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SPECIAL OFFER
for New Residential Fiber Customers

Act today and get a

(541) 370-3091
bluemountainnet.com/sales

bmnsales@bluemountainnet.com

Dear Future BMN Customer,

Imagine downloading, streaming and surfing the web at speeds that only fiber internet can provide. 
As a welcome to the Blue Mountain Networks fiber network, we’re thrilled to announce a special 
offer to new customers getting fiber internet for their home!

Don’t miss out. Call or email now and let us show 
you the future of amazing internet 
connectivity! Call us at 541-370-3093 or visit us 
online at bluemountainnet.com/sales 
today to claim this limited time offer!

Your Fast & Reliable Internet Awaits!

Offer valid for new residential fiber customers only, not valid for Commercial or Business customers or BMN existing customers. Terms and conditions apply. View full BMN Terms & Conditions of Service online at https://bluemountainnet.com/terms-conditions-of-service. Only valid in select markets.Services are subject to 
availability, please contact Blue Mountain Networks for details. Offer applies to first-time residential customers only. Former Blue Mountain Networks accounts previously not in good standing or who have disconnected service in the past 60 days are not eligible. Equipment rental is not included in the standard monthly fee 
and will be billed at an additional monthly rate. Taxes, surcharges and fees not included. Equipment must be returned to Blue Mountain upon service termination, otherwise Unreturned Equipment Fees will apply. Actual Internet speeds based on a wired connection. Offer expires 08/31/2024. Other restrictions may apply.

Why Choose BMN?
- Locally Owned & Operated
- Ultra-fast speeds to stream movies and browse
- The most reliable Internet connection around
- A special, limited-time offer! 

eliciting laughter from the 
attendees.

Following Patty, Doris 
Brosnan, another concerned 
citizen, inquired about the 
involvement of the Port of 
Morrow in supporting the 
financial aspects of a pro-
posed industrial mill site. 
“Was the port approached 
about helping with the ex-
pense of the industrial site, 
were they asked if they 
should contribute? And can 
we do anything about it at 
this point? Can we change 
anything?” Brosnan asked.

Sweeney responded to 
Brosnan’s inquiry, shedding 
light on the support from 
the port. “To answer your 
first question, they were 
very supportive of it being 
here in Heppner, they were 
very supportive of it being 
at the mill site, they offered 
up a half a million dollars 
in infrastructure, the city 
offered one million dollars, 
and we do believe that that 
monetary value would have 
gone up, with the port that 
would have been the site.”

He added, address-
ing the possibility of any 
changes, “As far as your 
second question be ad-
dressed, we’ll have to see.”

Long-time rodeo com-
mittee member and director 
Terry Gentry voiced her 
concerns regarding the lo-
cation of a new annex. Gen-
try, who has been actively 
involved in the discussions 
surrounding the project, ex-
pressed her frustration with 
the shifting plans.

“I’ve been in on a lot 
of these meetings, and I’ve 
listened to a lot of stuff and 
I’ve done research and I’ve 
had meetings with everyone 
in here probably to try to 
make sure that I could un-
derstand this process that 
we’re moving through,” 
Gentry stated. Her role on 
the rodeo committee led 
her to advocate for what she 
saw as the most convenient 
and cost-effective site for 
the fairgrounds parking 
area. Despite prior assur-
ances, she told the council 
that the final decision to lo-
cate the annex in Boardman 
blindsided her. 

“We were told at the 
meetings that these things 
happen, but I personal-
ly couldn’t figure out a 
way to stop it from doing 
that,” Gentry continued. 
She questioned if there 
were any possibilities to 
reevaluate or overturn the 
decision, sensing a lack of 
community involvement in 
the decision-making pro-
cess. Gentry emphasized 
the potential implications 
of the decision, fearing 
that it may shift the focus 
of development away from 
Heppner. “All the money 
is gonna go up there... it’s 
not really an annex,” she 
observed.

“From my standpoint, I 
have done everything, now 
let me tell you a little story 
about the parkin-” Sykes 
stated, “-We were working 
with you, and we had a pub-
lic and private landowner, 
and we go ‘maybe they’ll 
be interested in selling this 
land’ one of the opponents 
of having it out there called 
that land owner and said 
‘don’t you deal with those 
people or we’re gonna let 
you have it.’ And they’re a 
club, and the way they work 
is slander on Facebook, 
that’s what they do. I have 
many people around town 
tell me they want this there 
but ‘I don’t want those peo-
ple yelling at me’.” 

Sykes also revealed that 
he had been the target of 
multiple ethics complaints 
due to his involvement with 
the project. “I had three eth-
ics complaints filed against 
me, well two and one threat, 
cause I was on the city 
planning commission and 

it was gonna come to the 
planning commission, and 
I had someone tell me ‘we 
will file an ethics complaint 
against you if you vote in 
favor of that.’ There was 
no conflict cause I had no 
monetary gain.”

Gentry inquired if any 
measures could be taken, 
perhaps even at a personal 
level, to ensure the project 
remains in Heppner. 

Local Brandi Sweeney 
began her remarks by ac-
knowledging the extensive 
involvement of community 
leaders, including herself 
and her husband, in the 
discussions leading up to 
the decision. Despite feel-
ing well-informed overall, 
Sweeney expressed partic-
ular issues stemming from 
a Board of Commissioners 
(BOC) meeting where the 
critical vote was taken.

Sweeney recounted, 
“I’ve been to many meet-
ings and heard lots of con-
versations and I feel very 
informed. I think my only 
issue with even the process, 
which I understand has 
been very wearing on a lot 
of people, myself and my 
husband included, is that 
I’d like to see an end to it.” 
She highlighted confusion 
around the decision, spe-
cifically the lack of com-
munication that led many, 
including herself, to believe 
the project would be located 
at either the mill site or the 
fairgrounds.

“At the last BOC meet-
ing, that I did listen to, where 
the decision was made, was 
that I was shocked it was 
feasible to have it at the mill 
site,” said Sweeney. She 
assumed plans were pro-
gressing towards utilizing 
the fairgrounds and began 
considering logistics with 
local schools and parking. 
“I saw Judge Hill’s last-
ditch effort. I listened to 
the work session,” Sweeney 
continued. She noted that 
although there was always 
an opportunity for public 
comment, she felt blind-
sided when the vote was 
cast without clear commu-
nication.

Sweeney highlighted 
a significant gap in out-
reach, mentioning, “In all 

the things I’ve read and 
all meetings I’ve listened 
to, I had never once seen 
a letter from anyone from 
Boardman. I have not heard 
comment from Boardman 
about wanting it there or 
needing it there.”

Expressing her senti-
ments towards Commis-
sioner Drago, Sweeney 
pointed out the ambiguity in 
the level of public interest 
from Boardman, saying, 
“Mr. Commissioner Drago 
said he has talked to people 
and they kinda didn’t care 
either direction—none of 
those people ever spoke, 
ever, that I’m aware of, no 
one submitted a letter, and 
you did have several. So, 
I feel like that’s where the 
blind sidedness comes from 
for me.”

Sweeney concluded 
with a call for greater trans-
parency and public engage-
ment in future decisions, 
emphasizing the impor-
tance of involving the com-
munity more proactively 
before decisions are made. 
Though her feedback was 
critical, she affirmed her 
appreciation for the work 
carried out by Commission-
er Sykes. 

County Administrator 
Matt Jensen explained the 
challenges the commis-
sion has faced in pushing 
the project forward. He 
stated, “you are correct, I 
think I speak for the entire 
commission, we were set 
to build at the fairgrounds 
twice now, and through 
outside forces, suddenly op-
tions came open and it was 
like ‘okay you gotta look at 
this.’ This is not entirely a 
county decision, its inferred 
that there is funding from 
the states, and we’ve twice 
had outside forces and pub-
lic comments kind of come 
back and impact that and 
so you’re correct there has 
been changes to the course 
and it isn’t just been the 
whimsy’s of the board of 
commissioners.”

Commissioner Sykes 
also weighed in, recount-
ing his recent experiences 
with public engagement. 
“I wanna parallel what he 
said with what’s going on, 
on September 14th, 2023. 

I wrote a letter and I pub-
lished it on the newspaper, 
and I put it on Facebook, 
and it said ‘this place is 
ready to be built, its tee’d 
up its ready to ready to go’ 
and I look back on Face-
book and there were close 
to 70 comments and every 
one of them was negative. 
And many of them were 
personal attacks—from 
Jeanie and Tim Collins we 
received a petition with 
81 signatures of registered 
voters in Morrow County, 
I went back and looked 
at it today, there’s a lot of 
prominent people from 
this community signed that 
petition. We held two town 
halls and Corey and John 
were the only ones that ever 
came and said ‘we want this 
here’ there was 100% of the 
people, some of them in this 
room, who said ‘we do not 
want that built there.’ That 
all we heard day and night, 
was we don’t want that built 
there. We spent a bunch of 
money trying to work the 
mill site. If you read that 
environmental statement, 
it will make your eyes hurt. 
That’s why I have always 
been on this site.”

Local Greg Grant took 
the floor to inquire about 
potential properties for de-
velopment. He asked, “I 
would like to know if any-
body at the mill site looked 
into the north side of the 
road, the same side fish and 
game is on, it wouldn’t be 
flood zoned, there’s lots of 
room there to do it. Why 
not?” Council member 
Sweeney responded, ex-
plaining that the site had 
previously been considered 
but was ruled out due to 
numerous “brown sites.” 
This prompted Grant to 
probe further about the term 
“brown sites,” to which 
Sweeney explained that 
area was a dumping site 
and there is still a hole that 
hasn’t gotten covered yet, 
“quite frankly, don’t wanna 
touch that area.”

Grant inquiring if the 
property owner had been 
approached. Both Doherty 
and Sweeney confirmed 
outreach efforts had been 
made. Sweeney added, “We 

have worked very hard 
just to get it to stay here,” 
underscoring the ongoing 
efforts to secure suitable 
sites within the locality. 

Local Sharon Harrison 
suggested the organiza-
tion of another meeting 
featuring additional com-
missioners and Judge Hill. 
Sweeney assured her that 
a follow-up session could 
be arranged, reaffirming 
the council’s dedication: 
“Cause Heppner, we’re 
not done fighting for this, 
the city council, we will 
go as far as we can to get 
it to stay here, because we 
are still committed 100%.” 
Sweeney stated. 

Local  Molly Rhea 
addressed Commissioner 
Sykes, stating, “The court-
house is 120 years old, how 
many times in the 120 years 
has updated needs been 
brought to the county’s at-
tention to have it fixed and 
has been put off now to the 
point where it’s dilapidated 
and we can’t use it?”

Sykes revealed the ex-
tent of the courthouse’s 
issues, explaining, “There 
is so much wrong with that 
the state won’t even kick 
in funding for it.” Howev-
er, when Rhea pressed for 
details about the frequency 
of the building’s inclusion 
in the capital improvements 
plan, Sykes redirected the 
focus. “It’s not that the 
building is deteriorating, 
it’s that there’s no security, 
you can’t hold meetings. 
The deterioration part is 
just part of it. The security 
there is unacceptable to 
the state. You can have all 
the upgrades you want, or 
maintenance and that build-
ing would still not be usable 
according to the state,” 
Sykes elaborated.

Further insights were 
provided by County Ad-
ministrator Matt Jensen, 
although council member 
Sweeney interjected with 
his opinion, doubting the 
building’s security had ever 
been satisfactory.

According to Jensen, 
the building in question has 
undergone several studies 
to evaluate its inclusion in 

major improvements. He 
highlighted the urgency 
for seismic retrofitting to 
ensure stability in the event 
of an earthquake. Jensen 
clarified that the necessi-
ty doesn’t stem from the 
building being dilapidated, 
but rather due to enhanced 
building standards. “There 
is definitely deferred main-
tenance that has not been 
done that we are looking 
to do and quite frankly in 
whatever scenario, the court 
moving and relocating, 
whether it’s in Heppner or 
this annex situation, we’re 
discussing a plan to kind 
of restore it to a degree,” 
Jensen remarked. He add-
ed that any proposed plans 
would need to be approved 
by the commission and 
included in the county’s 
capital improvement plan, 
something the county has 
lacked focus on for years.

Commissioner Sykes 
chimed in, emphasizing the 
significance of the capital 
improvement plan. “There’s 
a lot of money coming into 
this county and felt this is 
the time to do a lot of these 
things. We’re not writing 
that off or anything, but 
we’re gonna do it right,” 
Sykes stated.

Next to Speak from the 
public was Tom, last name 
inaudible, “I’m very disap-
pointed that Jeff Wenholz 
is not here tonight,” Tom 
stated. “Drago Jr. I think 
avoided the meeting in my 
opinion. I don’t think that 
Commissioner Wenholz 
has any integrity, that’s my 
personal opinion.”  Tom 
also brought up procedural 
issues regarding how de-
cisions may be reconsid-
ered under Robert’s Rules 
of Order, a set of rules 
for conducting meetings 
and making decisions as a 
group,  which he believes 
the Board of Commission-
ers (BOC) operates under. 
According to Tom, “It’s my 
understanding that under 
Roberts Rules of Orders 
only a person that has voted 
in the affirmative of the de-
cision can re-bring up con-
sideration of that decision.”

Circuit court location continued 
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