• Judy Zettergren, NSA resident, commented on climate change policy and impact on access to water, 
and how that impacts other development in the NSA.  

• Carole Connell commented on unique planning situation in the NSA, commented on UAB revision 
policies, stream buffers, water supply. 

• Renee Tkach, Friends of the Columbia Gorge, commented on recreation revisions, need for full 
recreation plan for the Gorge. 

• Jason Spadaro, president of SDS Lumber and representative for Broughton Lumber Company, 
commented on dual purposes of the NSA Act, Gorge 2020 process at the end and inconsistency with 
the Act, commented on relationship of forest practices and new standards in the plan. 

• Chris Carvalho commented on lack of tribal input. Commented on fire management plan for the Gorge, 
on lack of public involvement in resource planning and other aspects of the fire management plan. 

• Jean Avery, Vancouver resident, commented on climate change policies. 
• Max Yoklic, legal counsel, commented on revisions that affect forest management and forest practices, 

comments on public process and involvement from state agencies, deferring adoption until all topics 
have received. 

• Ilene Le Vee, Clark and Klickitat County landowner, commented on resource protection guidelines, 
UAB revision policies. 

 
Members of the public provided written comment: 

• American Forest Resource Council 
• Judith Arcana 
• Jean Avery 
• Sasha Bentley 
• Chris Carvalho 
• Cathryn Chudy 
• Chris Davis 
• Friends of the Columbia Gorge 
• Individuals submitting comments through Friends of the Columbia Gorge 
• Friends of the White Salmon River 
• Kirsten Jacobson 
• Sherri Irish 
• Larry Keister 
• Deb Lawless 
• Mid-Columbia Economic Development District 
• Oregon Conservation Network 
• Port of the Dalles 
• Mary Repar 
• Nat Salter 
• SDS Co. LLC, Broughton Lumber Company, Oregon Forest & Industries Council & Oregon Small 

Woodlands Association 
• SW Washington Alliance for Community Engagement 
• Joellen Sweeney 
• Samuel Taylor 
• Cris Tee 
• Thrive Hood River 
• Wasco County Planning 
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• John Wood 
• Polly Wood 
• ZP#5, LLC 

 
BREAK – reconvene at 11:25 a.m. 
 
Commissioner Deliberation and Action Items: Commissioners deliberated, asked and discussed clarifying 
questions, and made motions on each of the following items listed in the Staff Report to finalize the Gorge 
2020 Management Plan: 
 
Diversity, Equity, Inclusion (DEI) 
 
Proposed language: 
The Gorge Commission recognizes that the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area represents rich and 
diverse cultures. The National Scenic Area is located within the ancestral territories of Indigenous peoples 
who have protected these lands since time immemorial. The Gorge Commission acknowledges that European 
settlers and their governing authorities took Indigenous land and resources within this region by unjust and 
inequitable means. Indigenous leaders negotiated treaties that reserved rights to fish at usual and 
accustomed sites, hunt, and gather traditional foods and medicines on public lands and waters throughout 
their ceded lands. Despite these treaties, Indigenous people have experienced loss of land and resources 
essential to their spiritual, cultural, and economic well-being and livelihoods.  
 
Other cultures in the Gorge have also prospered and been discriminated against. Citizens of Japan, China, 
Latin America, and elsewhere came to the Gorge to work in apple and pear orchards, build railroads, and 
prepare Columbia River fish and produce for world markets. Their land and possessions were also seized at 
times, some were taken to internment camps during World War II, and many were discriminated against by 
unjust federal and state laws and bigotry from fellow citizens.  
 
The Gorge Commission acknowledges that this legacy created systemic inequities in the policies and decision-
making of National Scenic Area governments and commissions. The Gorge Commission commits to listening, 
learning, and understanding, and developing diversity, equity, and inclusion strategies that take into account 
and redress this legacy.  
 
 

Policies 
 
1. The Gorge Commission shall develop and adopt a Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Plan to address 

systemic inequities in its work and policies. The Plan shall be reviewed and updated as necessary.  
 
2. The Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Plan shall include specific measures and outcomes to: 

A.  Ensure a diverse staff and commission; 
B.  Develop and apply an equity lens to implementation of the Management Plan,  
      Gorge Commission operations, and policy decisions; and  
C.  Engage under-represented communities in the Columbia Gorge region. 
 

3. Based upon the measures and outcomes of the Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Plan, the Gorge 
Commission may determine that conditions in the National Scenic Area have significantly changed 
and may exercise its authority to develop responsive Management Plan amendments pursuant to 
section 6(h).  

 
Commissioner Comments: 
Kaufman: Acknowledged all Commission partners and thanked everyone for public comment over entire 
process. Written comment and public comment just heard reiterates that Commission is not ready to move 
forward. DEI statement is one example of why. Really important statement and Commission should get it 
right with professional assistance. Important the Treaty Tribes representatives be part of discussion. 1) Need 
to be sure that marginalized populations are included in language, 2) important to acknowledge the past and 
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plan to do better in the future, 3) careful not to say that we would redress for past grievances because that is 
beyond Commission’s scope, and 4) what can Commission do going forward that is inclusive of populations. 
Wainwright: Asked whether Commissioner Miller and/or Meninick were in attendance. It was 
acknowledged that Commissioner Miller was in attendance. 
Clark: Finds the DEI language as written extremely offensive. Do not think it belongs in the Management 
Plan. Commission is a land use group and has never had a diversity complaint. Never had a complaint except 
from landowners whose rights were taken away. Landowners do not have the same rights as those living 
outside of the NSA, but those landowners were not mentioned in the DEI language because they are white.  
Liberty: First policy is to adopt a Plan. Discussion surrounds introductory language. 
Miller: Frustrated with Commissioner Clark’s comments. Appreciated Ryan Rittenhouse’s comments 
regarding exclusion laws and legislative policy. It is Commission’s responsibility to make sure that it is up to 
standard with good intention.  
Blair: Thanked Commissioner Miller for her comments and for the work done on issue. Agree that it is time 
for others on the Commission to take up the cause. Supportive of language. Think the Commission is ready to 
move forward despite reservation by Kaufman. Agreed that professional is needed and DEI calls for that. 
Wolniakowski mentioned that Commission will be using a consultant. With respect to Clark’s statement, the 
history is offensive. This history affects us today. It affects the Act, the Management Plan, and Commission 
deliberations. 
Liberty: Asked Blair if he intended to propose an amendment to the language. 
Blair: No – it is a good compromise. 
Wainwright: Appreciative of Miller speaking. 
DeKay: Thanked for the work put into this language. Ran language by her daughter who works with DEI in 
higher education. Suggested adding marginalized populations rather than spelling out each group. Similar 
exclusion laws language mentioned by Friends of the Columbia Gorge should be included. Will work on 
exclusion law language while comments continue. 
Mills: Thanked Miller for comments. Agreed that not incumbent on Miller or any tribal member to be 
spearheading this effort – this should be on all Commission members. Language is starting point and expert 
will be utilized. 
Ericksen: “Apple” and “pear” reads difficult. Asked for change to “agriculture” to be more inclusive. 
Commissioners agreed with thumbs-up to this change in the language (count 9 Commissioners). 
Kaufman: Commissioner Miller’s opinion is very important to the Commission. Second paragraph, second 
sentence: Citizens of Japan, China, Latin America and elsewhere is adjusted to say, “Citizens of Japan, China, 
Latin America and other marginalized populations came to the Gorge to work.” Commissioners agreed with 
thumbs-up to this change in the language (count 10 Commissioners). 
Liberty: Goes to the heart of the work in the second purpose of the Act, and our wishes to fulfill treaty 
obligations, and first purpose of the Act. Part of recognizing marginalized population needs and engaging 
them and making them part of Commission’s work will help fulfill responsibility particularly around 
economic opportunity. Not seen as something new or added, it is overdue. Central to tribal engagement and 
work. 
 
DeKay: Language suggested by Michael Lang of Friends of the Columbia Gorge to add: The Commission 
acknowledges and regrets Oregon’s history of structural racism including its exclusionary laws and its 1957 
Constitution barring Black citizens from residing in Oregon, voting, owning property, or entering contracts.  
Miller: Seconded 
 
Pause while Commission Nichols attempts to regain access to Zoom webinar. 
 
Clark: Clarify two thoughts: working on amendments to this language and also professional help to rewrite 
language. Is Commission waiting for motion to see which path? 
Liberty: Have a promise of professional help in developing the plan to actually turn this policy statement into 
a plan but not professional help to assist with this wording. 
Kaufman: Additional comment for discussion – third paragraph which says, “The Gorge Commission 
commits to listening, learning, and understanding, developing diversity, equity and inclusion strategies that 
take into account and redress this legacy.” Sentence still needs a little work to make sure Commission 
understands what is within its scope. Concerned with word “redress” in that perception that Commission 
may be moving lands back and forth between parties. Asked for other Commissioner opinions? 
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Wolniakowski: When language was crafted, staff looked at the word “remedy” or how to address the legacy. 
Open to changing the word “redress” given the context Kaufman provided. 
Blair: Understand Kaufman’s concerns. This references the first sentence in that paragraph about legacy that 
created systemic inequities. Commission does have an opportunity to redress the legacy of those inequities – 
make sure that opportunities are given for certain disenfranchised communities to share concerns and views. 
Wainwright: “Rectify” rather than “redress?” Rectify is broader. 
Liberty: How much does “redress” cover? 
Kaufman: Appreciate the conversation. Commission does not have the power to rectify all past inequities. 
Blair: One word to consider rather than “redress” is “address”. 
Kaufman: Preferable 
Ericksen: Good suggestion 
Commissioners agreed with thumbs-up to word change from “redress” to “address” (Liberty acknowledged 
Commissioner consensus). 
Clark: The last paragraph just talked about, “The Gorge Commission acknowledges that this legacy created 
systemic inequities . . .”  Asked for an example of a systemic inequity in the Commission’s policies and 
decision makings. 
Liberty: “The Gorge Commission shall develop and adopt a Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Plan to address 
systemic inequities identified or discovered in its work and policies. The Plan shall be reviewed and updated as 
necessary.” Clark’s question is what are the systemic inequities in its work and policies? 
Blair: Management Plan considered in a white vacuum with the exception of Native Americans. Not much, if 
any, testimony from Hispanic, African Americans, Japanese or Chinese people. Oregon State and this country 
has not allowed people from those backgrounds to be represented the way majority white population has 
been.  
Liberty: Add the word “these” systemic inequities in its work to help Clark’s opinion. 
Clark: Intend to vote no. 
Nichols: Agreed with Friends’ suggested language. 
Liberty: We have only heard perspectives from participating people, which tend to be middle-class white 
people. What would the Plan have looked like if there were other voices? Plan might have been different. 
Ericksen: Agree that the Plan “might” have been different. When we discover issues, we should try to address 
them. 
Miller: Reiterated her frustration with diversity, equity and inclusion and concern with Commission. 
Wainwright: An inequity for Clark: There is no mandate to appoint tribal members to the Gorge Commission. 
Oregon has had a practice of appointing tribal members to the Commission but Washington had not had a 
tribal member appointed to the Commission until just recently when Commissioner Meninick was appointed. 
DEI language may be imperfect but a step in the right direction. 
Nichols: Any input from Commissioner Meninick, Nez Perce or Yakama? 
Wolniakowski: Have not had input from Meninick as he has been officiating funerals. Have not received any 
input from other Treaty Tribes. 
 
Motion – Commissioner DeKay: Add language suggested by Michael Lang of Friends of the Columbia Gorge: 
The Commission acknowledges and regrets Oregon’s history of structural racism including its exclusionary laws 
and its 1957 Constitution barring Black citizens from residing in Oregon, voting, owning property, or entering 
contracts.  
Commissioner Miller seconded the motion. 
 
Roll Call for Vote on Motion: Add language suggested by Michael Lang of Friends of the Columbia Gorge: The 
Commission acknowledges and regrets Oregon’s history of structural racism including its exclusionary laws and 
its 1957 Constitution barring Black citizens from residing in Oregon, voting, owning property, or entering 
contracts. 
 

  Yes No Abstain 
Blair x     

Clark  x   

DeKay x     

Ericksen x     

Grimwade x     
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Kaufman  x    

Meninick       

Miller x     

Mills x     

Nichols  x    

Wainwright x     

Liberty x     

Total 10 1 0 
 
Motion – Commissioner Grimwade: Accept entire proposed DEI chapter. 
Commissioner Mills seconded the motion. 
 
The Gorge Commission recognizes that the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area represents rich and 
diverse cultures. The National Scenic Area is located within the ancestral territories of Indigenous peoples who 
have protected these lands since time immemorial. The Gorge Commission acknowledges that European settlers 
and their governing authorities took Indigenous land and resources within this region by unjust and inequitable 
means. Indigenous leaders negotiated treaties that reserved rights to fish at usual and accustomed sites, hunt, 
and gather traditional foods and medicines on public lands and waters throughout their ceded lands. Despite 
these treaties, Indigenous people have experienced loss of land and resources essential to their spiritual, cultural, 
and economic well-being and livelihoods. Other cultures in the Gorge have also prospered and been 
discriminated against. Citizens of Japan, China, Latin America, and other marginalized populations came to the 
Gorge to work in agriculture, build railroads, and prepare Columbia River fish and produce for world markets. 
Their land and possessions were also seized at times, some were taken to internment camps during World War 
II, and many were discriminated against by unjust federal and state laws and bigotry from fellow citizens. 
 
The Gorge Commission acknowledges that this legacy created systemic inequities in the policies and decision-
making of National Scenic Area governments and commissions. The Gorge Commission commits to listening, 
learning, and understanding, and developing diversity, equity, and inclusion strategies that take into account 
and address this legacy.  The Commission acknowledges and regrets Oregon's history of structural racism 
including its exclusionary laws and its 1857 Constitution, barring Black citizens from residing in Oregon, voting, 
owning property or entering into contracts. 
 
1. The Gorge Commission shall develop and adopt a Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Plan to address these 
systemic inequities identified or discovered in its work and policies. The Plan shall be reviewed and updated as 
necessary. 
 
Part IV – Administration 
 
2. The Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Plan shall include specific measures and outcomes to: A. Ensure a diverse 
staff and commission; B. Develop and apply an equity lens to implementation of the Management Plan, Gorge 
Commission operations, and policy decisions; and C. Engage under-represented communities in the Columbia 
Gorge region. 
 
3. Based upon the measures and outcomes of the Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Plan, the Gorge Commission 
may determine that conditions in the National Scenic Area have significantly changed and may exercise its 
authority to develop responsive Management Plan amendments pursuant to section 6(h). 
 
Roll Call for Vote on Motion: Accept entire proposed DEI chapter. 
 

  Yes No Abstain 
Blair x     

Clark  x   

DeKay x     

Ericksen x     

Grimwade x     
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Kaufman  x    

Meninick       

Miller x     

Mills x     

Nichols  x    

Wainwright x     

Liberty x     

Total 10 1 0 
 
 
BREAK – 12:22 p.m. through 12:50 p.m. 
 
No Loss of Wetlands 
 
Commissioner Comments: 
Ericksen: Wording has been changed to “no loss”. Unintended consequences to “no loss”. As a county planner 
that deals with these issues, Wasco County Planning Director recommends going back to “no net loss” to 
avoid unintended consequences. I agree with Angie Brewer. 
Liberty: Original motion changed from “no loss generally” and now there are provisions allowing exceptions. 
That is what Litwak described. The language in the motion that Blair presented and passed at the last meeting 
has been modified. 
Ericksen: SMA or GMA? 
Litwak: GMA 
Burditt: SMA is not incorporating this. 
Nichols: Concerned about unintended consequences. Moving way too fast and may be coming back with 
numerous corrections in the near future. 
Kaufman: Concur with Nichols. Appreciate Commissioner Blair working with staff to make the amendments 
but reservations about the process. 
Clark: Asked Burditt why forest services is not adopting in SMA. 
Casey Gatz: Not adopting no net loss in SMA - there is reason why we would not want a strict no loss. 
Especially when the applicants might want to create better wetlands. It is a specific site-by-site decision, 
opportunity to create better wetlands, not just protect every acre of existing wetlands 
Mills: Thanked Blair. Addresses unintended consequences, accomplishes the protection of wetlands. 
Blair: Complimented staff, good compromise. Management Plan says the SMA has a “no loss policy” for 
wetlands so would argue because Forest Service already had that policy. 
Ericksen: Phrase “to the maximum extent practicable” alleviates the probability of unintended consequences. 
 
Motion – Commissioner Mills: Adopt staff recommendations regarding wetlands on pages 2 and 3 in the 
September 8, 2020 Staff Report from Krystyna Wolniakowski and Casey Gatz entitled "Work Session and 
Action Item Gorge 2020 Management Plan Proposed Amendments and Final Edits for Commission Approval." 
Commissioner Wainwright seconded the motion 
 
Roll Call for Vote on Motion: Adopt staff recommendations regarding wetlands on pages 2 and 3 in the 
September 8, 2020 Staff Report from Krystyna Wolniakowski and Casey Gatz entitled "Work Session and 
Action Item Gorge 2020 Management Plan Proposed Amendments and Final Edits for Commission 
Approval." 
 

  Yes No Abstain 
Blair x     

Clark x     

DeKay x     

Ericksen x     

Grimwade x     

Kaufman x     

Meninick       
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Miller       

Mills x     

Nichols x     

Wainwright x     

Liberty x     

Total 10 0 0 
 
Agricultural Products Processing 
 
Motion – Commissioner Grimwade: Adopt proposed language by staff. 
Commissioner Mills seconded the motion. 
 
1.   Anywhere the following guideline exists:  

“Wineries, in conjunction with onsite viticulture, upon a showing that processing of wine is from grapes 
grown on the subject farm or in the local region.” 
Change to: 

“Wineries and cideries, in conjunction with an onsite viticulture vineyard or orchard, upon a showing that 
processing of wine or cider is from grapes grown fruits harvested on the subject farm or in and the local 
region.”  
  

2.   And this guideline: 
“Wine sales and tasting rooms, in conjunction with an on-site winery.” 
Change to: 

“Wine or cider sales and tasting rooms, in conjunction with an on-site winery or cidery.” 
  

Pages these guidelines are found in the Final Draft of the Management Plan: 
Part II, Ch 1 
p. 205: 2.D. & 2.E. 
Part II, Ch 2 
p. 229: 2.D. & 2.E. 
Part II, Ch 4 
p. 266: 2.J. & 2.K. 
p. 267: K.(1)(b): The wine or cider sales and tasting room may include interior and/or exterior space, 
provided the combined interior and exterior spaces shall not exceed 1,000 square feet. 
p. 267: K.(1)(c): The interior space may be located in an existing building or in a new building or addition 
to an existing building constructed for the primary purpose of housing the wine or cider sales and tasting 
room. 
  

3.  Add “or cider” to these land use policies in Part II, Ch 1 on p. 199: 
6.   The following commercial uses shall be allowed in areas designated Large-Scale or Small-Scale 

Agriculture:  
A. Home occupations.  
B. Bed and Breakfast Inns. 
C. Wine or cider sales and tasting rooms in conjunction with a lawful winery or cidery. 
  

7.   Commercial events shall be allowed in areas designated Large-Scale or Small-Scale Agriculture in 
conjunction with a lawful wine or cider sales or tasting room, bed and breakfast inn, commercial use, 
or dwelling listed in the National Register of Historic Places. 

  
4.   And these places in Part II, Ch 7: 

p. 354: 2.A.:  
The use must be in conjunction with a lawful wine or cider sales or tasting room, bed and breakfast 
inn or commercial use. If the use is proposed on a property with a building on or eligible for the 
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National Register of Historic Places, it shall be subject to the guidelines in “Special Uses in Historic 
Buildings” (Part II, Chapter 7: General Policies and Guidelines), and not the guidelines of this section. 
  

p. 369: 
D.  Wineries and cideries upon a showing that processing of wine or cider is from grapes fruit grown 

on the subject parcel and the local region, within a historic building, as the building existed as of 
January 1, 2006.  

E.   Sales/tasting rooms in conjunction with an on-site winery or cidery, within a historic building, as 
the building existed as of January 1, 2006. 

  
5.   In Part III, Ch 3 Economic Development: 

p. 391: Policy 6: 
E.   Wine or cider sales or tasting rooms, in conjunction with a lawful winery or cidery, on lands 

designated Large-Scale or Small-Scale Agriculture, Commercial Forest Land, or Large or Small 
Woodland. 

  
F.   Commercial events in all GMA designations except Open Space and Agriculture Special, in conjunction 
with a lawful winery or cidery, wine or cider sales or tasting room, bed and breakfast inn, commercial use, or 
dwelling listed in the National Register of Historic Places.  
 
Commissioner Comments: 
DeKay: Asked if there was an issue with using language “produce or product sales” rather than naming? 
Wolniakowski: When staff looked at the amendment that failed, language was pared down to add cideries or 
cider sales. Staff did not go beyond that to agricultural products and produce. If Commission wants to 
consider more broad language, please discuss. 
Kaiserman: Notes from August 12, 2020 meeting gave no direction for staff to consider addition of other 
agricultural products. 
DeKay: Why not take broader approach to be more inclusive of current and possibly future products falling 
within this category and not industrial. Offered friendly amendment: Replace language in land use 
designations and economic development sections where words "wine sales and tasting rooms " with 
"produce or product sales or tasting facilities”. 
Liberty: Isn’t there a separate provision on produce sales? 
Kaiserman: Is a provision for fruit and produce stands but previous discussion on produce stands clarified 
that they are not a commercial use. Different type of use than a wine sales/tasting room. 
Mills: Supports amendment but would also like to hear from staff that this makes sense and that there are no 
unintended consequences. 
Wolniakowski & Kaiserman: No concerns. 
Liberty: Questions on what product sales means, questions on scale? 
Wainwright: What is included in the proposed amendment?  
Wolniakowski: Public comments have focused on wine and cider sales, beverage oriented. Intent of 
broadening was not to scale it up but keep it local/farm oriented but go beyond just beverages. 
Nichols: Made original motion last time, intent then was to expand to more beverage uses, such as breweries 
and distilleries. 
Blair: Wainwright raised the right question – what’s included? Agree with Wolniakowski generally that 
local/farm oriented should be the test. Hard to draw the line on what is local use and what is industrial use – 
breweries and distilleries should not be allowed, but if we can get a definition that allows these kinds of 
agricultural uses then comfortable.  
Kaufman: Echo DeKay’s comment that this is something we’ve been asked to talk about for a long time, and 
now it is happening at the end and we aren’t giving ourselves the time to discuss what the consequences of 
this policy could be. Support right of farmers to produce and sell products on their land, as things change and 
new products appear, are our policies going to be unnecessarily limiting. Maybe it is too late a date to be 
doing anything about it. 
Mills: Possible to add language to limit to what we want? Limit products from the property or region? 
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Replace all language “wine sales and tasting rooms in conjunction with a lawful winery” with “produce 
or product sales or tasting facilities, in conjunction with a lawful production facility”  

 
Liberty: Language seems too open ended. Sales comes too broadly too. Taking some commercial energy away 
from urban areas and putting it in the countryside. Does not seem to meet purpose of the Act to encourage 
growth in urban areas. 
Wainwright: Kaufman made good point that climate change is going to impact these, which allows industrial 
use. 
Nichols: Can the word “edible” be added in front of produce? Would that answer some questions? 
Clark: Uncommon for tasting room to have wine glasses for sale with winery name? 
DeKay: Yes, they do. Asked Nichols – meant to say, “edible produce” or “edible products”? 
Liberty: Agreeable to Grimwade and Mills? Grimwade and Mills gave thumbs up. 
Grimwade: Okay with it – the word “edible” certainly narrows spectrum. 
Kaufman: Agree with trying to avoid industrial use. How can Commission support agricultural farmers and 
make sure scope is correct? What language is needed to make sure they can do these things as long as they do 
not fall into the industrial use category. 
Grimwade: Not sure we can get to succinct wording; scale has something to do with it. What we have here is 
good, but other policies or language  
Liberty: Proposed the addition of the term “incidental”. 
Grimwade: Agreed – addresses scale issue which could create problems. 
Blair: Agree with addition of “incidental”. 
Litwak: Raised issue that Commission has not discussed commercial events. Language as staff proposed 
would have allowed events at cideries, this addition would expand places where commercial events are 
allowed. 
Grimwade: Events causes concern. Certain period, the number of events, size, and no capacity to enforce 
causes concern. Received public comment regarding traffic noise, etc. 
Liberty: Maybe disconnect events from commercial event authorization? 
Litwak: Other places to remove these.  
Mills: Agree. 
Litwak: Same authorization for commercial events in wineries in historic buildings – exclude reference in 
page 385 in the draft Plan. 
Grimwade: Difficult to parse as discussed. As long as Commission separates events from these new uses, 
good. 
Liberty: Restate where motion is now – Separating authorization of additional kinds of incidental produce or 
edible product sales or tasting facilities does not entitle them to have commercial events in association with 
them. Fair? 
DeKay: Produce and incidental edible products but at a winery, the grape is the produce and the wine is the 
product but it is not a minor thing. It does not seem incidental. 
Liberty: Wording is awkward but allow Litwak/staff to decide how to word that. Main activity is farming and 
then an incidental sale of products and that these are edible products. 
Kaufman: So, no wine glass sales, no marketing materials, etc.? 
Kaiserman: Motion references the guideline for sales and tasting rooms. If that is changed, may also need to 
consider changing guideline about actual processing. Clarifying question: Is Commission considering 
excluding commercial events from wineries? 
Liberty: No - suggestion is that commercial events currently authorized be continued but limited to wineries. 
Mills: Litwak could add language that addresses incidental marketing materials. So, buying an apron or glass 
is not prohibited. 
Liberty: Can we make this happen now? 
Wolniakowski: Probably not during this meeting. Staff will need to discuss. 
Litwak: Not comfortable doing this on the fly. Agree that staff will need to discuss. 
Liberty: Maybe we can vote on the sense of the motion and let staff work on language.  
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Commissioners agreed with thumbs-up to Chair’s suggestion (count 8 Commissioners). 
 
Liberty: Cumulative motion statement: Broaden what is authorized for agricultural product sales. Includes 
things that are incidental, sale of edible products on site. Commercial events limited to wineries. 
Clark: Asked why wineries have exclusive commercial use that others are not allowed. 
Liberty: Wineries have tradition of certain commercial events. 
Clark: What about cideries? Wineries and cideries have been put together, yet wineries have exclusive uses 
that a cidery will not have. 
Liberty: We have put aside the wineries/cideries language and used this language here on the screen. 
 

Replace all language "wine sales and tasting rooms in conjunction with a lawful winery" with "incidental 
produce or edible product sales or tasting facilities, in conjunction with a lawful production facility". 
(exclude commercial events in historic buildings - pg 385) 

 
Blair: Would like to hear from Ericksen. 
Ericksen: Think that this is going to be like Packer Orchards on Hwy 35. Can get a bunch of stuff on site, 
mostly their own products. Understand and agree with Liberty’s problem about this becoming industrial, 
need some controls. Events, too, see the limitations, but also think that wineries are kind of built for events 
where cideries are not. Think this is something that MCEDD and others have asked for. 
Liberty: Satisfied with previous statement and prepared to vote? 
Grimwade: Satisfied – let staff come back with language after today. 
 
Roll Call for Vote on Motion: Replace all language "wine sales and tasting rooms in conjunction with a lawful 
winery" with "incidental produce or edible product sales or tasting facilities, in conjunction with a lawful 
production facility". (exclude commercial events in historic buildings - pg 385) 
 

  Yes No Abstain 
Blair x     
Clark x     
DeKay x     
Ericksen x     
Grimwade x     
Kaufman x     
Meninick       
Miller x     
Mills x     
Nichols x     
Wainwright x     
Liberty x     

Total 11 0 0 
 
Wolniakowski: Comment/clarification - When Commission asked staff to revisit this and where else it goes; 
do you mean bringing that back to the next Commission meeting? 
Liberty: No, authorization to move forward, trust that staff can get it done. Incidental marketing materials 
are part of the inclusion. 
Wolniakowski: Original discussion included cideries with wineries in terms of commercial events. Will 
Commission be voting on that? 
Liberty: Asked if Clark would make motion. Clark did not but Kaufman did. 
 
Motion – Commissioner Kaufman: Include same authorization for commercial events with wineries and 
cideries. Commissioner Ericksen seconded the motion. 
 
Commissioner Comments: None 
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Roll Call and Vote on Motion: Include same authorization for commercial events with wineries and cideries.  
 

  Yes No Abstain 
Blair   x   

Clark x     

DeKay x     

Ericksen x     

Grimwade x     

Kaufman x     

Meninick       

Miller x     

Mills x     

Nichols x     

Wainwright x     

Liberty   x   

Total 9 2 0 
 
Litwak: If Commission does not have final language, do not recommend adopting final Plan. Commission 
needs final language in order to say that Commission has adopted the final language. 
 
Non-controversial Proposed Edits 
 
Liberty: Category “and” and “or” issue. Addressed to Commissioner satisfaction? 
Blair: This staff have addressed concerns. 
Liberty: Represents no policy change? 
Blair: Yes 
Liberty: Change the word “relevant” to “relative” in UAB Policy 10. Commissioners agreed with thumbs-up to 
Chair’s suggestion (Commission consensus). Any other revisions to non-controversial edits? 
Nichols: Why only three changes to language “maximum extent practicable”? 
Litwak: Cannot answer why at this time. Have not had time to review all 57 uses of term. Longer staff 
conversation. Can bring that back to you at next meeting. 
Blair: Think I can address – Page 155. Practical alternative test. This is one of the and/or situations. Language 
as amended read: “Basic purpose of the use cannot be reasonably accomplished one or more other sites in the 
vicinity that would avoid or result in less adverse effects on wetlands, ponds, lakes, riparian areas and 
wildlife and plant areas.” My concern that staff inadvertently changed the language from and/or to and. It 
should be or. When you have this language, the practical alternative test must be satisfied with wetlands, 
ponds, lakes, riparian areas wildlife and plant areas together, as opposed to any one of them. This is the 
purpose of the provision. My language kept the intent of the provision and the initial amendments change it. 
Nichols: Helpful 
 
Motion – Commissioner Ericksen: Non-controversial change – “relevant” to “relative”. Commissioner Blair 
seconded the motion. 
 
Roll Call for Vote on Motion: Non-controversial change – “relevant” to “relative”. 
 

  Yes No Abstain 
Blair x     

Clark x     

DeKay x     

Ericksen x     

Grimwade x     

Kaufman x     

Meninick       

Miller x     
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Mills x     

Nichols x     

Wainwright x     

Liberty x     

Total 11 0 0 
 
Defer Vote on Management Plan 
 
Liberty: Reiterate Litwak’s concern about adopting final language without actual final language. Defer final 
vote until next meeting but take conversation now and not have public comment on it. 
DeKay: Questions whether Commission would be discussing Commissioner Mills’ expedited review 
amendment? 
Mills: Certainly would like to do that. Defer to staff if that could be worked on as well. Perhaps one or two 
items could be still voted on independently at the next meeting before the entire Plan is voted upon. 
Liberty: Specific language proposed? Commission could look at it today and act on it. 
Wolniakowski: General discussion about identifying all of the uses outright which are subject to expedited 
review.  
DeKay: Another example of things that were brought up over the whole range of time from planner partners. 
Should be addressed. One of the things that would allow planners to do their jobs better. 
Grimwade: Do we need to identify this all right now or can we do broad statement and update the list from 
time to time? 
Litwak: Recommend adopting at as part of the Plan. If adopted outside of the Management Plan, there is 
some question as to whether it has the same force as the Management Plan. 
Blair: References a page in the staff report entitled “Expedited Uses”. It states: Counties and other 
commentators urge the Commission to add resource enhancement projects, including forest thinning to 
reduce fire risks. 
Wolniakowski: The discussion was broader last time. If you want to focus it on this, then it is much 
narrower. 
Liberty: Specific issues here, that’s something we can do now, but larger discussion on what is or is not 
expedited is too much for now. 
Kaufman: Is not the list similar to the building handbook? 
Litwak: Building in the Scenic Area handbook is non-regulatory. Staff refers to handbook as guidance, tell 
people that if followed, there will likely be fewer issues, but it’s no substitute for the land use ordinance. List 
of uses allowable in expedited review outside of the Plan is non-binding. There is a list of uses in the Plan 
right now that are subject to expedited review. An additional list will create confusion and creates differences 
in implementation throughout the counties. 
Wainwright: If staff cannot give us language today, then we need to get to language that we can adopt, along 
with the cideries language. 
Clark: Do not think we are ready to adopt the Plan today, we need more language. Expedited review is 
important to our planners, need to understand anything they need.  
Liberty: Asked DeKay whether she would like to make a motion? 
Wolniakowski: Enhancement strategies is narrow and is something that Commission could discuss. 
Mills: Agree with legal counsel’s suggestion, willing to defer specifics to be able to actually put it in the Plan. 
Not sure how best to do that.  
Liberty: Issue is that Commission needs language today. A few different things that Commission is  talking 
about with expedited review – resource enhancements and what should be expedited based on the 
recommendations from county planners. Wide gap from one end to the other.  
Blair: Could get behind some narrow additions, but Commission has decided not to act on this despite 
previous discussion and not in favor of deferring on Plan vote today. 
DeKay: Do not see need to get this done right away, give staff time to make it happen. 
Burditt: When talking about expedited review, things allowed outright, many times these involve SMA as 
well. Don’t disagree with DeKay but concerned what planners are asking for with regard to expedited review. 
May be beyond what Forest Service is willing to support. Also, forest enhancement projects are forest 
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practices and regulated by the Forest Practices Act. Likely be more than staff going away and bringing you 
something next month. Forest Service would need to be definitively involved and agree on these as well. 
Liberty: Need to have discussion today, regardless, and then next meeting is an up or down vote. 
Litwak: If new language proposed, public should have opportunity to comment. Opportunity for more 
comment on the Plan, but minimum should be the new language. 
Ericksen: As to Litwak’s comments, opposed to opening to general comment, Commission will get a lot of 
redundancy. Should have chance to comment on changes but limit it to new wording, then move on to 
adoption. 
 
Motion – Commissioner Mills: Defer vote on entire Management Plan amendments to next meeting with 
limited scope of staff amendments to wineries, cideries, edible products and associated marketing materials. 
Commissioner Kaufman seconded the motion. 
 
Commissioner Comments: None 
 
Roll Call for Vote on Motion: Defer vote on entire Management Plan amendments to next meeting with limited 
scope of staff amendments to wineries, cideries, edible products and associated marketing materials.  
 

  Yes No Abstain 
Blair x     

Clark x     

DeKay x     

Ericksen x     

Grimwade x     

Kaufman x     

Meninick       

Miller x     

Mills x     

Nichols x     

Wainwright x     

Liberty x     

Total 11 0 0 
 
Liberty: At next meeting, Commission will hear testimony on the language change limited to that. Reflect on 
the content of the Management Plan, indicate how they will vote and then vote. In my experience as an 
elected official, the vote is cast and then there is 1 hour, 20 minutes of comments on why people vote. 
Encourage people to have a statement about why they intend to vote the way they do and then vote. 
Agreeable for the next meeting? 
 
Governance sub-Committee 
 
Grimwade: For the past four years, this Commission, various government agencies, and stakeholders have 
been involved in updating the Management Plan. After observing the Commission and discussing with 
various Commissioners, updating a Management Plan is an enormous task and one that often organizations 
do not appreciate the full extent of the work involved, resources, and effort. Tends to become very onerous, 
time-consuming, all embracing activity. In recent years, land management agencies across the globe have 
worked very hard to streamline and improve management planning processes by incorporating what is 
considered good practices. As a result, we are slowly seeing the establishment of leaner, more strategic, issue-
based management plans that are reflective of the culture based upon continuous improvement. It is on that 
basis that I suggest for the Commission to look at a planning framework which would do a couple of things. 
First, take the plan of management which is effectively about setting vision, goals, and key strategies with the 
agency’s strategic and operational plans. This is how the Commission establishes priorities and 
predetermines the period and time that those actions will be undertaken. It will also link the VSI project, 
which is how the Commission will monitor, report, and evaluate its success against the plan’s goals and the 
inputs and outputs related to each goal. 
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At the Chair’s request, I propose a sub-committee so that planning framework can be developed that will give 
the Commission the ability to align the plan of management in such a way that the Commission is preparing 
itself on an ongoing basis to updating the plan of management. This will make the Commission more agile and 
responsive to emerging issues that are occurring in the Gorge and the wider community. It will give ability to 
link vital indicators to the plan of management so that rather than waiting ten years and asking did or did we 
not achieve success, the vital indicators can be used as a mechanism which would trigger and justify the need 
for interim amendments to be made to the Plan. More importantly, the Commission will be able to adapt and 
embrace best practices and improve the scientific information along the way going forward. If the 
Commission stays wedded to the system of updating the Plan every ten years, the Commission is not acting in 
the interests of the Gorge in the long term. We put at risk the protection and enhancement of the Gorge’s 
national intrinsic value. Suggesting to the Commission that we move into a period of continual monitoring, 
evaluation, review, and adjustment and that the sub-Committee now meet, prepare appropriate framework 
and bring that back to the full Commission for discussion and hopefully adoption. 
Liberty: Questions about membership and deadline. There was a suggestion to report back at January 2021 
meeting.  
Grimwade: Yes. There are a number of issues that need to be put into place for the first quarter of 2021. 
Liberty: Because the sub-committee is moving expeditiously, the Commission will expect a report at each 
meeting. One prerogative of the Chair is to recommend committee membership subject to the advice and 
consent of the Commission. Grimwade has suggested, Nichols and Mills, as well as executive director and 
Forest Service partner Lynn Burditt. I also recommend adding two former chairs, DeKay and Blair, and Chair 
is automatically ex officio member. This means that Commission would have to notify the public of the 
meetings as that is a majority. 
Kaufman: Thought about how amendments are sent to the Secretary of Agriculture for concurrence or is that 
one of the first topics for the committee? 
Burditt: Not knowing how this will proceed, the Committee needs to think how something would be done in 
this fashion that actually meets the requirements of the NSA, which is fairly clear about timelines, processes, 
concurrence and implementation into county ordinances. Amendments or Plan revision can take up to 450 
days from approval to actual implementation. This will need to be a topic for the Committee.  
 
Motion – Commissioner Nichols: Governance sub-Committee for planning framework (completion of work 
and report in January 2021) and interim reports. Members: Commissioners Grimwade, Burditt, Mills, Nichols, 
DeKay, Blair, Executive Director Wolniakowski and ex officio member Chair Liberty. 
Commissioner Kaufman seconded the motion. 
 
Roll Call for Vote on Motion: Governance sub-Committee for planning framework (completion of work and 
report in January 2021) and interim reports. Members: Commissioners Grimwade, Burditt, Mills, Nichols, DeKay, 
Blair, Executive Director Wolniakowski and ex officio member Chair Liberty.  
 

  Yes No Abstain 
Blair x     

Clark x     

DeKay x     

Ericksen x     

Grimwade x     

Kaufman x     

Meninick       

Miller x     

Mills x     

Nichols x     

Wainwright x     

Liberty x     

Total 11 0 0 
 
Ericksen: As currently drafted, unable to support adoption of draft Management Plan. Would like to propose 
an amendment that would make it acceptable. Do not think this is only my opinion on this issue.  
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Motion – Commissioner Ericksen: Replace 8B under the urban area boundary revision: “An urban area 
boundary revision that cumulatively over time expands the size of an urban area by more than 50 acres or 2%, 
whichever is less, is not minor” replaced with the wording that was in the draft presented at the May 2020 
meeting that was agreed on: “The Gorge Commission will consider revisions that differ from this general 
guidance on a case-by-case basis.” 
Commissioner Kaufman seconded the motion. 
 
Ericksen: After literally years of work to get a consensus, the Commission agreed to wording that would 
acknowledge: 1) that a request of 20 acres or less would automatically be considered minor, and 2) anything 
larger would be determined by the Commission on a case-by-case basis. At a meeting with several 
Commissioners missing, there was a split vote with almost no discussion and no rationale, that completely 
reversed that consensus and made 20 acres a hard cap. As a compromise at the last Commission meeting with 
no rationale as to being an appropriate amount, the Commission voted to change the cap to 50 acres. 50 acres 
is still a hard cap that has no supporting justification, either in the Act or from agencies such as county 
planners, Commission staff or DLCD, which has been a participant in this process and has considerable 
expertise. A revision may be made according to the Act in 4(f)(1), the Commission may make a minor revision 
. . . the requirements to determine what constitutes a minor revision are then listed in 4(f)(2), which is typical 
of legislative construction. The authority is granted in the first paragraph and the requirements that need to 
be met to implement that authority are listed subsequent. 4(f)(2) states in part . . . “a demonstrable need 
exists to accommodate long-range urban population growth requirements or economic needs” which directs 
that the Commission consider the long-range planning need of a community as Senator Hatfield suggested 
using the Oregon land use example as criteria in meeting the definition of minor. 4(f)(2)(C)&(D) provide 
other limiting criteria to be applied to an application for the Commission to consider in determining whether 
a revision request meets the standard of being minor. Those are the standards of how we would determine 
minor. An arbitrary acreage limitation with no rationale for appropriateness to minor whether it’s 20 acres or 
50, is contrary to obvious intent of the Act as written, as well as the actual wording of the Act which directly 
describes the criteria to consider in Part II to satisfy the provision in Part I for the allowance of minor 
revisions. If a community has a need greater than 20 acres to satisfy long-range planning needs and desires to 
make a presentation to the Gorge Commission to demonstrate that it meets the criteria in 4(f) as to minor, 
then it should be allowed to do so. The Commission should then hear the case, and remember, it takes a two-
third’s vote with four from each state to pass a revision. The bar is already exceedingly high and the 
Commission should feel comfortable with that process as proposed and intended in the Act as adopted by 
Congress.  
 
I have stated my opposition to the wording before which we adopted with two or three minutes of discussion 
when I was not present and then I was presented with a complete reversal of what the Commission 
previously agreed upon. That is my motion and rationale. 
 
Mills: Do not think 50 acres was arbitrary. It came after discussion with Hood River County Planner Eric 
Walker and subsequent conversations with the mayor of Hood River and one of the Hood River County 
Commissioners, as well as Mayor Mays from The Dalles and the Port of The Dalles Director. Saw this as a 
compromise and opportunity to give planning entities some opportunity to try to plan their infrastructure 
with more certainty than 20 acres.  
Blair: While Ericksen’s perseverance is admirable, the Commission needs to move beyond this issue. No 
other issue has received more deliberation. UAB revisions have been discussed and voted on time and again. 
Commissioner Miller’s motion in May capped any expansion more than 20 acres or 1% over time and that 
was approved on a 6-3 vote. Mills’ compromise of 50 acres or 2% motion in August was approved 
unanimously – 11-0. 
Nichols: I support Ericksen’s motion. Potential imprisonment of cities that started out disadvantaged because 
the Washington side received huge amounts where there are not even incorporated cities, and similar things 
did not happen on the Oregon side. 
Kauffman: Plan to vote no to the Plan as a whole. Commission made a lot of progress on things today but 
Skamania County is not in favor of the cap, not in favor of 20 acres or 1%. Skamania County does not have a 
need for urban area boundary revision as this time but looking holistically how the Plan was written and the 
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intent of the Plan. Intent was that over time as these urban areas need to grow, the provision was in place to 
do so. 
Miller: Vote was passed already and Commission is not respecting votes. 
Wainwright: Agree with Miller. There was a work group, there have been discussions, and votes. 
Grimwade: Bitterly disappointed that nearly four years to the day after discussion after discussion and 
despite motions being made, Commission wants to reopen this discussion. I am thinking about what is in the 
best interest of the scenic Gorge. There are other ways to deal with this issue after the Management Plan has 
been adopted if it needs to be dealt with. 
DeKay: Disappointed that language was changed at May Commission meeting. Disappointed that Ericksen 
was unable to attend May meeting and did not have a Skamania County Commissioner voice. As Ericksen 
stated, there are built-in protections for decision on boundary expansion. Do not like the idea of random cap 
but it can be dealt with. Don’t want to throw away all of the work the Commission has done. 
Kauffman: Do not understand as a whole there is assumption that if case-by-case basis if left in language, all 
boundaries will suddenly explode. As DeKay and Ericksen mentioned, there are many strict rules and 
guidelines in place. Just because an area applies for boundary increase or revision, does not mean it will be 
approved. 
Liberty: Thirty years of discussion on this issue did not produce anything. Mediation was rejected in part 
because the ground rule was there had to be consensus and there were two sides diametrically opposed. 
After May vote, there was discussion in August on this issue. Opinion that changes made have been modest. 
Plenty of opportunity for The Dalles that it currently has. As circumstances change, the Commission can 
rethink this.  
Ericksen: Feel Commissioners did not hear argument. As written with a hard cap, this does not address the 
specific wording in the Act. Apply the Act to the Management Plan. What Commission has decided is not good 
planning and it does not follow the Act. 
 
Roll Call for Vote on Motion: Replace 8B under the urban area boundary revision: “An urban area boundary 
revision that cumulatively over time expands the size of an urban area by more than 50 acres or 2%, whichever 
is less, is not minor” replaced with the wording that was in the draft presented at the May 2020 meeting that 
was agreed on: “The Gorge Commission will consider revisions that differ from this general guidance on a case-
by-case basis.” 
 

 Yes No Abstain 
Blair   x   
Clark x     
DeKay x     
Ericksen x     
Grimwade   x   
Kaufman x     
Meninick       
Miller   x   
Mills   x   
Nichols x     
Wainwright   x   
Liberty   x   

Total 5 6 0 
 
Wolniakowski: Deferred her executive director’s report time to Commissioner Burditt. 
 
U.S. Forest Service NSA Manager’s Report: Commission Lynn Burditt provided an update on Forest Service 
activities in the National Scenic Area: 
 

• Eagle Creek bridge is being installed at this time. 
• Analysis underway on other bridges affected by Eagle Creek fire. 
• Implemented a ticket registration system to meet COVID-19 guidelines at Multnomah Falls Lodge. 
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• Washington State Parks, Oregon Department of Parks and Recreation, Forest Service, REI and other 
recreation partners are engaged in a stewardship project throughout the Gorge that involves youth 
mentoring program. 

• Preparedness Level 5 in Washington which means that BLM, Forest Service, Fish & Wildlife Service, 
all Federal agencies involved in fire, that firefighting takes priority over other activities.   

• Likely that Willamette National Forest and Mt. Hood National Forest will limit access of any type. 
Gifford Pinchot considering limiting access to south end of forest. 

 
Adjourn (3:22 p.m.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Meeting Attachments: 

• Staff Report – Gorge 2020 Amendments for Approval (Attachment A) 
• Staff Report – Land Use Designations Clarification (Attachment B) 
• NSA Map – LUD Clarifications for All Counties (Attachment C) 
• All Tracked Changes Version – Draft Gorge 2020 Management Plan to Approve (Attachment D) 
• Color Guide to Tracked Changes (Attachment E) 
• Clean Draft of Gorge 2020 Management Plan (Attachment F) 
• Non-controversial Edits to Draft All Tracked Changes  (Attachment G) 
• Master Spreadsheet for Non-controversial Edits to Draft All Tracked Changes Plan 9/8/2020 – 

UPDATED (Attachment H) 
• Draft Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Statement (Attachment I) 
• Motions Spreadsheet (Attachment J) 
• Attendee Report (Attachment K) 
• Public Commission Meeting Protocol (Attachment L) 
• Public Comment (Attachment M): 

o American Forest Resource Council 
o Cathryn Chudy 
o Chris Varvalho 
o Chris Davis 
o Cris Tee 
o Deb Lawless 
o Friends of the Columbia Gorge re Draft Equity Language & Policies 9/4/2020 
o Friends of the Columbia Gorge 
o Friends of White Salmon River 
o Individuals Submitting Comments through Friends of the Columbia Gorge 
o Jean Avery 
o Joellen Sweeney 
o John Wood 
o Judith Arcana 
o Kirsten Jacobson 
o Larry Keister 
o Mary Repar 
o Mid-Columbia Economic Development District 
o Nat Salter 
o Oregon Conservation Network 
o Polly Wood 
o Population Demographics of Columbia River Gorge NSA 
o Port of The Dalles 
o Samuel Taylor 
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o Sasha Bentley 
o SDS Co. LLC, Broughton Lumber Company, Oregon Forest & Industries Council & Oregon Small 

Woodlands Association 
o Sherri Irish 
o SW Washington Alliance for Community Engagement 
o Thrive Hood River 
o Wasco County Planning 
o ZP#5, LLC 

 
 
 
Adopted 10/13/2020 
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