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MEETING MINUTES 

Marijuana and Hemp Working Group 
June 5, 2019 
 
The second meeting of the Benton County Marijuana and Hemp Working Group was called to 
order at 5:30 p.m., in Room 205, Benton County Building, 360 SW Avery Ave, Corvallis, Oregon. 
 

I. ROLL CALL 
WORKING GROUP MEMBERS (present 
in alphabetical order): 
Arden Ray 
Daniel James 
Donna Schmidts 
Eddy Provost 
Janeece Cook 
Janet Hendrix 
Jay Noller 
Jeremy Campbell 
Brian Jenkins 
Quinn Dellinger 
Rich Mason 
Sarah Hartstein 
Seth Crawford 
 

Absent: 
Jerry Sorte 
Carolyn Webb 
 
BENTON COUNTY STAFF: 
Greg Verret, Community Development Director 
Linsey Godwin, Associate Planner 
Inga Williams, Associate Planner 
Rebecca Taylor, Code Compliance Specialist 
 
FACILITATOR: 
Annie Kilburg, Triangle Associates 
 
 
 

 1 
II. INTRODUCTIONS  2 
 3 
The Facilitator welcomed the working group members, thanked them for their participation and 4 
reviewed the ground rules, meeting materials and agenda. 5 
 6 

III. CODE COMPLIANCE PRESENTATION 7 
 8 

Rebecca Taylor, code compliance specialist, stated that the compliance program is housed within 9 
the Benton County Community Development Department. The program involves the enforcement 10 
of the county code, which includes building code, zoning code and nuisance code. Violations are 11 
identified through a complaint based process, rather than a staff member patrolling the county. 12 
Violations are prioritized based on level of impacts to fire life safety, health and environmental 13 
hazard and if needs to be resolved quickly to prevent irreparable harm.  14 
 15 
Q1: One member asked if there is enough resources to handle (meaning to identify the issue, 16 

inspect the property and resolve the issue) the complaints received annually.  17 

A: Rebecca said yes we are able to inspect and respond, but to reach complete resolution 18 
using citations and the court system, not as much.  19 

Q2: Another member asked why there is limited ability for the County to enforce rules. Bad actors 20 
are making things more difficult for the business operators following the rules. 21 
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A: Rebecca explained that when the code criteria not being met are subjective, it makes it 1 
difficult to have effective enforcement, because it’s a judgement call and not a clear cut 2 
decision. 3 

Q3: Another member stated that if we have codes, we also need consequences spelled out. If there 4 
are no consequences, then complainers are left with no recourse and see no benefits to their 5 
efforts. 6 

A: Rebecca responded that staff is currently improving the code enforcement program 7 
through code amendments. Greg added that he has worked on the enforcement program 8 
for 12 years and it has changed significantly over that time. The program did not exist 9 
for a number of years and now is quite effective. Code enforcement is not law 10 
enforcement. Most jurisdictions rely on property owners in violation of the code 11 
wanting to do the right thing to resolve the issue. The process the Board of 12 
Commissioners has provided is respectful, engages with both sides of the issue, and 13 
has staff work towards a resolutions in a helpful proactive way. This takes a long time, 14 
more than just issuing citations. 15 

Q4: Another member guessed that program consists of one person working part-time and asked 16 
what the budget for code enforcement is. 17 

A: Greg responded that he estimated less than $100,000 a year. 18 

Q5: One member asked for examples of enforcement with cannabis. 19 

A: Rebecca responded that the most common is work without permits. The business 20 
operators have typically come in with a land use compatibility statement (LUCS) to 21 
confirm that the use is allowed, but do not then get permits for greenhouses, electrical, 22 
mechanical, etc. or for building in the floodplain.  23 

Q6: Another member asked if there was a document that describes the code enforcement program, 24 
created as a result of the 12 years of development.  25 

A: Greg stated that there is no formal document describing the program that the program 26 
speaks for itself and is embodied by the code compliance specialist. Rebecca offered 27 
that there are flow charts showing the steps that are taken for each violation. Also, as 28 
of July 1st, there will be an investigation fee for violations, which did not exist before. 29 
Prior to this, the only cost was the original building permit fee. After July 1st we will 30 
have an incentive for applicants to work efficiently with staff toward a resolution. 31 

ACTION: Rebecca will work to have a flow chart available for the group. 32 

Q7: A member asked what level of hiring would be needed to address all the existing case load. 33 
Since it is difficult to apply subjective metrics to resolve a violation, does Rebecca provide 34 
input on the code regulations for planners? 35 

A: Rebecca explained that each code enforcement case requires a significant amount of 36 
research and correspondence. Each one is a sensitive topic that is not related to law 37 
enforcement. There is also a huge spectrum of violations. A guess would be double the 38 
staffing. Rebecca is involved in weekly meetings with planners and processes land use 39 
applications where she applies the code. In this way she provides regular feedback on 40 
the existing code and how to make improvements. 41 

Q8: A member asked for a list of the complaints received related to marijuana and hemp and to 42 
break it down between OLCC marijuana, OHA marijuana and hemp operations, to better 43 
understand the extent of violations.  44 
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Q9: A member stated that some parts of the marijuana and hemp industry are inherently dangerous 1 
then asked how code enforcement handles those situations. 2 

A: Rebecca stated that she has collaborates with the Building Division staff and inspectors 3 
to identify hazardous buildings by “red tagging” them. The most typical violations for 4 
marijuana operations are greenhouses. Greenhouses are often not occupied and then 5 
only for relatively short periods of time. As a result, when a greenhouse is built without 6 
permits compared to home built without permits, the priority is the home, because 7 
people are living and sleeping in the home and not the greenhouse.  8 

Q10: A member asked if there is a fee for violations. 9 

A: Rebecca stated that the fee beginning on July 1st will be an hourly rate for staff time to 10 
address violation. Also, retroactively getting permits is more expensive, because they 11 
have to hire professionals to sign off on work that was done without permits. The hourly 12 
fee will depend on how much time the applicant requires of staff – if the applicant 13 
provides the needed information or fixes the issue in a timely manner, then the fee will 14 
be less.  15 

Q11: A member asked for a guess on the percentage of violations that result in a complaint 16 
compared to the number of violations that do not result in a complaint.  17 

A: Rebecca was not able to hazard a guess, because there is no way to determine the number 18 
of violations that are occurring at any one time in the entire county. Greg stated that 19 
the previous code enforcement program did involve a staff member patrolling the 20 
county, but that this program style caused such a negative reaction in the community 21 
that the county shut down the enforcement program for 20 years.  22 

 23 
IV. RECAP  24 
Inga referenced the Medical Marijuana Summary and Next Decisions (Draft) handout as a 25 
summary of the new approach being proposed by the County on how to move this Working Group 26 
process forward. She explained that, in the interest of time, the goal is to get consensus on medical 27 
marijuana during this meeting in order to provide staff with direction for wordsmithing the code 28 
after the Working Group process. The next (and last) meeting will strictly cover hemp using a 29 
similar approach to this meeting. Wordsmithing will be done by staff after consensus is reached. 30 
Once the draft code is ready staff will put it online and the code will be available for comments by 31 
the public. This draft code will be online and available for comment for at least a month. The 32 
Facilitator asked working group members if this approach worked for them and it did.   33 
 34 
Inga reviewed the meeting minutes from May 22nd, highlighting that Linsey had provided the 35 
reasons staff is proposing amendments and that the proposed siting standards had been discussed 36 
by the group. Inga stated that actions items about water rights for medical marijuana will be 37 
discussed later in the meeting today and that the request for a correction to the definition for 38 
marijuana has been made to differentiate between marijuana and hemp. At end of last meeting the 39 
group agreed to restrict medical marijuana in the rural residential zone and identified the following 40 
off-site impacts: odor, shared driveways, water use, no commercial level of med growing, nuisance 41 
rules, and setbacks. 42 
Q12: A member requested terminology clarification between restricted, regulated and prohibited, 43 
and wanted to know which would be used. Also, which type of marijuana are we discussing?  44 
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A: The Facilitator responded that we are only discussing about new medical marijuana 1 
grows. 2 
 3 
Inga also reviewed the changes she made to the zoning and use chart, which were to move the 4 
Floodplain Agriculture zone to be grouped with the other residential zones. Unfortunately, the 5 
purpose statement of that zone doesn’t match the uses that are allowed, which are residential. 6 
 7 
Q13: A member stated that the chart doesn’t match minutes, because it states that medical 8 
marijuana is prohibited in the residential zone, which was not the decision made last meeting.  9 

A: Inga agreed that this is confusing and stated that the chart shows what staff is proposing 10 
at this stage, which is open to discussion and decision points and will be updated based 11 
on the recommendations of the group. 12 

ACTION ITEM: Revise minutes for May 22nd to say that one member did not agree with restricting 13 
med marijuana (because they wanted to have it prohibited). 14 
 15 
Q14: A member suggested adding version numbers to the handouts.  16 
 17 
Q15: Another member asked for the minutes to be emailed ahead of time to provide group 18 
members with more time for review and corrections. 19 
 20 
IV. NEW APPROACH  21 
Inga led the group through the Medical Marijuana Summary and Next Decisions (Draft) handout 22 
questions and decision points.  23 
 24 
Question #1: Should we restrict medical marijuana operations in other residential zones in 25 
addition to the rural residential zone (village residential, urban residential and floodplain 26 
agriculture)?  27 
 28 
The County posed the above question to the working group and some members were initially 29 
supportive of the restrictions. One member stated that these zones should be at least as restrictive 30 
as the rural residential zone; however, it should potentially be more restrictive. Another member 31 
asked for confirmation that if the unincorporated communities wanted to change what is allowed 32 
in the village residential zone, whether they would be able to do so. Staff confirmed that a 33 
community could come forward and request a special zoning for certain properties.  34 
 35 
DECISION POINT: The working group members agreed that rural residential will be the baseline 36 
for restrictions, with urban and village residential being more restrictive, because of higher density 37 
of developments in incorporated and unincorporated communities. 38 
 39 
IV. WORKING GROUP MEMBER PROPOSAL  40 
One working group member shared a middle ground approach proposal for the group’s 41 
consideration as follows: A conditional use review for growing all medical and recreational 42 
marijuana and hemp in residential zones. The County could then check for water rights, etc. and 43 
neighbors could comment on the proposal. 44 
 45 
The group discussed the proposal and engaged in discussion as follows: 46 
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 A member expressed concern about the amount of county staff time would be taken for 1 
these additional reviews and stated that it complicates the situation by allowing people to 2 
complain.  3 

 Another member responded that the fee for the land use application helps cover staff time.  4 
 Another member felt that the proposal was a good compromise and suggested it may be 5 

helpful if the group worked through “good egg” and “bad egg” scenarios.  6 
 Another member reminded the group that the development code is a living document and 7 

there needs to be flexibility built in to allow it to address changing times; the conditional 8 
use review seems to provide this flexibility.  9 

 Another member stated that will notice to neighbors there come complaints and appeals, 10 
which takes time. Conditional use reviews are costly and may be too expensive for medical 11 
marijuana growers.  12 

 Linsey: Outlines review types: 13 
o Outright permitted uses have no land use application. 14 
o Ministerial review, land use review process with clear and objective standards, no 15 

discretion, no notice to surrounding property owners. 16 
o Administrative review, land use review process with mostly clear and objective 17 

standards, minimal discretion, notice of decision mailed to surrounding property 18 
owners and can be appealed. 19 

o Conditional use review, land use review process with mostly subjective standards, 20 
substantial discretion, notice of application (2-week comment period) mailed to 21 
surrounding property owners, notice of decision mailed to surrounding property 22 
owners and can be appealed. 23 

 A member asked if a use approved by conditional use review can be transferred to a new 24 
property owner.  25 

o Staff responded that yes it can be transferred if the use has continued consistently 26 
and the land use approval does not state that the use cannot be transferred. 27 

 A member expressed concern about the availability of code enforcement and that new 28 
neighbors may have conflicts with the approved use. 29 

o Staff referenced the code compliance presentation from the beginning of the 30 
meeting. 31 

 A member stated that one crop should not be treated differently from other crops. 32 
 Another member agreed with the spirit of the proposal, but wants more details. 33 
 Another member felt that recreational marijuana is always a commercial use and should 34 

not be protected in residential zone. In contrast, medical marijuana is different and is meant 35 
for a patient to grow their own medicine. Is there really a need to protect the medical 36 
marijuana grower? We’re talking about a difference of 4 and 12 plants. Was not supportive 37 
of recreational marijuana growing in residential zones. 38 

 Another member stated that if you have rules, then a conditional use review is for uses that 39 
do not fit those rules. Was not supportive of requiring medical marijuana growing 40 
operations go through a conditional use review and would prefer a lesser review. 41 

 A member asked what medical marijuana growers are allowed to grow under state law? A 42 
discussion that took place at the 2nd meeting was that there should be no medical marijuana 43 
grows with more than 3 cards in the rural residential zone and that any operations that are 44 
allowed cannot have off-site impacts. 45 
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 Another member asked staff to provide an example of a conditional use review, using a 1 
dog kennel. 2 

o Staff explained that when reviewing a dog kennel, notification of the proposed use 3 
goes out to all the neighbors, other county departments and any other relevant 4 
agencies. Then requirements for noise, waste, and dust control (and any other 5 
impacts that may be identified) are listed as conditions of approval. Other 6 
conditions could include hours of operation.  7 

 A member asked if we can put into code a requirement that all neighbors within a certain 8 
radius can sign off on being ok with the use. 9 

o Staff said, yes, it’s possible. 10 
 11 
The discussion ended with the Facilitator summarizing where the group landed on this topic: one 12 
member would like to prohibit medical marijuana in all residential areas, at least one member 13 
stated that marijuana and hemp crops should not be discriminated against therefore no conditional 14 
use permit process should be recommended, and the remaining (and majority) of the working 15 
group members agreed that a middle ground such as the proposal put forward would be a good 16 
way to write the proposed code amendments.  17 
 18 
ACTION ITEM: Group members, please read the Medical Marijuana Summary and Next 19 
Decisions (Draft) handout provided by Inga and come to Meeting #4 with your responses. 20 
 21 
V. REVIEW OF PROPOSED SITING STANDARDS  22 
 23 

Meeting adjourned at 7:33 p.m. 24 

 25 

The next meeting will be held at the same location on June 19th, 2019. 26 


