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The subsequent [draft] Minutes state:  Commissioner Hauser requested a correction on Page 2, 

under discussion about the motion – change “memo” to “motion.” 

Please direct Staff which incidence of “memo” is meant for replacement.  For your reference, all 

instances of “memo” that were on page 2 are underlined and bold below. 

 
 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING 
BENTON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

Tuesday, May 23, 2017, 7:00 p.m.  
Sunset Meeting Room, Benton County Sunset Building, 4077 SW Research Way, Corvallis 

Present: Ken Kenaston, Chair; Blair Bobier; Jim Damitio; Nicholas Fowler; Christine 
Hauser; John McEvoy 

Excused: David Dowrie; Misty Freeman; Van Hunsaker 

Staff: Kristin Anderson, Greg Verret, Community Development; Kevin Perkins, 
Recorder 

I. Call to Order – 7:03 p.m. 

II. Items from the Public 

III. Priority Items from the Planning Commission 

IV. Public Hearing (Continued from April 18) 

File Number LU-17-023 | Proposed Action: Property Line Adjustment | Owner: 
McDougal Bros. Investments | Applicable Criteria: Benton County Code Chapter 63 
– Rural Residential, Chapter 94 – Property Line Adjustments, Chapter 99-General 
Development Standards | Staff Contact: Kristin Anderson 

Fowler stated that while he was not present for the first part of the hearing he has read the 
materials, listened to the recording, and intends to vote in the matter. 

Kenaston reviewed the history of the application. 

Verret and Anderson reviewed the procedure to this date.  The initial hearing was held open and 
continued based on requests from the public.  Anderson distributed a letter from attorney Sean 
Malone, representing Garrick Balsly, requesting that the most recent staff memo be stricken or 
the record reopened to allow for responses to the memo. 

Fowler clarified that the report referenced in the letter was the May 16, 2017 staff memo, rather 
than the original recommendation 

Verret concurred. 

Bobier noted that Malone is not present to clarify items in his letter. 

Verret added that in consultation with County Counsel it was determined that the most recent 
staff memo does not raise new arguments; the arguments cited in the letter were raised in the 
original hearing and the memo is a restatement or summary of previous evidence.  It is the 
Planning Commission’s prerogative, but reopening the record would require the record to be 
opened for seven days and then an additional seven days for the applicant’s response. 

Kenaston stated that the most recent staff memo could be characterized as an explanation of 
current law rather than an interpretation. 
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Verret concurred and stated that the specific point in Malone’s letter about the intervening 
ownership was addressed, briefly, in the original hearing.  In response to a question from 
Kensaton, Verret stated that in the future one way to avoid this situation would be to submit the 
staff memo within the open period or, alternatively, it could be made clear in the subsequent 
memo that it is a restating of previously raised issues. 

Anderson clarified that staff could not have accepted an application for a property line 
adjustment if the properties were not in fact abutting, it is a requirement in the code itself.   

Verret added that the findings that were made in the original staff recommendation included the 
fact that the subject properties are legally abutting.  

Hauser stated that this appears to be the normal process for an application: staff accepts the 
information submitted during the extended open period and then prepares a response. 

Verret concurred and stated that if the memo did in fact raise new issues then there would need 
to be time for the public to respond. 

MOTION: Hauser moved to proceed with deliberations.   

McEvoy stated that Malone’s letter specifically states only one issue, which was 
clarified by staff; therefore he is comfortable proceeding on deliberation. 

Fowler asked what might be the downside to striking the motion since the 
arguments were already in the record from the April hearing; striking the memo 
could be seen as an exercise of an abundance of caution.  The May 16 memo does 
not include any new information and it would follow the remedy suggested by 
Malone, therefore striking it avoids further complication. 

McEvoy replied that retaining the memo confirms that no new information was 
received, refuting Malone’s claim. 

Bobier stated that while the request is ambiguous, it is intended to strike the staff 
recommendation from the most recent memo; the remainder of the memo would 
stand, absent the final sentence. 

Kenaston stated that the evidence in the staff memo was discussed in the original 
hearing, so there does not appear to be any additional information provided in the 
May 16 memo. 

Bobier added that there is evidence in the April packet, including findings and 
maps, which at least imply that the properties are abutting.   

Fowler stated that it appears that the very first finding addresses the issue of 
abutting properties. 

Verret replied that the first finding applying code criteria on page 3 of the original 
staff report references the code that includes the definition referencing a common  

[End of page 2] 

boundary where no new parcel is created.  For staff to recommend approval, the 
properties must have a common boundary and be abutting. 

Anderson added that staff examines the affected properties when a request for 
property line adjustment is submitted.  Staff looks into whether the properties 
shown on the Assessor’s maps are abutting and if there appears to be a space 
between the properties what the nature of the strip is, such as an easement.  Staff 
will not begin to process an application where properties are not abutting, if there 
. . . 


