
7.7.1 Goal 3 – Agricultural Lands/ Goal 3 Rule – Farm Uses – Generally. Pasturing 
livestock is a “farm use” as that term is defined in ORS 215.203(2), even though the 
owner’s primary purpose in pasturing cattle on the property is to reduce fire potential by 
reducing ground cover. DLCD v. Wallowa County, 37 Or LUBA 105 (1999). 

7.7.1 Goal 3 – Agricultural Lands/ Goal 3 Rule – Farm Uses – Generally. LUBA does 
not independently analyze the evidence, but reviews evidence in the record solely to 
determine whether it was reasonable for the decision maker to rely on that evidence in 
making a decision. Where the written evidence is conflicting and a video tape makes it 
clear that only small remnants of past farming or Christmas tree growing efforts on the 
subject property remain among the piles of debris that have been scattered over the 
subject property, it is reasonable for a hearings officer to conclude there is no current 
farm use of the property. Best Buy in Town, Inc. v. Washington County, 35 Or LUBA 446 
(1999). 

7.7.1 Goal 3 – Agricultural Lands/ Goal 3 Rule – Farm Uses – Generally. Whether 
composting qualifies as a farm use under ORS 215.203(2)(a) is a question of statutory 
interpretation, not a question of whether agricultural experts believe composting, in the 
abstract, falls within a scientific definition of farm use. Best Buy in Town, Inc. v. 
Washington County, 35 Or LUBA 446 (1999). 

7.7.1 Goal 3 – Agricultural Lands/ Goal 3 Rule – Farm Uses – Generally. A 
composting operation where all the compost inputs are produced off-site and all of the 
compost produced is sold for use off-site does not involve "current employment of the 
land" and for that reason is not a "farm use" as defined by ORS 215.203(2)(a). Best Buy 
in Town, Inc. v. Washington County, 35 Or LUBA 446 (1999). 

7.7.1 Goal 3 - Agricultural Lands/ Goal 3 Rule - Farm Uses – Generally. The 80,000 
dollars gross annual income requirement stated in OAR 660-33-135(7) for farm 
dwellings on high-value farmland is not inconsistent with ORS 215.283(1)(f), although it 
conflicts with ORS 215.213(2)(b) under Lane County v. LCDC, 138 Or App 635, 910 
P2d 414, modified on reconsideration 140 Or App 368, 914 P2d 1114, rev allowed 324 
Or 305 (1996). Nichols v. Clackamas County, 32 Or LUBA 113 (1996). 


