
 

Benton County Marijuana and Hemp Working Group, June 19, 2019 Page 1 of 7 

 MEETING MINUTES 

Marijuana and Hemp Working Group 
June 19, 2019 
 
The fourth 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 
Carolyn Webb 
Daniel James 
Donna Schmidts 
Eddy Provost 
Janeece Cook 
Kim Jenkins 
Quinn Dellinger 
Rich Mason 
Sarah Hartstein 
Jay Noller 
Janet Hendrix 
 

Absent: 
Jeremy Campbell 
Jerry Sorte 
Seth Crawford 
 
BENTON COUNTY STAFF: 
Linsey Godwin, Associate Planner 
Inga Williams, Associate Planner 
 
FACILITATOR: 
Annie Kilburg, Triangle Associates 
 
 
 
 

 1 
 2 
II. INTRODUCTIONS  3 

The Facilitator welcomed the working group members, thanked them for their participation and discussed 4 
the tour of the hemp and marijuana growing operation on Tuesday. Notes taken by Arden Ray and with 5 
additional comments added by Daniel James were made available to the group. The Facilitator sent an email 6 
to the group with photos from the tour on Tuesday night. Members reflected on the tour as follows: 7 

 One member was interested to hear the process of trial and error for each year. 8 
 Another member commented that since smell is usually a problem, it was nice to be there where 9 

the smell was minimal and not a problem. 10 
 Another member was not concerned about the smell or the other off-site impacts as much as having 11 

these operations in rural residential neighborhoods where children are present.  12 
o Recounted experience where two individuals stopped by a school and were trying to get 13 

the children to get inside a four-foot bird cage. 14 
o Also mentioned recently passed levy for school security improvements. 15 
o Feels these businesses will result in a lot of unknown people in neighborhoods, which could 16 

be dangerous for children. 17 

The Facilitator reviewed the agenda and meeting materials. Today’s meeting will focus on the county’s 18 
proposed recommendations and seek consensus. The Facilitator then reviewed the remaining timeline for 19 
the code amendment process (see image below). Opportunities for comments will remain available from 20 
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now until early 2020. 1 

 2 

 3 

III. REVIEW OF PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS  4 

Inga reviewed “Working Group Majority Recommendations” and stated that if consensus is not achieved, 5 
the Working Group can provide majority and dissenting opinions to help inform future iterations of the 6 
draft code.  7 

 8 

1. May 22, 2019 Majority Recommendation  9 
 10 

A majority recommendation was provided by Working Group Members at the May 22, 2019 meeting 11 
as follows: The working group came to a majority recommendation that they could support restricting1 12 
medical marijuana production in the Rural Residential zone.  13 

 Note that all but one working group member agreed to this recommendation; one working group 14 
member would agree to prohibit rather than restrict medical marijuana production in the Rural 15 
Residential zone.  16 
 17 

                                                      
1 Per Staff clarification, “restricted” does not mean that the use will be prohibited but that regulations to 
mitigate impacts will be put into place.  
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There was brief group discussion on this topic and no working group members expressed disagreement 1 
with how the May 22, 2019 Majority Recommendation was described.  2 

 3 
2. June 5, 2019 Majority Recommendation  4 

 5 
A majority recommendation was provided by the Working Group Members at the June 5, 6 
2019 meeting as follows: The working group came to a majority recommendation that they could 7 
support imposing regulations2 in Floodplain Agriculture, Village Residential and Urban 8 
Residential. Regulations in Village and Urban Residential zones should be stricter than in Rural 9 
Residential because they are or will become higher density residential areas. 10 
 11 
There was brief group discussion on this topic and no working group members expressed disagreement 12 
with how the June 5, 2019 Majority Recommendation was described.  13 

III. DISCUSSION OF PROPOSED REGULATIONS  14 

One member asked whether or not the recommendations capture the proposal to use a conditional use permit 15 
(CUP) to determine when marijuana and hemp growing operations could be approved. This member did 16 
not feel confident that the county will take effective action when operators do not meet the requirements or 17 
that the complaint based system provides enough oversight. Any code that is adopted needs to come with 18 
funding for staff to enforce the code and include enforceable language. As a result, this member was more 19 
comfortable prohibiting all growing operations. 20 

The Facilitator reminded the group that staff does have oversight of the businesses obtaining approval 21 
through the county. 22 

One member was not in support of indoor growing and would prefer prohibition, but could possibly be in 23 
support, if all neighbors to a proposed operation were in agreement.  24 

Another member mentioned that it is extremely expensive to operate an indoor grow (compared to an 25 
outdoor grow). This member would prefer 300 square feet of plants in the ground compared to a huge 26 
greenhouse. This member thinks a business person would be willing to pay more to get this business 27 
reviewed through a CUP.  28 

The Facilitator encouraged the group to provide suggestions and think of creative solutions, consensus 29 
recommendations are more powerful for the County to take forward.  30 

One member reiterated the concern about strangers in neighborhoods associated with these businesses as a 31 
danger to children. 32 

Another member reiterated the desire for increased enforcement on these operations. Does not believe that 33 
industrial hemp is being grown mainly for rope or clothing, but instead for edibles and vaping. This member 34 
is concerned about targeting these products for an adolescent age group. 35 

One member stated that hemp is non-psychoactive. Compared use of CBD from hemp to how chamomile 36 
can be used to have physiological effect. Reminded the group that hemp must have less than 0.3 THC. 37 
Understands the concern about candy distribution, but that is a FDA battle.  38 

                                                      
2 At what level these regulations take effect still needs to be defined. 
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One member encouraged the group to find a way to put into code the desires of the group.   1 

Another member wanted to clarify that we are currently talking about growing hemp and marijuana. This 2 
member is also not in favor of dispensaries in the residential zones. Would recommend scheduling a two 3 
or three year review of code to determine how to move forward. There is a lack of data and experience on 4 
the topic of CBD and therefore it is difficult to provide a strong recommendation. 5 

Another member explained that in Oregon, “Agricultural Hemp” is the term used for the cannabis plant that 6 
has less than 0.3 THC, while the FDA uses the term “Industrial Hemp” and differentiates between hemp 7 
and marijuana based on the amount of THC allowed.  8 

Two members agreed that regulation is better than a non-regulated approach and proposed to prohibit the 9 
growing of all cannabis plants in the residential zones.  10 

One member questioned why there is a push to allow growing in residential zones. How will hemp be any 11 
different than the marijuana economy?  12 

Another member responded that at the state level the current economic data shows that hemp is going to be 13 
the #1 commodity for 2019 and will likely remain as the #1 commodity for the foreseeable future and that 14 
big farmers are moving into it. Looking at the registrations with ODA there are 100s to 1,000s of acres 15 
moving to hemp. The hemp grown by Oregon currently only meets 10% of the demand in the international 16 
market.  17 

Some members of the working group suggested that the group take a vote on prohibiting growing of the 18 
three types of cannabis crops as follows (when grown for others, not for personal use): 19 

 Medical marijuana in the residential zones  20 
 Recreational marijuana in the residential zones  21 
 Hemp in the residential zones  22 

One member stated that even if enforcement was stronger, they would still oppose, reiterated distrust in the 23 
enforcement program, and does not see the need for growing in the residential zones. 24 

Another member expressed opposition to members of the group voting when they do not live in one of the 25 
residential zones that will be affected by the vote.  26 

County staff asked the group to remember that originally the county had proposed to prohibit new 27 
operations for all cannabis in the residential zones, then there was a proposal by a member of the group to 28 
use a CUP review as an alternative, which was generally accepted by the group.  Today’s discussion has 29 
moved the group back towards prohibition.  30 

One member reiterated support for a re-review of code in 2 to 3 years. Expressed support of CUP as an 31 
option, but she does not live in a Rural Residential (RR) zone.  32 

Another member, who also does not live in RR zone, asked that the group consider that prohibition is a 33 
severe approach; they reminded the group that it is our job to set the tone of what those regulations will be.  34 

Another member, who lives in Alsea in a farm zone, has a neighbor who grows medical marijuana and 35 
stated that you can still be affected by it whether or not you are in the RR zone. We are all part of the 36 
community.  37 

Another member, who is not a property owner yet, wants to be able to have a small scale marijuana or hemp 38 
business in a RR zone.  39 
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Another member, who lives on farm zoned property, mentioned that there are small scale co-op business 1 
models that currently exist in the RR zone and a lab in the UR zone. While there may be thousands of acres 2 
of hemp being planted state wide, there is also a market where they sell at farmer’s markets. This member 3 
suggested there could be extra standards above regular CUP standards.  4 

Another member, who lives in the RR zone and works with a lot people with low volume wells, stated that 5 
introducing a growing crop into a neighborhood with low volume wells could cause further drops to well 6 
water. This member was open to a CUP process and allowing it with neighbor comment.  7 

One member asked if there was a way to include an enforcement on an application-by-application basis to 8 
ensure an applicant stays in compliance through the CUP.  9 

County staff responded that yes that is possible and suggested adding conditions such as causing a fine if 10 
they go out of compliance, or requiring the applicant to renew their application every certain number of 11 
years, or require inspections in a certain frequency.  12 

One member provided an example of an existing permitting system that contains frequent inspections: a 13 
commercial kitchen where the Benton County Environmental Health Department or Oregon Department of 14 
Agriculture inspect facilities in a certain frequency and charge for each inspection. 15 

Several members supported the addition of fees to pay for increased enforcement, such as a fee for each 16 
inspection, like with building permits, or as part of the initial CUP fees or through an annual renewal 17 
application fee.  18 

Another member requested that standards to protect neighborhood aesthetics be included. 19 

Some members discussed ground water availability, monitoring and management. Enforcement on misuse 20 
of water rights is also a complaint based system. One member provided anecdotal information from a local 21 
well driller that wells are going dry throughout the county and that the county is in a 10 year drought.  22 

IV. DISCUSSION RECAP AND MEETING SUMMARY  23 

The Facilitator provided a recap of the group discussion so far: If there was enforcement to shut operations 24 
down available, then CUP with additional standards would be acceptable to the group. The group is 25 
interested in a CUP with enforceable standards. Enforceable standards meaning that the county could shut 26 
down a noncompliant operation within a very short timeframe (example: within 30 days). 27 

One member reiterated support of a fine for operations out of compliance.  28 

Another member asked what type of timeframe is involved in enforcement cases. County staff responded 29 
that it depends on the situation, but it can take a while. Enforcement options include citations, court 30 
summons, liens on the property and forced removal of issue. 31 

June 19, 2019 Majority Recommendation 32 

The Facilitator asked whether the working group could support regulating cannabis in RR zones through 33 
an “enforceable CUP”, meaning a CUP with additional standards, fines and renewals or regular inspections 34 
with details provided through this discussion 35 

The majority of working group members were in favor of this recommendation. One working group 36 
member dissented, voicing concern that the CUP review would cause discord in the associated 37 
neighborhood. 38 
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The following flip chart notes were taken during the discussion, outlining the “enforceable CUP” in support 1 
of the majority recommendation.  2 

 3 

 4 

Additional discussion about the recommendation: 5 

There was informal member agreement around a “sunset clause” or pre-determined timeline for a re-review 6 
of the code for adequacy. 7 

One member clarified that the CUP approval would be a one-time determination of consent, with renewal 8 
approval or denial based on specific standards to make sure the operation remains in compliance. 9 

One member supported annual renewals. 10 

Another member asked what is checked during the renewal. County staff responded that it depends on the 11 
conditions of their approval. 12 

One member requested that the CUP review process confirm the applicant has or will obtain state permits. 13 
This can be confirmed using online databases from the state agency.  14 

One member is supportive of prohibition. 15 

Another member asked if comments submitted for CUPs are anonymous. County staff responded that they 16 
can be, but if the person commenting wants the ability to appeal the decision, they will need to identify 17 
themselves in order to have standing.  18 

Another member asked if there can be a lot size restriction to when a grow operation can be approved on 19 
farm zoned land.  20 
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The Facilitator stated that the working group process had come to an end, thanked the group for their 1 
majority recommendations, and their participation and effort in this process. The working group was 2 
reminded that any additional comments could be added to the draft code once it is posted online.   3 

Meeting adjourned at 7:34 p.m. 4 

 5 


