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Tatiana Burgess

From: Eric Evans
Sent: Tuesday, June 22, 2021 12:49 PM
To: Tatiana Burgess
Subject: Fwd: [Possible Spam] Comments on the Darren Lee Mining Proposal
Attachments: Proposal Comments Opposition 2-A.pdf

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Mike Hastings <hastingsmjh@gmail.com> 
Date: Jun 22, 2021 12:41 PM 
Subject: [Possible Spam] Comments on the Darren Lee Mining Proposal 
To: Eric Evans <Eric.Evans@malheurco.org> 
Cc:  
 
Hello Eric  
 
Attached are our comments regarding the upcoming meeting on 06/24/2021 related to the topic of the Darren Lee 
Mining Proposal. 
 
Thank you 
 
Michael and Mandi Hastings 
 

 



06/22/2021 

 

COMMENTS IN OPPOSITION TO THE DARREN LEE AGGREGATE SITE 

PROPOSAL AND CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION FOR AGGREGATE 

MINING IN AN EXCLUSIVE FARM USE ZONE 

 

Attention:  Mr Eric Evans 

Eric.Evans@MalheurCo.org 

Malheur County 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

 

We are writing you again today to voice our deep opposition and concern to the Aggregate 

Mining proposal that is being submitted by Darren Lee (Also known as “The Applicant”)  This is 

the proposal that is located on Dallas Heads property in Malheur County.    

 

We would like to focus our comments by quoting directly from the Land Conservation and 

development departments, Chapter 660, Division 23, Procedures and Requirements for 

complying with Goal 5.    

 

We feel that there are significant and overwhelming issues with this mining proposal, the likes 

of which are in direct conflict with the clearly defined requirements for such a proposal.   We 

would also like to highlight the clearly defined “Procedures” that the “Local Government” must 

follow to disallow this aggregate mining proposal. 

 

 (b) The local government shall determine existing or approved land uses within the impact area that will 
be adversely affected by proposed mining operations and shall specify the predicted conflicts. For 
purposes of this section, “approved land uses” are dwellings allowed by a residential zone on existing 
platted lots and other uses for which conditional or final approvals have been granted by the local 
government. For determination of conflicts from proposed mining of a significant aggregate site, the local 
government shall limit its consideration to the following: 

1. The attached image and map clearly shows that there are 10 such existing and approved 

platted lots with dwellings allowed by a residential zone.  These 10 dwellings literally 

circle the proposed mining operation and are well within the impact area.  Several of the 

properties are within 100 feet of the proposed mining operation.  ALL will be adversely 

effected in a variety of ways that are in line with the allowed considerations.  Those 

considerations are as follows: 



a. Conflicts due to noise, dust, or other discharges with regard to those existing and 

approved uses and associated activities (e.g., houses and schools) that are sensitive to 

such discharges; 

i. As mentioned there are 10 family homes that are in direct conflict to the noise, 

dust, and other discharges.   These 10 homes have been approved residential 

for years and years. 

 

b. Potential conflicts to local roads used for access and egress to the mining site within one 

mile of the entrance to the mining site unless a greater distance is necessary in order to 

include the intersection with the nearest arterial identified in the local transportation plan. 

Conflicts shall be determined based on clear and objective standards regarding sight 

distances, road capacity, cross section elements, horizontal and vertical alignment, and 

similar items in the transportation plan and implementing ordinances. Such standards for 

trucks associated with the mining operation shall be equivalent to standards for other 

trucks of equivalent size, weight, and capacity that haul other materials; 
i. We have tremendous concerns, questions, and issues with the letter that was 

submitted by David Tiffany “The Road Master”.   His statement that “The county 

road department has no objections to the request” is extremely ignorant and not 

supported by anything.  His “Opinion” is in no way, shape or form adequate in 

resolving this enormous conflict.   There have been absolutely no professional 

studies, plans, maps, engineering, or assessments made to determine: 

1. Sight Distances 

2. Road Capacity 

3. Cross Section Elements 

4. Horizontal and Vertical Alignment and other similar items. 

5. Truck Weights 

6. Truck Sizes 

7. Truck Capacities 

8. Haul Materials 

     

c. Other conflicts for which consideration is necessary in order to carry out ordinances that 

supersede Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) regulations 

pursuant to ORS 517.780.e 

i. There is a clear and major conflict in this regard.  At issue is the potential 

contamination of the groundwater.   The proposed mining operation is located in 

the direct path of the underground corridor of water that directly services and 

recharges the residential drinking water wells of at least 6 residences.    Studies 

must be conducted and the DEQ must weigh in to stop such contamination.  

There is clear photographic evidence supporting the fact that water is flowing 

underground to said wells and residences.   The test pits that were dug in 

preparation for the proposed mining operation now contain green grasses, 

whereas the surrounding area is dead and brown clearly demonstrating that the 

pits created and path to the underground water. 

Question:   WHAT MUST THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT DO, NOW THAT SO MANY REQUIREMENTS 

ARE NOT MET AND/OR ARE IN DIRECT AND CLEAR CONFLICT OF GOAL 5? 

Answer:  THE COMMISIONERS MUST NOT ALLOW THIS MINING OPERATION TO MOVE 

FORWARD. 



In conclusion and pursuant to the procedures and requirements for complying with Goal 5, the 

reasons for not allowing this mining operation are as follows: 

1. The degree of adverse effects on existing land uses within the impact area are 

EXTREMELY significant and severe. 

2. There are NO reasonable or practicable measures that could be taken to reduce the 

identified adverse effects. 

3. There is no probable duration of the mining operation and the proposed post mining 

use of the site identified. 

 

In conclusion the evidence is overwhelming that this mining proposal is in direct conflict with 

many of the rules and regulations that are in place to allow such and endeavor and does NOT 

comply with Goal 5.  Allowing the site to proceed will be challenged at great lengths and by any 

legal means necessary. 

 

Sincerely 

Michael and Mandi Hastings 
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