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About
First Congregational United Church of Christ (FCUCC) is a religious community of people
engaged in Purpose, Vision, and Mission. FCUCC seeks to act as an ethical force in the world
and call citizens to their moral imagination and their better angels. The principles and purpose
of this community are as follows:
Purpose Statement:
To love God with all our heart, mind, soul, and strength and our neighbor as ourself (Gospel of
Matthew).
Vision Statement:
United in Christ’s love, a just world for all.
Mission Statement:
United in Spirit and inspired by God’s grace, we welcome all, love all, and seek justice for all.
History
The Congregational Church in Corvallis was organized in November of 1883 and legally
incorporated on October 16, 1888. The church was then located at Third and Madison. In
1918, the congregation built a new edifice at Eighth and Madison.
In 1931, Presbyterian and Congregational Churches of Corvallis united for local, ecumenical
work while each preserving its denominational identity and relationships. For thirty-two years
the churches shared federated activity, one of the goals being “that through union we may
move forward into more enthusiastic and eﬀective Christian service in all lines, including both
community and world-wide work.” In 1963 the churches began a process of de-federation and
in 1964, a groundbreaking and consecration ceremony of the new church site on West Hills
Road was held.
Congregationalists have long been on the forefront of social change - seeking spiritual freedom
in 1620 when the Pilgrims came to the New World, standing against slavery in 1700 with the
publication of the first anti-slavery pamphlet in America, leading the first act of civil
disobedience in U.S. History in 1773 (the “Boston Tea Party”), publishing the first African
American poet in 1773, ordaining the first Protestant African American minister in 1785, and
ordaining the first female pastor in 1853.
In 1957 the United Church of Christ was born when the Evangelical and Reformed Church
united with the Congregational Church. The United Church of Christ is known to be a leader in
many social issues that aﬀect our nation. The UCC was on the forefront of the Civil Right
movement, ordained the first openly gay minister in 1972, acted instrumentally in the freeing of
Civil Rights activists in 1973 (The Wilmington Ten), elected the first African American president
of a racially integrated mainline church in the United States, took on environmental racism in
the 1980’s, and became the first church in America to pass a resolution for marriage equality in
2005.
First Congregational United Church of Christ has been a member of the United Church of
Christ (UCC) denomination since the 1960’s.
In its statement of faith, the UCC is called to be a united and uniting church: “That they may all
be one (John 17:21).” In essentials - unity, in nonessentials - diversity, in all things - charity.
These UCC mottos touch core values deep within us. The UCC has no rigid formulation of
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doctrine or attachment to creeds or structures. Its overarching creed is love. UCC pastors and
teachers are known for their commitment to excellence in theological preparation,
interpretation of the scriptures and justice advocacy.
The UCC believes it is called to be a prophetic church. As in the tradition of the prophets and
apostles, God calls the church to speak truth to power, liberate the oppressed, and care for the
poor and comfort the aﬄicted. Therefore, the church understands itself as calling the
imperative of justice into the public and political space.
The UCC believes that God calls us to be servants in the service of others … to believe is to
care; to care is to do. And so, within the UCC social service and social action are seen as
integral and complementary forms of ministry. Charity and service to those in need are
fundamental parts of the UCC denomination.
The UCC has a distinctive theological understanding of the Church’s task - to continually be
engaged with all the diﬃcult issues of life on this planet and be thoroughly committed to the
searching God’s will in our dedication to “the promotion of justice, the reign of peace, and the
redemption of humans.” 1
Theological and Biblical Rationale
The UCC commitment to justice and witness is based on biblical text and principles (like
Jubilee & Shalom), such as:
“He has told you, O mortal, what is good; and what does the Lord require of you but to do
justice, and to love kindness, and to walk humbly with your God?” Micah 6:8 (NRSV)
“When you reap the harvest of your land, you shall not reap to the very edges of your field, or
gather the gleaning of your harvest; you shall leave the for the poor and for the alien: I am the
Lord your God.” Leviticus 23:22 (NRSV)
“Give justice to the weak and the orphan; maintain the right of the lowly and the destitute.
Rescue the weak and the needy; deliver them from the hand of the wicked.” Psalm 82:3-4
(NRSV)
“The spirit of the Lord God is upon me, because the Lord has anointed me; he has sent me to
bring good news to the oppressed, to bind up the brokenhearted, to proclaim liberty to the
captives, and release to the prisoners.” / “The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he has
anointed me to bring good news to the poor. He has sent me to proclaim release to the
captives and recovery of sight to the blind, to let the oppressed go free, to proclaim the year of
the Lord’s favor.” Isaiah 61:1 & Luke 4:18-19 (NRSV)
Biblical Vision of Shalom
Among the prophets and apostles, health and well-being were seen in relation to society. In
their vision of shalom a humane world order under God’s rule would be founded on love and
justice (Lev. 19:18, Micah 6:8). In that vision of shalom we are called in freedom to love our
neighbors as ourselves (Gal. 5:13ﬀ); to stand with the vulnerable and oppressed for God’s
justice (Amos 8:4,10); and to proclaim the reconciliation wrought by Jesus Christ of all creation
(II Cor. 5:14-20). “For in him all the fullness of God was pleased to dwell, and through him to
1
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reconcile to God’s self all things, whether on earth or in heaven, making peace by the blood of
the cross.” (Col. 1:19-20). The vision of shalom is steadfast. In our day as in ancient times, the
liberation of the oppressed and the reconciliation of the alienated through acts of love and
justice are the tasks of mission.
In faith, we too are called to preach good news to the poor; to proclaim release to the captives
and recovery of sight to the blind; to set at liberty those who are oppressed; and to proclaim
the acceptable year of the Lord. (Luke 4:18) We too are called to feed the hungry, welcome the
stranger, shelter the homeless, clothe the naked, and comfort the sick and imprisoned. (Matt.
25:31ﬀ). For the way of life is God’s intent.2
Both the Jewish and Christian faiths place strong emphasis on hospitality and compassion.
The directive of YHWH in Deuteronomy 10:19 - “Love ye therefore the stranger: for ye were
strangers in the land of Egypt,” (KJV) is clear enough. The New Testament story of the Good
Samaritan provides us an example. Jesus’ words in Matthew 25:31-46 again provide us with
an example and a clear directive for action: “I was a stranger and ye took me in” (KJV) is the
basic issue at hand. The call for Christian social action cannot be denied.
UCC Synods and Resolutions
The United Church of Christ remembers the constant concern of the Bible for human economic
needs, for justice, for sharing of the material goods of life, and that the God of Biblical faith
makes a strategic concentration of love on the poor, the needy, the helpless, the oppressed. It
knows that there is no love of God that is not love of neighbor. Respect for human rights is
central to our Christian faith.
As aﬃrmed in the Pronouncement on Human Rights of the Twelfth General Synod of the United
Church of Christ, human rights have their source in God’s act of creation, reconciliation, and
redemption. The Pronouncement also recognizes that human beings are grounded in human
responsibility to God. All human beings have equal rights by virtue of their being created in the
image of God. Thus, all persons and all civil orders are under moral obligation to develop
policies, programs, and polities which respect basic human rights.
The United Church of Christ’s General Resolution concerning Housing and the Homeless, of
which FCUCC adheres to, states as follows:
The Fourteenth General Synod of the United Church of Christ is asked to urge member
churches and individual members to become actively involved in ministries to homeless
persons and to support eﬀorts to lobby for Federal, state and local action in regards to
homelessness.
The Fourteenth General Synod of the United Church of Christ is further asked to declare that
the United Church of Christ, as a national body, has a collective concern for the plight of
homeless persons and concern over the issues with cause them to be homeless.3
The Fifteenth Resolution on the Homeless in America of the Fourteenth General Synod states:
WHEREAS, the number of homeless persons in our communities, both urban and rural, is
dramatically increasing, due, at least in part, to: (1) the shortage of low-rent housing; (2) the
2
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economic pressures of our time as inflation combines with decreasing assistance to the poor;
(3) the high percentage of unemployment, especially among minority youth; (4) the lack of jobs,
counseling, follow-up care, and community residence facilities for deinstitutionalized persons;
and
WHEREAS, the Statement of Faith of the United Church of Christ calls us to be Christ’s
servants in the service of the whole human family; and
WHEREAS, the problem of homelessness and the factors causing homelessness directly relate
to the family and to family life, a Priority decided upon in the Thirteenth General Synod of the
United Church of Christ;
THEREFORE, the Fourteenth General Synod encourages the United Church of Christ; all of its
churches and their members to:
1. Support local organizations addressing the problems of the homeless;
2. Devote volunteer resources, skills, time, worship services and chaplaincy services to
nearby shelters;
3. Oﬀer space for and support the establishment of emergency shelters and day-time
shelters;
4. Encourage local businesses to provide jobs for homeless persons who are able to work;
5. Volunteer resources, skills, time, and other material support to organizations such as soup
kitchens, relief centers, etc. which minister to the need of the homeless; and
6. Urge national, state, and local lawmakers to enact legislation on this issue as a result of the
Urban Oversight Hearing which have revealed homelessness as a national problem.4
The Hungry and Homeless Resolution of the Fifteenth General Synod urges local
congregations, associations, conferences, agencies and instrumentalities be voices for and
with the poor in advocating public policies which address the systemic causes and the
inadequate funding of programs which have increased the number of hungry and homeless in
our society.5
The Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and Fifteenth General Synods explored the UCC’s commitment as a
Just Peace Church (the way of Shalom):
A Just Peace Church is grounded in God’s activity in creation and grounded in covenant
relationship. God creates and calls us into covenant, God’s gift of friendship, “I will make a
covenant of peace with them; it shall be an everlasting covenant with them; and I will bless
them and multiply them, and will set my sanctuary in the midst of them for evermore” (Ezekiel
37:26). When God’s abiding presence is embraces, human well-being results, or Shalom, which
can be translated at Just Peace.
One of the marks of a Just Peace Church is: A community of solidarity with the poor, seeking
to be present in places of oppression, poverty, and violence, and standing with the oppressed
in the struggle to resist and change this evil.6
The Fifteenth General Synod also aﬃrmed justice as essential to Just Peace:
1. We aﬃrm all nations working together to insure that people everywhere will be able to
meet their basic needs, including the right of every person to:
a. Food and clean water
4
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b. Adequate health care
c. Decent housing7
The Fifteenth General Synod called upon all in the United Church of Christ to recognize that
creating of Just Peace was central to their identity of Christians and to their Baptism into the
Christian community - and so local churches were called of the outward journey of public
witness, to engage in activism in the political arena. Local churches were called to help shape
public opinion and the climate in which the issues of Just Peace are shaped: “Because the
times are so critical, we call for extraordinary witness as well as ordinary political involvement
to break the power of the structural evils which prevent Just Peace.”8
And so, at the Fifteenth General Synod of the United Church of Christ, the church renewed its
commitment to the Biblical vision of Shalom as central to the identity of members of the UCC
and specifically, the manifestation of Shalom in the interconnected issues of justice and peace.
Therefore, the work of Shalom, frequently a matter of justice (of setting aright the inequities
within society) is at the heart of the United Church of Christ. As Jesus demonstrated, God
stands with the poor. Thus, as an essential part of their health and well-being, the church will
advocate for the rights and empowerment of the oppressed and disadvantaged.
Locally, FCUCC adopted the Just Peace covenant in 1987 and oﬃcially voted to become a
Just Peace church on May 6, 1990.
First Congregational United Church of Christ
Continuously since 1963, FCUCC has been a vibrant place of worship, growth, and service to
the beloved community. Church members believe that Jesus’ ministry was, most powerfully
and clearly articulated, a ministry to the poor and oppressed.
Today, FCUCC’s congregation consists of approximately 225 members and about 200
additional friends and regular visitors.
FCUCC oﬀers a variety of opportunities for its members to worship and nurture their spiritual
lives together, including:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Sunday morning worship service;
Adult religious education program;
Youth ministry and religious education programs;
Children’s ministry and religious education;
Outreach opportunities and ministry to those in need;
Conference and seminars; and
Local and national denominational work and advocacy

Worship on Sunday mornings cannot be divorced from worship that takes places through
ministry and action. Corporate worship - the living together of individuals gathered before God
in thankfulness and praise - gives visible expression to the reality of the church as the
covenantal community. Through corporate worship the dimensions of worship are defined and
responsibility is accepted. The life of service (diakonia) that demonstrates the compassion of
Christ is shaped always in the fellowship (koinonia) of faith at worship. Corporate worship is the
7
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response of those who know themselves to be called to a life empowered by the Spirit to live
“for the sake of the other.”
First Congregational United Church of Christ has a long history of involvement in issues of
social, economic and political justice and been well represented in all service organizations in
the community, working for the poor, the disadvantaged and marginal citizens of society. When
the church declared itself a Just Peace Church in 1990, it was not an unprecedented move.
This action was a recognition of the congregation’s identity as a congregation already
concerned with God’s call and the church’s determination to be more intentional in worship,
programs and activities to concentrate its eﬀorts toward peace and justice. The declaration
made and recorded in the minutes of the May 1990 annual meeting reads:
As a congregation of the church of Jesus Christ, we recognize that God is calling us to be
about the work of bringing justice and making peace in our world, in our community and in
ourselves. Confessing that this call challenges our individual and corporate lives, we covenant
among ourselves and with God, to seek the ways of Justice and Peace, so as to make a
diﬀerence in our lives and the lives of all who experience injustice and violence in our
community, and the world, and to reach out to those people and to undertones those problems
and issues which are often overlooked.
Church members believe that Jesus’ actions call them to their most generous selves and that
they are to live lives of service as he did. They participate in these mission and outreach
ministries actively, including serving Benton County houseless residents and working with a
diverse group of social service organizations and other faith communities to organize
SafePlace (Safe Camp) in service to the houseless. Prior to this activity, the Church has a long
history of partnering with the Men and Women’s Cold Weather shelters, the Daytime Drop-in
Center, Community Outreach Inc., WE CARE, Vina Moses, Let’s Eat Ministry, South Corvallis
Food Bank, Jackson Street Youth Shelter, as well as housing and sheltering immigrants and
refugees.
In the 1960’s and 70’s, FCUCC worked with migrant camps in the Jeﬀerson area, and in the
1970’s resettled families from Cambodia and Laos, even housing a Vietnamese family on
church property for a summer. In the 1980’s FCUCC worked in the Sanctuary movement,
supporting the status of the United Campus Ministry as sanctuary space. In the early 2000’s,
the church provided toilet and garbage facilities for houseless people living in the adjacent
woods.
In 2011, the congregation had the opportunity to purchase a small parcel of the forested land
belonging to David Linn. FCUCC perceives its physical location to be a gift that has allowed
the congregation to accomplish their sacred mission to create the beloved community; that is,
to build a company of people to act as Jesus would; to serve and shelter people who are
homeless.
The property has always been intended to be used for ministry in the same way the church
building and grounds within the City are used: weekly religious services, religious study and
spiritual nurture, and social group meetings. The church also allows its building and property to
be used by outside groups - such as Boy and Girl Scouts, ALL (Adult Lifelong Learning), Clark
Ascension Sports Academy, Jazzercise, LBCC, OSU, and many other community groups. All of
the uses are accessory to and part of the religious mission of the church.
The commitment to serve the homeless is an essential part of many other United Church of
Christ congregations throughout the United States, including:
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Chestnut Hill Church
Denison UCC
First Congregational UCC, Bellingham
Wayside United Church of Christ
Plymouth Congregational UCC, Seattle
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

virginia gustafson lucker <v.lucker@comcast.net>
Saturday, March 7, 2020 12:57 PM
TAYLOR Rebecca
'Jennifer L. Butler'
RE: Deed restriction

You have asked that we address the deed restriction that prohibits any ‘building construction” on the property that is
the subject of our conditional use application.
The covenant between the church and Mr. Lin, executed at the time the church purchased the 1.35-acre parcel on the
western edge of the church property and which is recorded as a deed restriction, prohibits any ‘building construction on
the property“ until that property is annexed into the city. This covenant is consistent with the language of the land use
decision (LU 10-042) that prohibits any stand-alone development on that portion of the property. To the extent the land
use decision prohibition and the covenant addressed the same use restriction, the use of the terms “development” and
“building construction on the property ” encompass the same prohibition. Read together, they prohibit any
development, including building construction, until such time as the property is annexed into the city.
Consistent with that covenant and land use decision, and as stated in our CUP application narrative, the church’s
requested expansion of our church use to the 1.35-acre portion of our property such to those restrictions, includes no
development on the property. To the extent “development” could be construed to be distinct from ‘building
construction’, our proposed church use also includes no such “building construction.” As described in our narrative, the
church’s ministry will including providing temporary transitional shelter in either tent campsites or micro-shelters.
Neither of those sleeping units includes any building construction or other development of the land. The tent campsites
are set up and dismantled on site. They include no permanent foundations or other modification of the underlying land.
The micro-shelters are prepared off-site and delivered to the church property via trailers. They are 8x15 temporary
lodging structures and can be relocated on site to adjust to ministry needs or moved off-site via trailer at such time as
they are no longer needed. They include no foundations or other modifications of the underlying land.
Nothing in our Safe Camp ministry involves any development or building construction. All structures are temporary,
transitional and can be moved and removed as needed.
Please let us know if you have further questions.
Thank you.

From: TAYLOR Rebecca <Rebecca.Taylor@CO.Benton.OR.US>
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2020 5:16 PM
To: 'Virginia Lucker' <v.lucker@comcast.net>
Subject: Deed restriction
Please see attached.

Rebecca Taylor
Code Compliance Specialist
1
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541-766-0178
360 SW Avery Ave., Corvallis OR 97333

2

A70

Request for Church Use in Urban Residential Zone (CU 19-091)
First Congregational United Church of Christ
Applicant Comments on June 22, 2020 Draft Staff Report
June 29, 2020
The applicant, First Congregational United Church of Christ, appreciates the opportunity to comment on
the County’s revised draft staff report, issued June 22, 2020, on the applicant’s conditional use
application to use the county-jurisdictional portion of our property for our church ministry. As discussed
below, the church overall agrees with the staff’s analysis and, with one exception addressed below, the
staff-recommended conditions of approval.
As discussed in our application materials and noted in the staff report, the church shifted the ministry
use of the western 1.34 acres of our church property in July 2019 when 23 unhoused members of our
community showed up at our door one Wednesday morning needing safe shelter. We have been
working since then to develop “Safe Camp,” as part of our church ministry, to provide transitional
shelter for individuals in our community who seek stable, safe shelter while they work to transition into
more permanent housing.
As also discussed in our application, most of our church property, including our church building, parking
lot and most of our grounds, are located within the Corvallis city limits and under the city’s jurisdiction.
The 1.34 acres between our western driveway and west property line are outside the city limits, under
the county’s jurisdiction in the UR (Urban Residential) zone. The county allows church uses in the UR
zone, subject to approval of a conditional use permit. Although the church has owned and been using a
portion of this county-jurisdictional property for church use since we acquired it in 2011, the county had
not required any formal approval of the church use. After we began more visibly using that portion of
the church as part of our ministry, the county determined that we were required to either seek a
determination that our church use is allowed on the property or obtain a conditional use permit. Since
that time, as we have continued to develop our Safe Camp ministry, we have simultaneously been
working to comply with the county’s requests and to secure a conditional use permit.
The process for obtaining county conditional use approval for our church use has taken much longer
than any of us could have imagined. As the staff have noted, less than one week before our scheduled
March 17, 2020 public hearing before the Planning Commission, the realization of the potentially
devastating severity of the Covid-19 pandemic effectively shut down the entire state. The county was
forced to cancel and postpone the public hearing. The needs of and for our church ministry could not,
however, be postponed. The reality of the pandemic has caused all of us to more acutely realize the
need for safe shelter. It has also highlighted how dependent we are on each other; how our safety and
security is closely intertwined, and dependent on, the safety and security of those around us. In order to
protect ourselves and others, we have needed to “shelter at home”, to “socially distance” ourselves
from others, to practice safe hygiene. For the housed community, keeping ourselves safe during this
pandemic has created some hardships and inconveniences. But for the unhoused community,
compliance with necessary precautions is not possible. How does one safely “shelter at home” when
one has no home in which to shelter? We are only as safe as the most vulnerable among us, so while
the pandemic required the county regulatory process to come to a halt, it also heightened the need for
the church’s ministry to provide safe shelter.
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It is unfortunate for everyone that the pandemic has delayed completion of the conditional use process.
Still, we remain committed to ensure that our ministry complies with the county’s conditional use

requirements. The initial final county staff report, prepared in anticipation of a March 17th public
hearing, recommended that the Planning Commission determine that the use, as we have proposed it,
satisfies each of the county’s conditional use criteria, subject to compliance with staff-recommended
conditions of approval, many of which we proposed. We have worked to ensure that our church use
continues with the conditional use criteria, including those recommended conditions.
When we applied for our conditional use permit on December 1, 2019, we agreed to the county’s
request that we would not increase the number of Safe Camp participants during the pendency of the
conditional use process. At that time, we were providing shelter for 11 individuals, all in tents. As we
noted in our March 3, 2020 application supplement, we had by that time placed five microshelters on
our property, which we agreed would remain vacant until we obtained conditional use approval.
However, as the city and county jointly recognized the critical need for safe shelter, particularly for the
most medically vulnerable, the joint Emergency Operations Center (EOC) authorized (without our
request) use of the otherwise vacant microshelters to provide temporary shelter to respond to that
emergency need. Since then, we have been housing medically vulnerable individuals in those
microshelters. In the meantime, 6 of the 11 who were housed at Safe Camp in November have moved
on – most into more permanent housing. Thus, while the configuration of participants has changed,
and while we have responded to the EOC’s request that we use our microshelters to house vulnerable
individuals, we have continued to comply with the county’s earlier request that we not add to the
number of Safe Camp residents during the CUP process.
The revised draft staff report is substantially similar to the staff report prepared for the March 17th
canceled hearing. The one substantive change is that it alters the staff’s recommendation regarding
compliance with Fire Department requirements. We fully acknowledge that our use must comply with
all OFC regulations. We are working to create a safe living environment, and compliance with fire safety
concerns is critical to that safe environment. And, as we stated in our June 16, 2020 response to the Fire
Department’s March 9th and March 16th comments, we believe that the use we have proposed complies
with all applicable OFC regulations. That memo also discusses the measures we have taken to ensure
fire safety. We will continue to work with the county and with the Corvallis Fire Department to provide
the level of assurance needed.
The one disagreement we have with the staff report, and the one recommended condition of approval
that we do not think is warranted for compliance with the conditional use criteria, is that the church
post a sign with the name, phone number, and email of a person for neighbors to report any violations
of conditions; and that the sign must be located near the camp in a location visible from the street. That
condition also requires that the information be included on the church’s website, and that “an official
process for handling complaints, the camp code of conduct, rules, and regulations, shall also be either
posted to the church website or otherwise be prominently displayed or distributed to neighbors.” The
staff determined that this condition was warranted to “mitigate the potential impacts the proposed use
will have on adjacent property.” The staff report does not explain, however, why this condition -- in
addition to the other substantive conditions -- is necessary to comply with the conditional use criteria. It
does not add any requirement for our use itself. Instead, it authorizes others to oversee the use and
manage the county’s enforcement obligation. Has the county required similar conditions of other
conditional use permit holders? We are concerned that the condition, as proposed, is not directed at
2
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the use of the property but rather at the individuals to whom our ministry is directed. Of even more
concern, we fear that this condition would essentially give license to those who oppose the ministry to
further police, marginalize, and discriminate against the individuals to whom our ministry is directed.
Our Safe Camp ministry provides transitional shelter for a vulnerable population, who are unfortunately
subject to bias and discrimination by virtue of their lack of housing. Our intent is to provide transitional
shelter, to give these individuals a safe and secure place to shelter while they do the work necessary to
secure more permanent shelter. Most of our neighbors are respectful of our ministry and
compassionate toward the Safe Camp residents. However, our efforts are made all the more challenging
when the safe shelter we are attempting to provide is threatened by hateful speech and conduct by
those who disapprove of our ministry – and the individuals we serve.
For example, currently our Safe Camp residents routinely endure verbal assault from an individual who
drives by on his motorcycle, every day at 4 p.m., to spew hateful language toward them. Their privacy
has also been invaded by individuals who have come on to the property to angrily yell at them, verbally
assault them, and follow them into their campsites or shelters, taking pictures of their private living
space. They have been accused of theft and neighbors have come into camp to search the living spaces
of the residents. They are the subjects of numerous social media posts that use hate speech to identify
them and Safe Camp. Our concern is that, as proposed, the condition would sanction this type of
treatment of our Safe Camp residents, and legitimize a level of scrutiny of these individuals’ personal
lives that is not necessary to “mitigate adverse impacts of the use”. As we have discussed at length in
our application and supplemental materials, we believe that the use, as we have proposed it, will not
have an adverse impact on adjacent properties. Not only do we not believe that the condition, as it is
proposed, is necessary to “mitigate” adverse impacts, we are fundamentally concerned that it would
further marginalize the status and violate the rights of the individuals our ministry serves.
While we do not believe the condition, as proposed, is necessary or warranted for compliance with the
conditional use approval criteria, we fully appreciate the need for the church to be in community with
the surrounding neighborhood. The staff of First Congregational and the Steering Committee for
SafePlace/Safe Camp have shared phone numbers and email addresses for interaction with community
members. Additionally, the church created a website for Safe Camp that is updated on a regular basis.
We have responded to emails and phone calls in a timely fashion. The Steering Committee has
consistently made themselves available to attend neighborhood meetings to which they have been
invited, and has shared information in an appropriate, consistent and timely manner with the
neighborhood, even covering the cost of a direct mailing. The committee has been and continues to be
willing to meet with community members who are able to engage in respectful dialogue. Over the
course of the last year, the staff of the church and members of the Steering Committee have had
productive and meaningful conversations with many individuals in the neighborhood.
To further facilitate ongoing and timely communication, we recently purchased a dedicated phone for
the Safe Camp Manager and staff, and have shared that phone number with the West Hills
Neighborhood Association and posted it on the Safe Camp website. We have also designated an
individual from the Safe Camp Steering Committee to be a liaison to the neighbors, who is available to
meet with the neighbors on a regular basis to update them and to listen to their concerns. In addition,
Unity Shelter is in the process of establishing a community action committee that will be a place for
community input and dialogue for each of Unity Shelter programs, including Safe Camp, which is a part
of SafePlace. We believe that these ongoing efforts will provide the continuous communication
3
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necessary to support the holistic flourishing of our whole community. And, while we disagree with the
condition as it is proposed, we would support a condition that requires the church to post a sign that
provides the Safe Camp website address where the public can access the Safe Camp phone number and
get more information about Safe Camp.
In all other respects, we are currently complying with the staff-recommended conditions of approval
that can be accomplished prior to approval, and will continue to do so during the pendency of the
conditional use process.
Again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft staff report, and look forward to
continuing to work with the county in our efforts to create a safe transitional living environment for
some of the most vulnerable in our community.
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Request for Church Use in Urban Residential Zone (CU 19-091)
First Congregational United Church of Christ
Applicant Comments on June 22, 2020 Draft Staff Report
June 29, 2020
The applicant, First Congregational United Church of Christ, appreciates the opportunity to comment on
the County’s revised draft staff report, issued June 22, 2020, on the applicant’s conditional use
application to use the county-jurisdictional portion of our property for our church ministry. As discussed
below, the church overall agrees with the staff’s analysis and, with one exception addressed below, the
staff-recommended conditions of approval.
As discussed in our application materials and noted in the staff report, the church shifted the ministry
use of the western 1.34 acres of our church property in July 2019 when 23 unhoused members of our
community showed up at our door one Wednesday morning needing safe shelter. We have been
working since then to develop “Safe Camp,” as part of our church ministry, to provide transitional
shelter for individuals in our community who seek stable, safe shelter while they work to transition into
more permanent housing.
As also discussed in our application, most of our church property, including our church building, parking
lot and most of our grounds, are located within the Corvallis city limits and under the city’s jurisdiction.
The 1.34 acres between our western driveway and west property line are outside the city limits, under
the county’s jurisdiction in the UR (Urban Residential) zone. The county allows church uses in the UR
zone, subject to approval of a conditional use permit. Although the church has owned and been using a
portion of this county-jurisdictional property for church use since we acquired it in 2011, the county had
not required any formal approval of the church use. After we began more visibly using that portion of
the church as part of our ministry, the county determined that we were required to either seek a
determination that our church use is allowed on the property or obtain a conditional use permit. Since
that time, as we have continued to develop our Safe Camp ministry, we have simultaneously been
working to comply with the county’s requests and to secure a conditional use permit.
The process for obtaining county conditional use approval for our church use has taken much longer
than any of us could have imagined. As the staff have noted, less than one week before our scheduled
March 17, 2020 public hearing before the Planning Commission, the realization of the potentially
devastating severity of the Covid-19 pandemic effectively shut down the entire state. The county was
forced to cancel and postpone the public hearing. The needs of and for our church ministry could not,
however, be postponed. The reality of the pandemic has caused all of us to more acutely realize the
need for safe shelter. It has also highlighted how dependent we are on each other; how our safety and
security is closely intertwined, and dependent on, the safety and security of those around us. In order to
protect ourselves and others, we have needed to “shelter at home”, to “socially distance” ourselves
from others, to practice safe hygiene. For the housed community, keeping ourselves safe during this
pandemic has created some hardships and inconveniences. But for the unhoused community,
compliance with necessary precautions is not possible. How does one safely “shelter at home” when
one has no home in which to shelter? We are only as safe as the most vulnerable among us, so while
the pandemic required the county regulatory process to come to a halt, it also heightened the need for
the church’s ministry to provide safe shelter.

1
A75

It is unfortunate for everyone that the pandemic has delayed completion of the conditional use process.
Still, we remain committed to ensure that our ministry complies with the county’s conditional use

requirements. The initial final county staff report, prepared in anticipation of a March 17th public
hearing, recommended that the Planning Commission determine that the use, as we have proposed it,
satisfies each of the county’s conditional use criteria, subject to compliance with staff-recommended
conditions of approval, many of which we proposed. We have worked to ensure that our church use
continues with the conditional use criteria, including those recommended conditions.
When we applied for our conditional use permit on December 1, 2019, we agreed to the county’s
request that we would not increase the number of Safe Camp participants during the pendency of the
conditional use process. At that time, we were providing shelter for 11 individuals, all in tents. As we
noted in our March 3, 2020 application supplement, we had by that time placed five microshelters on
our property, which we agreed would remain vacant until we obtained conditional use approval.
However, as the city and county jointly recognized the critical need for safe shelter, particularly for the
most medically vulnerable, the joint Emergency Operations Center (EOC) authorized (without our
request) use of the otherwise vacant microshelters to provide temporary shelter to respond to that
emergency need. Since then, we have been housing medically vulnerable individuals in those
microshelters. In the meantime, 6 of the 11 who were housed at Safe Camp in November have moved
on – most into more permanent housing. Thus, while the configuration of participants has changed,
and while we have responded to the EOC’s request that we use our microshelters to house vulnerable
individuals, we have continued to comply with the county’s earlier request that we not add to the
number of Safe Camp residents during the CUP process.
The revised draft staff report is substantially similar to the staff report prepared for the March 17th
canceled hearing. The one substantive change is that it alters the staff’s recommendation regarding
compliance with Fire Department requirements. We fully acknowledge that our use must comply with
all OFC regulations. We are working to create a safe living environment, and compliance with fire safety
concerns is critical to that safe environment. And, as we stated in our June 16, 2020 response to the Fire
Department’s March 9th and March 16th comments, we believe that the use we have proposed complies
with all applicable OFC regulations. That memo also discusses the measures we have taken to ensure
fire safety. We will continue to work with the county and with the Corvallis Fire Department to provide
the level of assurance needed.
The one disagreement we have with the staff report, and the one recommended condition of approval
that we do not think is warranted for compliance with the conditional use criteria, is that the church
post a sign with the name, phone number, and email of a person for neighbors to report any violations
of conditions; and that the sign must be located near the camp in a location visible from the street. That
condition also requires that the information be included on the church’s website, and that “an official
process for handling complaints, the camp code of conduct, rules, and regulations, shall also be either
posted to the church website or otherwise be prominently displayed or distributed to neighbors.” The
staff determined that this condition was warranted to “mitigate the potential impacts the proposed use
will have on adjacent property.” The staff report does not explain, however, why this condition -- in
addition to the other substantive conditions -- is necessary to comply with the conditional use criteria. It
does not add any requirement for our use itself. Instead, it authorizes others to oversee the use and
manage the county’s enforcement obligation. Has the county required similar conditions of other
conditional use permit holders? We are concerned that the condition, as proposed, is not directed at
2
A76

the use of the property but rather at the individuals to whom our ministry is directed. Of even more
concern, we fear that this condition would essentially give license to those who oppose the ministry to
further police, marginalize, and discriminate against the individuals to whom our ministry is directed.
Our Safe Camp ministry provides transitional shelter for a vulnerable population, who are unfortunately
subject to bias and discrimination by virtue of their lack of housing. Our intent is to provide transitional
shelter, to give these individuals a safe and secure place to shelter while they do the work necessary to
secure more permanent shelter. Most of our neighbors are respectful of our ministry and
compassionate toward the Safe Camp residents. However, our efforts are made all the more challenging
when the safe shelter we are attempting to provide is threatened by hateful speech and conduct by
those who disapprove of our ministry – and the individuals we serve.
For example, currently our Safe Camp residents routinely endure verbal assault from an individual who
drives by on his motorcycle, every day at 4 p.m., to spew hateful language toward them. Their privacy
has also been invaded by individuals who have come on to the property to angrily yell at them, verbally
assault them, and follow them into their campsites or shelters, taking pictures of their private living
space. They have been accused of theft and neighbors have come into camp to search the living spaces
of the residents. They are the subjects of numerous social media posts that use hate speech to identify
them and Safe Camp. Our concern is that, as proposed, the condition would sanction this type of
treatment of our Safe Camp residents, and legitimize a level of scrutiny of these individuals’ personal
lives that is not necessary to “mitigate adverse impacts of the use”. As we have discussed at length in
our application and supplemental materials, we believe that the use, as we have proposed it, will not
have an adverse impact on adjacent properties. Not only do we not believe that the condition, as it is
proposed, is necessary to “mitigate” adverse impacts, we are fundamentally concerned that it would
further marginalize the status and violate the rights of the individuals our ministry serves.
While we do not believe the condition, as proposed, is necessary or warranted for compliance with the
conditional use approval criteria, we fully appreciate the need for the church to be in community with
the surrounding neighborhood. The staff of First Congregational and the Steering Committee for
SafePlace/Safe Camp have shared phone numbers and email addresses for interaction with community
members. Additionally, the church created a website for Safe Camp that is updated on a regular basis.
We have responded to emails and phone calls in a timely fashion. The Steering Committee has
consistently made themselves available to attend neighborhood meetings to which they have been
invited, and has shared information in an appropriate, consistent and timely manner with the
neighborhood, even covering the cost of a direct mailing. The committee has been and continues to be
willing to meet with community members who are able to engage in respectful dialogue. Over the
course of the last year, the staff of the church and members of the Steering Committee have had
productive and meaningful conversations with many individuals in the neighborhood.
To further facilitate ongoing and timely communication, we recently purchased a dedicated phone for
the Safe Camp Manager and staff, and have shared that phone number with the West Hills
Neighborhood Association and posted it on the Safe Camp website. We have also designated an
individual from the Safe Camp Steering Committee to be a liaison to the neighbors, who is available to
meet with the neighbors on a regular basis to update them and to listen to their concerns. In addition,
Unity Shelter is in the process of establishing a community action committee that will be a place for
community input and dialogue for each of Unity Shelter programs, including Safe Camp, which is a part
of SafePlace. We believe that these ongoing efforts will provide the continuous communication
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necessary to support the holistic flourishing of our whole community. And, while we disagree with the
condition as it is proposed, we would support a condition that requires the church to post a sign that
provides the Safe Camp website address where the public can access the Safe Camp phone number and
get more information about Safe Camp.
In all other respects, we are currently complying with the staff-recommended conditions of approval
that can be accomplished prior to approval, and will continue to do so during the pendency of the
conditional use process.
Again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft staff report, and look forward to
continuing to work with the county in our efforts to create a safe transitional living environment for
some of the most vulnerable in our community.
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Attachment B:
Benton County Sheriff’s Office
Corvallis Fire Department
Benton County Public Works
City of Corvallis Community
Development

B1

B2

Benton County Sheriff’s Office (BCSO) does not have the necessary resources to support the
First Congregational United Church of Christ Conditional Use Permit request.
BCSO has responded to numerous criminal incidents over the years due to the Tree Farm
property in the West Hills neighborhood. The incidents are almost exclusively due to
camouflaged homeless criminal conduct. The extensive variety of criminal activity includes
illegal weapon activity, sexual deviancy and violent assault.
Many of these incidents require more than a one deputy response to these types of events. The
response can require several hours of deputy time, due to the large acreage and complexity of the
types of episodes. An average patrol shift comprises of 3 or 4 available deputies for the entire
jurisdiction of Benton County. While BCSO has been able to handle the demanding and
burdensome call volume of the tree farm in the past, a future sanctioned “camp” has the potential
to leave other jurisdictional areas of the county vulnerable with slower emergency response
times.
The placement of a sanctioned temporary housing ‘camp’ next to a huge concealed forest
provides expelled ex-tenants, who have been found in violation of the “Code of Conduct,” an
excellent close and surreptitious criminal venue. The close proximity of a protected camp could
establish into a larger criminal population in the adjoining acreage of the tree farm. These
nonconformists could invite their comparable acquaintances into the tree farm, increasing
criminal potential that is outside the control of the Church.
Furthermore, there has been a notion that trespassers in the tree farm can escape apprehension
from deputies chasing them if they run to the church property. Immunity does not simply attach
upon arrival on private property. The legal nuances of ‘fresh pursuit’ are too varied to be
discussed in this statement, but running to the camp or other portions of church property by
criminals does not prevent deputies from continuing a chase, or entering residences. This is a
dangerous situation that can ignite further confrontations.
BCSO cannot provide sufficient policing as a viable answer to the SW West Hills Road
homeless dilemma.

B3

B4

TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

KURTZ Gordon P
Monday, March 9, 2020 4:42 PM
TAYLOR Rebecca
RE: LU-19-091

Rebecca,
Public Works has reviewed the application materials for the land use action noted above and will have no
comments or conditions for this application.
Please feel free to contact me if you have questions.
Best regards,
GORDON P. KURTZ
ASSOCIATE ENGINEER
BENTON COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS
360 SW AVERY AVENUE
CORVALLIS, OREGON 97333-1192
D: 541-766-6006
C: 541-740-5228
F: 541-766-6891

>((((((()°>

DISCLOSURE: Messages to and from this E-mail address may be subject to Oregon Public Records Law.

From: TAYLOR Rebecca <Rebecca.Taylor@CO.Benton.OR.US>
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 4:32 PM
To: KURTZ Gordon P <Gordon.P.KURTZ@co.benton.or.us>
Subject: LU-19-091

Rebecca Taylor
Code Compliance Specialist
541-766-0178
360 SW Avery Ave., Corvallis OR 97333
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March 6, 2020
Rebecca Taylor
Benton County Community Development Department
360 SW Avery Ave.
Corvallis, OR 97333

RE:

LU-19-091: Conditional Use authorization for First Congregational United Church
of Christ facility; no address; Benton County Assessor Map # 12-5-04, Tax Lot 1300
(City case # PMIS-2020-13).

Dear Rebecca,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Benton County land use application LU-19-091.
Consistent with the Corvallis Urban Fringe Management Agreement, City staff is providing this
response to the request for comment on the land use application.
1. Benton County Approval Criteria – City staff is not commenting on applicable Benton
County Conditional Use Permit approval criteria in BCC Section 53.215. Therefore, the
following comments are advisory only.
2. City Comprehensive Plan and Land Use – The subject property is currently located outside
City limits, but within the Corvallis Urban Fringe. The property has a land use designation of
Residential – Medium-High Density, as illustrated on the City’s comprehensive plan.
a. If annexed into the City, compatible City zones include RS-12, MUR (Mixed Use
Residential), and C-OS (Conservation – Open Space). Two of these zones (RS-12 and
MUR) allow primarily residential uses, but also allow the civic use types that are the
subject of the County land use application.
b. The RS-12 zone allows religious assembly and social service facilities outright [LDC
Section 3.6.20.01.a.3 (d) and (e)].
c. The MUR zone allows social service facilities by right, but restricts religious
assembly use size (3,000 sq. ft. maximum) and requires a Conditional Development
Permit approval for the religious assembly use [LDC Section 3.9.30.01.a.3(d) and
3.9.30.02.d].
d. The City’s Land Development Code (LDC) definition of religious assembly is as
follows:
Religious Assembly - Religious services involving public assembly such
as customarily occurs in synagogues, temples, and churches.
e. The LDC definition of social services is as follows:
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Social Service Facilities - Facilities operated in the interest of the
physical and mental health and welfare of the community's population.
Typical services include two or more of the following: individual
counseling, family counseling, meal services, medical and/or dental
services in structures less than 3,000 sq. ft. in size, short-term overnight
accommodations, and office and administrative functions related to any or
all of these services. Excludes the Medical Services Use Type.
f. Use of tents for overnight camping is typically associated with a lodging services /
campground use per the City’s LDC. Campgrounds are permitted either by right, or
conditionally, within the following City zones: MUGC, AG-OS, OSU, and MUT.
g. Campgrounds are not a permitted use within the MUR and RS-12 Zone.
h. The City does allow temporary lodging for limited periods of time in accordance with
Corvallis Municipal Code Section 5.03.080.080.04.4, but this is not considered a land
use action (see attached correspondence from City Attorney regarding this topic).
i. Staff finds that, with the exception of the campground (tent sites), the proposed uses
are consistent with what is permitted outright in the RS-12 Zone, and requires
Conditional Development Permit approval if the zone is MUR.
2. Development Standards – Staff did not complete a thorough evaluation of the proposed
development with respect to applicable development standards and building / fire code, given
the uncertainty of what zone would apply to the property if annexed into the City. However,
staff note that development, as proposed, typically triggers public improvement requirements
(West Hills Road right-of-way and frontage improvements, and extension of City utility
infrastructure). Additionally, site development would need to be consistent with applicable
zone development standards such as vehicle and bicycle parking, lighting, setbacks, building
height limit, lot coverage limits, separation between buildings, open space minimums, etc.
3. Active City Land Use Application – The City is processing two active land use applications
related to the subject property, associated with the Marys Annexation request. The City case
numbers are ANN17-00001 (annexation) and ZDC17-00002 (City zone proposal of RS-12).
Aaron Harris is the staff contact for these applications, if you have any questions on the
status of the request (aaron.harris@corvallisoregon.gov).
Please let me know if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Jason Yaich
Planning Division Manager
Cc:

Paul Bilotta, Community Development Director
Aaron Harris, Associate Planner

Attachments: February 26, 2020 City Attorney memorandum to Mayor and Council
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CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE
MEMORANDUM
To:

Mayor and City Council
City Manager
Police Chief
Community Development Department Director

From:

Jim Brewer, City Attorney

Date:

February 26, 2020

Subject:

Temporary Lodging (Corvallis Municipal Code 5.03.080.080.04.4))

Issue:
At its February 18, 2020 Council Meeting, the City Council asked staff and our office for
background information about the “temporary lodging” permits authorized by Corvallis
Municipal Code Section 5.03.080.080.04.4). This memo discusses the text currently in the
Municipal Code and the context for this sub-subsection of the code, based on the legislative
history from the Council minutes. Staff has provided a short history of where these types of
permits have been issued in the past three years and the conditions under which the permits were
issued. The City Council also asked for clarification about whether “micro-housing” is permitted
under the current ordinance, and about whether changing this section of the Municipal Code
would require a land use approval process. This memo is for information only, and no action is
requested.
Summary Information:
Corvallis Municipal Code 5.03.080.080.04.4) authorizes the City Manager to issue a
temporary lodging permit with a maximum possible duration (including a Council
approved extension) of 90 days. The code does not discuss specific types of shelters or
facilities for temporary lodging permits. A decision about a specific type of shelter
would be based on a specific proposal.
The Police Department reports that the City Manager has issued 9 permits with a duration
of seven to thirty days from February of 2016 to the present. No party has asked the
Council to extend a permit beyond 30 days.
CMC 5.03.080.080.04.4) Temporary Lodging permits
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Changing the Municipal Code requires a majority of the City Council to approve an
ordinance in a properly noticed public meeting. Municipal Code amendments do not
involve a land use approval process as the Municipal Code does not contain land use
regulations implementing the Comprehensive Plan.

A.

Current text of CMC 5.03.080.080.04.4):
4) The City Manager is authorized to issue permits to groups or organizations for the
use of a designated area for temporary lodging, provided the group or organization has
the written permission of the owner of the property or the person in charge of the
property. The temporary lodging must meet a demonstrated community need and may
not be located in a residential area. The City Manager may issue the permit subject to
reasonable conditions. The City Manager may issue the permit for no more than 30
days. The City Council may extend the permit an additional 60 days. The permit is
revocable if any of the conditions are not met or if the City Manager determines it is
necessary to revoke the permit for the peace, safety, health, or welfare of the City.

Attachment A is the entire text of CMC 5.03.080.080 for reference and to provide context.
B. Background.
Context and Legislative History.
CMC 5.03.080.080.04.4) is part of the Corvallis Municipal Code, not the Corvallis Land
Development Code. The processes to adopt, amend, or repeal Municipal Code provisions and
Land use regulations are similar, but not identical. Both require the City Council to act through
ordinances, which require advance notice on the agenda, and deliberation and decisions in public
meetings. The City Council enacts Land use regulations to implement the Comprehensive Plan,
while the Municipal Code is the City Council’s general policy exercise of the City’s police
powers, as authorized by the Charter. The City Manager is charged, by Section 23(c)(2) of the
City Charter, with enforcement of all City ordinances (and with seeing that the provisions of
permits, among other grants from the City, are “observed”).
Interpretation of the Municipal Code.
While the Municipal Code and Land Development Code are both the result of local ordinances,
Council rarely is the party that makes decisions based on Municipal Code provisions. Instead,
the Charter designates the City Manager as the person required to enforce the Municipal Code,
and disputes about its terms are resolved through the Municipal Court or through the local
Circuit Court, or rarely through appeal of City Manager decisions to the City Council (to
determine if the City Manager has been arbitrary or capricious in the Manager’s interpretation).
If Municipal Code text requires interpretation, Title 1 of the Corvallis Municipal Code includes
general provisions to guide that interpretation, as set out in CMC Chapter 1.01. Attachment B.
Along with the definitions that apply throughout the Code (CMC Section 1.01.020) and general

CMC 5.03.080.080.04.4) Temporary Lodging permits
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rules of construction for the code (CMC Section 1.01.030), CMC Section 1.01.040 gives this
specific direction on interpretation:
The provisions of this Code and all proceedings under it are to be construed with a
view to effecting its objectives and promoting justice.
When there is a legal dispute over the meaning of a Municipal Code provision, no statute
requires Courts to defer to the City Council’s interpretation. Fortunately, the direction in CMC
Section 1.01.040 is consistent with the analytical method adopted by the Oregon legislature and
Courts to guide interpretation of statutes. This method was adopted in a 2009 Oregon Supreme
Court case, State v. Gaines. This analysis includes examining the text, in context, which
includes legislative history to determine the legislative intent. If the text is still ambiguous after
this examination, then a court can resort to general maxims of statutory construction to resolve
the ambiguity.
Legislative History
The Council enacted CMC 5.03.080.080.04.4) in August of 2008, after the second reading of
Ordinance 2008-13. Attachment C. The Council enacted the ordinance after hearing public
concerns and complaints about the First Christian Church allowing some people to sleep on its
front porch. These concerns first came to the City Staff following the closure of the cold weather
shelter, and to the Council in early June, 2008. At the time, CMC 5.03.080.080.04.1) authorized
the City Manager to issue general permits for “temporary lodging” for up to seven days (with
authority to issue permits for medical hardship situations with a longer duration). The Council
and the Human Services Committee devoted considerable time and attention to drafting an
ordinance that authorized the City Manager to issue longer permits (up to 30 days) under
reasonable conditions, with the Council reserving for itself the ability to extend the permit an
additional 60 days. Attachment D contains the relevant portions of minutes from 2008 Council
meetings and Human Services Committee meetings that included discussion of this issue. The
minutes provide a basis for understanding the Council’s purpose and intention in adopting the
current permit language in CMC 5.03.080.080.04.4).
The minutes from these public meetings show that the Council and Committee were not
interested in undergoing a land use process, and the enacted text of the sub-subsection makes it
fairly clear that the Council viewed permits as a way to address a public need, under reasonable
conditions, by authorizing temporary activity that would otherwise be prohibited by the
Municipal Code. Supporting this view is the fact that the staff working on the issue in 2008
were the City Manager and the Chief of Police, not City Planners or building officials. Worth
particular emphasis is that the Council specifically discussed whether to use “residential zone” or
“residential area” as the limitation for where the City Manager could issue longer permits to
allow temporary lodging. The Human Services Committee suggested the change to “residential
area” with Councilor Brauner an example of undeveloped property in a residential zone as
something that would not be a “residential area”. By the time of the first reading of the
ordinance, the Council was aware that the First Christian Church was located in a residential
zone (RS-12), as corrections were made to the Human Services Committee minutes. The
CMC 5.03.080.080.04.4) Temporary Lodging permits
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Committee recommended that the Council adopt what is now the current language. The City
Council did so. In making this policy decision, Councilors stated that the reason for supporting
the use of the term “residential area” was to allow the City Manager as much discretion as
possible and to avoid the legal consequences of using the term “residential zone.” The Council
member who ultimately voted against the ordinance at the first reading stated that he did so
because of this word choice, after an unsuccessful motion to replace “area” with “zone.”
Context
In addition to the legislative history, the structure of the Corvallis Municipal Code and the
location of the text within this structure provide part of the context for these permits. The Code
is organized in Titles, which are umbrellas for Chapters, which in turn contain Sections, then
Subsections, sub-subsections and so on.
CMC 5.03.080.080.04.4) is located within Corvallis Municipal Code Title 5, which is an
umbrella covering seven Chapters, each containing specific types of regulations that establish
municipal offenses, from Park Regulations (Section 5.01) through Chronic Nuisances (Section
5.07). CMC 5.03.080.080.04.4) is located within Corvallis Municipal Code Chapter 5.03, which
is simply titled “Offenses”-- which can be thought of as “city crimes.” Under Chapter 5.03 are
numerous Sections, each generally dealing with one type of offense. The text in question is
located within Section 5.03.080.080 “Camping illegal on public property and public rights of
way”. Within Section 5.03.080.080 are four subsections: .01, definitions for this section
(5.03.0808.080.01); .02, prohibitions on camping on public property (5.03.080.080.02); .03,
prohibitions on camping on private property without permission (5,03.080.080.03); and the last
Subsection, 5.03.080.080.04, “Permits”, which gives the City Manager authority to issue permits
to allow camping within the City limits under certain circumstances. As you might expect, subsubsections follow, with CMC 5.03.080.080.04.4) the final sub-subsection within the subsection
for “Permits.”
The record of the deliberations in the committee and council meetings contains no evidence that
the Council intended to specify the type of shelter that might be used for temporary lodging;
identify the precise locations that temporary lodging might occur; or in establish a general set of
“reasonable conditions”. The Council left resolution of each of these issues to the discretion of
the City Manager. Based on the minutes, the Council’s choice to use “area” rather than “zone”
was expressly intended to give the City Manager broader discretion, not to narrow it. On the
other hand, based on the minutes, the Council had no intention of allowing the permits under this
sub-subsection to establish what at least one councilor referred to as a “tent city” that was under
discussion by other parties. Similarly, the legislative history gives no indication that the Council
was interested in entertaining extensions beyond the total of 90 days (assuming the City Council
granted a 60-day extension). In terms of siting a number of micro-shelters, without prejudging
any application, an applicant for a permit would likely need to explain what would happen at the
end of the 30 days, if the Council did not approve an extension, and at the end of 90 days, if the
Council were to approve an extension.

CMC 5.03.080.080.04.4) Temporary Lodging permits
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Another interpretation.
On Friday, February 21, the City Manager received a letter from Steve Elzinga, a lawyer
representing some community members in the West Hills area. Attachment E. Mr. Elzinga’s
letter proposes a reading of “residential area” from CMC 5.03.080.080.04.4) that would not
authorize the City Manager to grant a permit at the First Congregational United Church of Christ.
Mr, Elzinga’s analysis relies on a definition of “residential area” from a different Title, Chapter
and Section of the Municipal Code, which addressed a different topic (Residential Parking
Districts), was adopted at a different time and for a different legislative purpose. While
reasonable people can differ, in context, given the legislative history from 2008 and the stated
purpose and intent for adopting the specific language in CMC 5.03.080.080.04.4)—to give the
City Manager considerable discretion to meet a public need-- it is unlikely that the City Council
contemplated adopting a definition from Title 6 as a way to restrict that discretion.
History of Permits
The Police Department provided the following list of permits issued from February 2016 to the
present. Archival retention schedules for this type of permit are for three years, so information
prior to 2016 is largely without documentation.

Date

Organization

Property

10/31/18-12/29/18

Love INC of Benton County Northwest Hills Community Church

09/11/18-10/11/18

Love INC of Benton County Northwest Hills Community Church

09/11/18-10/11-18

Love INC of Benton County CrossRoads Christian Fellowship

11/30/17-12/31/17

Love INC of Benton County Grant Avenue Baptist Church

09/11/17-10/10/17

Love INC of Benton County Corvallis Foursquare Church

08/24/16-09/22/16

Love INC of Benton County Southside Community Church

05/27/16-06/0316

Love INC of Benton County Corvallis First Baptist Church

05/27/16-06/03/16

Love INC of Benton County CrossRoads Christian Fellowship

02/26/16-03/26/16

Love INC of Benton County Grant Avenue Baptist Church

I have attached copies of records from each of these permits for information. Attachment F. In
addition, the Police Department worked with a consortium of faith-based organizations to
develop a program for related permits. I have attached information about how that program is
structured and related documents. Attachment G.

Community engagement

CMC 5.03.080.080.04.4) Temporary Lodging permits
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The process to adopt ordinances to amend the Corvallis Municipal Code differs from the process
to modify the Corvallis Land Development Code. An amendment to the Land Development
Code requires a public hearing process and can be appealed to the Land Use Board of Appeals
(LUBA). An ordinance to amend the Municipal Code must occur in a public meeting, but does
not necessarily require a public hearing, therefore community feedback often comes through the
Community Comment process. CMC 1.19.040.010 gives the Council discretion in holding public
hearings. The Council has occasionally exercised its option to hold a public hearing for topics
with a high level of community interest and that option would be available to the Council in this
instance as well, if the Council desires. Finally, the Council could choose to add additional
opportunities for community engagement such as referring development of any draft ordinance
to an advisory board for input before it is presented to Council for adoption.
Possible Actions: Information only
This memorandum is intended for information only, and no recommendation or proposal for
action is included. Should the City Council decide that the current code language requires a
change, after direction to staff to prepare draft language, amendments to the Municipal Code
require that a majority of the City Council affirmatively vote in a properly noticed public
meeting to enact an ordinance. The same procedures apply as the Council uses for other general
ordinances amending the Municipal Code.
I will be available along with the City Manager and affected staff to answer questions.

CMC 5.03.080.080.04.4) Temporary Lodging permits
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Corvallis, OR Code of Ordinances

Section 5.03.080.080 - Camping illegal on public property and public rights-of-way.
Footnotes:
--- (1) --Editor's note— Ord. No. 2018-03 , § 1(Exh. A), adopted March 5, 2018, in effect, repealed § 5.03.080.080 and enacted a new §
5.03.080.080 as set out herein. Former § 5.03.080.080 pertained to prohibited sleeping or lodging and derived from Ord. 82-77, adopted in
1982; Ord. 83-72, adopted in 1983; and Ord. 1988-50, adopted in 1988.

5.03.080.080.01 - De nitions.
For purposes of this Section, the following definitions shall apply:
1)

Camp/Camping. To set up or to remain in or at a campsite, for the purpose of establishing or
maintaining a temporary or permanent place to live/residence. Using or maintaining a fire or stove
without other evidence of a temporary place to live/residence shall also be considered camping.

2)

Campsite. Any place where any indicia of camping is placed, established or maintained.

3)

Indicia of camping. Items or activities that may include, but are not limited to: any stove or fire or
cooking activity outside of authorized areas; storage of personal belongings; use of tents, lean-tos,
shacks, vehicles or any other temporary structures or any part thereof for sleeping or storage of
personal belongings; designation of an area in a manner to exclude other members of the public by
maintaining, using or storing personal belongings or items. Bedding (such as blankets, sleeping
bags, or other sleeping matter), by itself, is not indicia of camping.

4)

Vehicle. Any device in, upon, or by which any person or property is or may be transported or drawn
upon a public highway and includes vehicles that are propelled or powered by any means.

(Ord. No. 2018-23 , § 1(Exh. A), 09/17/2018; Ord. No. 2018-03 , § 2(Exh. A), 03/05/2018)
5.03.080.080.02 - Illegal Camping.
1)

It is unlawful for any person to camp in or upon a public right-of-way, park, sidewalk, alley, street, under
any bridge, or any properties owned by the City of Corvallis except as provided in Section 5.03.080.080.04
below, or Chapter 5.01, as amended, or by declaration of the City Manager in emergency circumstances.

2)

A violation of this section is a Class C Misdemeanor.

(Ord. No. 2018-03 , § 3(Exh. A), 03/05/2018)
5.03.080.080.03 - Camping on private property without consent.
1)

No person shall camp on private property in a vehicle or in places not intended for that purpose, without
permission of the owner or person entitled to the possession thereof and without a permit as provided
in Section 5.03.080.080.04.

2)

A violation of this section is a Class C Misdemeanor.

(Ord. No. 2018-03 , § 4(Exh. A), 03/05/2018)
5.03.080.080.04 - Permits.
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1)

The City Manager is authorized to issue permits to groups or organizations for the use of a designated area,
parking and use of vehicles for lodging on a temporary basis, provided the group or organization has the wr
permission of the owner of the property or person in charge of the property where the vehicles will be locat
application for the permit shall be accompanied by a non-refundable application fee as designated in the Fe
(8.03). The permit shall be issued for no more than 7 days. The permit is revokable if any of the conditions a
or if it is necessary for the peace, safety, health, or welfare of the City.

2)

To reasonably accommodate cases of personal hardship related to the treatment of a serious medical
condition at a medical facility, the City Manager is authorized to issue a permit to the property owner of a
medical facility for the use of up to 3 off-street parking spaces for use by recreational vehicles for lodging
of patients undergoing medical treatment. The permit may be issued to the property owner for up to 1
year, and may be renewed upon request by the property owner. Any property owner granted a permit
under this provision shall not be entitled to any other permit pursuant to this section of the Corvallis
Municipal Code.

3)

For those cases involving recreational vehicles on private residential property under review by the
Building Official and without an official resolution as of September 1, 2001, and to reasonably
accommodate cases of personal hardship related to the treatment of a serious medical condition, the
City Manager is authorized to issue a permit to the property owner of residential property to allow for
the lodging of a medical care giver, in a recreational vehicle parked in the driveway of the owner's
residential property. For a person to be eligible for the permit: (a) the medical care giver must be a
member of the property owner's immediate family; (b) the person who requires treatment of a serious
medical condition must be a member of the property owner's immediate family; and (c) the recreational
vehicle must meet Building Official requirements for sanitary sewer, water, and any other utility
connections. The permit may be issued to the property owner for up to one year, and may be renewed
upon request of the property owner, so long as the person with the serious medical condition lives on
the residential property. Any property owner granted a permit under this provision shall not be entitled
to any other permit pursuant to this section of the Corvallis Municipal Code.

4)

The City Manager is authorized to issue permits to groups or organizations for the use of a designated
area for temporary lodging, provided the group or organization has the written permission of the owner
of the property or the person in charge of the property. The temporary lodging must meet a
demonstrated community need and may not be located in a residential area. The City Manager may issue
the permit subject to reasonable conditions. The City Manager may issue the permit for no more than 30
days. The City Council may extend the permit an additional 60 days. The permit is revocable if any of the
conditions are not met or if the City Manager determines it is necessary to revoke the permit for the
peace, safety, health, or welfare of the City.

(Ord. 2008-13 § 1, 08/18/2008; Ord. 2001-14 § 1, 09/17/2001; Ord. 95-32 § 1, 1995; Ord. 82-77 § 107.08, 1982)
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Prechel, Jeffrey <Jeffrey.Prechel@corvallisoregon.gov>
Friday, February 21, 2020 8:13 AM
TAYLOR Rebecca
RE: Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing; RE: First Congregational United
Church of Christ; Conditional Use Permit; LU-19-091

I’ve added the code references below.
The IWUIC requirements are specified in item 4 a-f. I felt that it was pretty clear instruction. Does it need to be
reworded?

Respectfully,

Jeff Prechel
Division Chief - Fire Marshal
Corvallis Fire Dept
541-766-6970
541-766-6938 (FAX)
Jeffrey.Prechel@corvallisoregon.gov

From: TAYLOR, Rebecca <Rebecca.Taylor@CO.Benton.OR.US>
Sent: Wednesday, February 19, 2020 2:31 PM
To: Prechel, Jeffrey <Jeffrey.Prechel@corvallisoregon.gov>
Subject: RE: Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing; RE: First Congregational United Church of Christ; Conditional
Use Permit; LU-19-091
Thank you Jeff,
I have a few questions. Are the requirements listed 1 through 3 code requirements that I can reference, or are these
CFD best practices and recommendations. Also, do you have the WUI requirements available to provide to the
applicant?
Thank you so much for your time and consideration into this matter.
Sincerely,
Rebecca
From: Prechel, Jeffrey <Jeffrey.Prechel@corvallisoregon.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 4:15 PM
To: TAYLOR Rebecca <Rebecca.Taylor@CO.Benton.OR.US>
Cc: Ken McCarthy <kenneth.mccarthy@corvallisoregon.gov>
Subject: RE: Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing; RE: First Congregational United Church of Christ; Conditional
Use Permit; LU-19-091
Good afternoon Rebecca,
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We are very concerned for the occupants safety with regards to an unwanted fire. These types of living situations have a
much greater likelihood of an uncontrolled fire, and the fires spread much faster due to the synthetic materials used in
tent and sleeping bag construction. This area is considered part of the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI), so some special
rules must be applied in order to prevent fires from extending from tent to tent, or from the church property to the
neighboring properties. I would caution the church that if a fire originates on the church property and extends beyond
the property line, the church may be liable for damages to any affected neighboring properties.
Our mitigation requirements will be focused on fire department access, the removal of ignition sources, and proven
methods to control the spread of fire in WUI areas.
CFD requirements
1. Unobstructed fire access. A dedicated Fire Lane along the curb in front of the camping zone (OFC Section 503).
2. No open flames of any kind, at any time. No outdoor cooking, no recreational/warming fires, no fire pits, no
candles, no matches, no BBQ’s, etc. (OFC Sections 305, 307, and 308).
3. No smoking at any time (OFC Section 310).
4. Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) requirements (OFC 304.1 and the International Wildland Urban Interface Code
IWUIC)
a. A 30’ fire break separating the church parcel from the contiguous privately owned open space.
b. No tents within 30 feet of the property line (within the fire break).
c. Tents separated by at least 10 feet of non-combustible ground cover in all directions.
d. All grasses maintained at a height of less than 10”.
e. Remove all ladder fuels in the camping area; i.e. deadfall, brush, snags, solid waste, etc.
f. Tree limbs cut to a height of 10 feet above the ground.

Respectfully,

Jeff Prechel
Division Chief - Fire Marshal
Corvallis Fire Dept
541-766-6970
541-766-6938 (FAX)
Jeffrey.Prechel@corvallisoregon.gov

From: TAYLOR, Rebecca <Rebecca.Taylor@CO.Benton.OR.US>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 2:10 PM
To: Prechel, Jeffrey <Jeffrey.Prechel@corvallisoregon.gov>
Subject: Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing; RE: First Congregational United Church of Christ; Conditional
Use Permit; LU-19-091
Good afternoon,
Please find the attached Notice of Planning Commission Hearing along with application materials and related documents
for land use file No. LU-19-091, Conditional Use Permit request for church uses on UR-5 zoned land to include providing
temporary shelter for unhoused individuals. I am requesting comments from your office, specifically regarding fire and
life safety considerations for the camping and temporary sheltering of unhoused individuals on an undeveloped parcel
of land within the County.
I appreciate your time and consideration into these matters. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact me.
Sincerely,

2
B18

Rebecca Taylor
Code Compliance Specialist
541-766-0178
360 SW Avery Ave., Corvallis OR 97333

Disclaimer: This e-mail message is a public record of the City of Corvallis. The contents may be subject
to public disclosure under Oregon Public Records Law and subject to the State of Oregon Records
Retention Schedules. (OAR:166.200.0200-405)
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Prechel, Jeffrey <Jeffrey.Prechel@corvallisoregon.gov>
Tuesday, February 18, 2020 4:15 PM
TAYLOR Rebecca
Ken McCarthy
RE: Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing; RE: First Congregational United
Church of Christ; Conditional Use Permit; LU-19-091

Good afternoon Rebecca,
We are very concerned for the occupants safety with regards to an unwanted fire. These types of living situations have a
much greater likelihood of an uncontrolled fire, and the fires spread much faster due to the synthetic materials used in
tent and sleeping bag construction. This area is considered part of the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI), so some special
rules must be applied in order to prevent fires from extending from tent to tent, or from the church property to the
neighboring properties. I would caution the church that if a fire originates on the church property and extends beyond
the property line, the church may be liable for damages to any affected neighboring properties.

Our mitigation requirements will be focused on fire department access, the removal of ignition sources, and proven
methods to control the spread of fire in WUI areas.
CFD requirements
1. Unobstructed fire access. A dedicated Fire Lane along the curb in front of the camping zone.
2. No open flames of any kind, at any time. No outdoor cooking, no recreational/warming fires, no fire pits, no
candles, no matches, no BBQ’s, etc.
3. No smoking at any time.
4. Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) requirements
a. A 30’ fire break separating the church parcel from the contiguous privately owned open space.
b. No tents within 30 feet of the property line (within the fire break).
c. Tents separated by at least 10 feet of non-combustible ground cover in all directions.
d. All grasses maintained at a height of less than 10”.
e. Remove all ladder fuels in the camping area; i.e. deadfall, brush, snags, solid waste, etc.
f. Tree limbs cut to a height of 10 feet above the ground.

Respectfully,

Jeff Prechel
Division Chief - Fire Marshal
Corvallis Fire Dept
541-766-6970
541-766-6938 (FAX)
Jeffrey.Prechel@corvallisoregon.gov

From: TAYLOR, Rebecca <Rebecca.Taylor@CO.Benton.OR.US>
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2020 2:10 PM
To: Prechel, Jeffrey <Jeffrey.Prechel@corvallisoregon.gov>
Subject: Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing; RE: First Congregational United Church of Christ; Conditional
Use Permit; LU-19-091
Good afternoon,
1
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Please find the attached Notice of Planning Commission Hearing along with application materials and related documents
for land use file No. LU-19-091, Conditional Use Permit request for church uses on UR-5 zoned land to include providing
temporary shelter for unhoused individuals. I am requesting comments from your office, specifically regarding fire and
life safety considerations for the camping and temporary sheltering of unhoused individuals on an undeveloped parcel
of land within the County.
I appreciate your time and consideration into these matters. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact me.
Sincerely,

Rebecca Taylor
Code Compliance Specialist
541-766-0178
360 SW Avery Ave., Corvallis OR 97333

Disclaimer: This e-mail message is a public record of the City of Corvallis. The contents may be subject
to public disclosure under Oregon Public Records Law and subject to the State of Oregon Records
Retention Schedules. (OAR:166.200.0200-405)

2

B22

Attachment C:
Public Comments

C1

C2

TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Steve Elzinga <steve@shermlaw.com>
Wednesday, March 4, 2020 4:54 PM
TAYLOR Rebecca
Please Approve Conditional Use LU-19-091 with Appropriate Safeguards
2020-03-04_Please Approve Conditional Use LU-19-091 with Appropriate
Safeguards.pdf

Rebecca,
Please accept the attached letter regarding appropriate safeguards for Conditional Use Application LU-19-091.
Neighbors want to ensure that the applicant’s work is successful. To that end, this letter includes conditions requested
by numerous neighbors based on commitments that the applicant has made in both their application and a recent
update letter to neighbors that is included in this attachment.
We shared all of these proposed conditions with the applicant last week for their feedback, and it appears that they
have now included a few of them in the letter they submitted yesterday. Unfortunately, the limited conditions they
proposed are not adequate to satisfy county code or ensure the success of their proposal. The attached conditions
provide a reasonable compromise to approve their application. Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thank you,
Steve
Steve Elzinga
Attorney

SHERMAN SHERMAN JOHNNIE & HOYT, LLP - Attorneys at Law | www.shermlaw.com
Ph. 503-364-2281 | Fax 503-370-4308 | 693 Chemeketa St. NE Salem, OR 97301
SSJH is a member of LawPact, an international association of independent business law firms. www.lawpact.org

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail may contain information that is privileged, confidential, or otherwise exempt from disclosure
under applicable law. Any inadvertent disclosure shall not compromise or waive the attorney-client privilege as to this communication
or otherwise. If it appears from the context or otherwise that you have received this e-mail in error, please advise me immediately by
reply e-mail, keep the contents confidential, and immediately delete the message and any attachments from your system. Nothing in
this e-mail should be construed as an electronic signature or an act constituting a binding contract.

1

C3

C4

TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Elizabeth Axmaker <axmakee@gmail.com>
Monday, March 2, 2020 9:06 AM
TAYLOR Rebecca
Re: Written Testimony for UCC CUP

Absolutely!
Caleb and Elizabeth Bauermeister
881 Quail Glenn Dr.
Philomath, OR 97370
On Mon, Mar 2, 2020 at 8:49 AM TAYLOR Rebecca <Rebecca.Taylor@co.benton.or.us> wrote:
Good morning Elizabeth,

Thank you for your time and consideration into this matter. In order to include your comments in the staff report I will
need a mailing address.

Sincerely,

Rebecca Taylor
Code Compliance Specialist
541-766-0178
360 SW Avery Ave., Corvallis OR 97333

From: Elizabeth Axmaker <axmakee@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, February 29, 2020 3:07 PM
1
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To: TAYLOR Rebecca <Rebecca.Taylor@CO.Benton.OR.US>
Subject: Written Testimony for UCC CUP

To the Benton County Planning Commission,
We are members of the United Church of Christ Corvallis and Corvallis community members.
Since coming to Corvallis a few years ago we have noticed the population of people who are
without homes around our town and have been very concerned for their safety.
As someone who has worked directly with the homeless population (in Portland), we realize that
situations like this are systemic and the problem is hard to solve. There are so many contributing
factors of homelessness, including generational poverty, mental illness, physical illness, the job
market, drug use, etc. We believe personally that there is not one catch all solution, but a
collection of things that our society must implement (including robust mental health institutions,
better support for returning veterans, better social programs for low income individuals, funding
for comprehensive drug rehabilitation, etc). However, we also believe in helping people where
they are and solving immediate needs, such as housing.
When the Safe Camp on the UCC property was started our family was in full support. Having a
safe community and space for people to stay is crucial to their well being. I believe it is our moral
and human obligation to serve others, including those that are most at risk in the world and our
own community. Setting up these temporary housing solutions is a great start to helping people on
the path to a better standard of living and optimistic future.
With regards to the conditional use criteria, the temporary safe structures will both fill a vital role
in the community and reduce the burden on public services. It has always been the mission of
churches to fill in the “gaps” of society, such as poverty and misfortune. The unhoused population
are uniquely affected by these gaps which is where our church’s mission comes in. It is our
responsibility as humans to have respect for one another and lift each other up when we are down.
Churches are congregations of people and should, therefore, come together as a community to lift
up other communities.
When the unhoused do not have churches and other organizations providing dedicated support for
them they often end up interacting with public services that are not expressly designed to help:
police, public areas, etc. We believe that our temporary shelters will both help any residential zone
function and reduce the use of public services that are designed for other purposes. When the
population of unhoused people in our area have a specific and safe place to go they can avoid
being in and creating other unsafe areas in town.
To summarize and conclude our view on Safe Camp and the population in Corvallis, we say “If
not us, who? And if not now, when?” (Rabbi Hillel)
Thank you for your time and consideration,
2
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Caleb and Elizabeth Bauermeister
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ART and MARILYN BERVIN <bervins@peak.org>
Thursday, February 27, 2020 11:51 AM
TAYLOR Rebecca
Support for Safe Camp

Planning commissioners of Benton County:
As a member of the United Church of Christ/Congregational, I wish to address my church’s request to
provide shelter to those living in Safe Camp on church property. As has been stated elsewhere, most
of our property lies within the City of Corvallis, but one small section—in which Safe Camp is
located—lies within Benton County.

This request is consistent with the congregation’s practice of supporting many community activities
on its property. As a longtime member of the Academy for Lifelong Learning, I know how well ALL
has been served by being able to hold its classes there for well over 15 years. But we aren’t
alone. Many classes and activities are held in the gymnasium. For years it has sponsored a Boy Scout
troop. Once a week a French Conversation group meets in the Fireside Room. Over the years,
community organizations and places of worship have held annual meetings and dinners at the
church. Each summer, the Chintimini Chamber Music series has offered concerts there. It has been—
and remains—a safe and welcoming place.
So creating Safe Camp, extraordinary as that step is, is really extending the hospitality that it has
provided to many in the past. Yes, those living in Safe Camp represent different needs and challenges
from those mentioned above. But Scripture recognizes the need to provide hospitality and support for
the less fortunate. The congregation has established a standard of behavior that Safe Camp residents
sign on to practice. Those not observing those standards cannot stay. We now have four tiny houses
(micro-shelters) for some to reside it once the county approves them. The church’s goal is
twofold: (a) to shelter the houseless, and (b) assist in their transitioning to jobs and more stable
housing. (A number of the original residents have already moved into jobs and permanent housing.).
When Safe Camp began, there were about 25 encamped there. Now there are six or seven. In the
future, we will shelter no more than 21 houseless residents. The church supplies a kitchen area, safe
drinking water, portable toilets, and garbage facilities. No firearms are allowed.
Additionally several other congregations have stepped up to provide the same service, but their
properties lie within the city limits. Such participation among worship communities should help
alleviate a growing community problem that receives coverage in the local papers. All too often
people agree that “something must be done,” but not in my backyard.
Safe Camp is now directed by a community board, some from the church, others from the
community. Consequently, I feel that Safe Camp meets two criteria to continue its mission. First,
now that the camp is surrounded by fencing—both wood and cyclone—it does not interfere with the
owner’s use of property to the west nor conflict with the character of the area. Even to know anyone is
there requires driving into our parking lot. Second, the camp requires no “public improvements,
facilities, utilities, or services” in the area.
Please approve a Conditional Use Permit to keep Safe Camp open to assist our brothers and sisters
live better lives and eventually transition, with community support, to good employment and
adequate housing.
1
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Thank you for listening,
Art Bervin
2187 Rosecrest Dr
Philomath OR 97370

2

C10

TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Francis Celis <celis.francisx@gmail.com>
Sunday, March 8, 2020 9:04 PM
TAYLOR Rebecca
CUP application LU-19-091

Dear Ms. Taylor,
This is regarding CUP application LU-19-091.
My name is
Dr. Francis X. Celis
1103 SW Sylvia St
Corvallis OR, 97333
Regarding LU-19-091, I am writing in my support of Safe Camp and approval of the Conditional Use Permit.
Regarding BCC 53.215. whereas
(1) The proposed use does not seriously interfere with uses on adjacent property, with the character of the area,
or with the purpose of the zone I would like to address these 3 points
a. the adjacent area is the tree farm, where illegal camping has been present for about 20 years, so I don't
believe Safe Camp interferes with any of the goings on there, except maybe to help highlight more controlled
and registered homeless activity of the Safe Camp resident versus the less lawful campers in the tree farm.
b. the character of my neighborhood, as far as I can tell from being a new resident, is one of acceptance,
tolerance and kindness. So I don't think a church engaging in helping homeless seeking transition to more
permanent homes would change the character of my neighborhood.
c. since the area in question is on church property I assume that the purpose of the zone is to allow for church
missions. I believe temporarily housing and transitioning the homeless is in line with the church mission and
thereby the purpose of the zone.
Regarding BCC 53.215 whereas
(2) The proposed use does not impose an undue burden on any public improvements, facilities, utilities, or
services available to the area; and (3) The proposed use complies with any additional criteria which may be
required for the specific use by this code.
I would like to address the Benton County Sheriff Office suggestion that the calls have increased since the start
of Safe Camp and their resources would be overtaxed to handle the Conditional Use of the Church property for
service available.
a. the Safe Camp program enhances services to my neighborhood, particularly in regard to how crimes are
reported. Before the existence of Safe Camp, illegal activity within the Tree Farm seems to have been
overlooked for years. Stolen and missing bicycle parts, garbage, semi permanent structures exist within the tree
farm as evidenced by recent images by passersby of the Tree Farm property. With Safe Camp, crimes against
and committed by known and registered residents may be easier to act upon, track and eventually prevent. With
the church closing off general use of charging, cleaning and cooking facilities to the public and only making
said services available to the Safe Camp residents, there will be little incentive for illegal campers within the
tree farm to be closer to our neighborhood. I therefore posit that the overburdening of the Benton County
Sheriff Office is more because of Mr. Lin's vast 118 acre property housing illegal campers rather than a <2 acre
very visible area hugging West Hills Road, and the Safe Camp actually ENHANCES law enforcement within
my neighborhood.
It is important to note increased crime statistics in the West Hills neighborhood would be difficult or impossible
to attribute to Safe Camp versus the larger problem of the Tree Farm and I do not think it should be used as a
criteria to deny approval of the CUP. Indeed, the west hills neighborhood was instructed by the BCSO to
1
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REPORT ANY ILLEGAL TRESPASSING INTO THE TREE FARM over the summer of 2019 as a way to
differentiate illegal tree farm activity from Safe Camp activity. Any increase in the statistics of crime or calls to
the West Hills neighborhood would certainly be polluted by the tree farm data.
In short, the safety and law enforcement services for my family within the West Hills neighborhood, in context
of Benton County property across the street, is enhanced Safe Camp -not limited. And on a less procedural but
important note, my family is safer with Safe Camp than without.
Respectfully,
Dr. Francis X. Celis
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rose Christianson <rose.christianson@gmail.com>
Wednesday, February 26, 2020 4:07 PM
TAYLOR Rebecca
Re: re testimony re Conditional Use Permit of First Congregational UCC area

Hi Rebecca,
It i:s 3223 NW 60th St.
Corvallis, OR 97330
On Wed, Feb 26, 2020 at 4:04 PM TAYLOR Rebecca <Rebecca.Taylor@co.benton.or.us> wrote:
>
> Good afternoon Rose,
>
> Thank you for your time and consideration into this matter. In order to include your comment in the record I will need
your mailing address.
>
> Sincerely,
>
>
> Rebecca Taylor
> Code Compliance Specialist
> 541-766-0178
> 360 SW Avery Ave., Corvallis OR 97333
>
>
>
> -----Original Message----> From: Rose Christianson <rose.christianson@gmail.com>
> Sent: Wednesday, February 26, 2020 3:56 PM
> To: TAYLOR Rebecca <Rebecca.Taylor@CO.Benton.OR.US>
> Subject: re testimony re Conditional Use Permit of First
> Congregational UCC area
>
> Ms. Taylor,
> I am attaching a testimonial letter for the consideration of the Conditional Use Permit of the area adjacent to the First
Congregational church at 4515 SW West Hills Road in Corvallis.
> Thank you in advance for your consideration.
>
> Rose Christianson
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

William Drabkin <spirumanw@gmail.com>
Saturday, February 15, 2020 8:06 AM
TAYLOR Rebecca
Micro shelters

My wife and I are in support of micro shelters here in Corvallis On religious properties. We feel we have to help
house the homeless & move quickly on this issue.
Thanks,
William Drabkin & mallory Marquet
1022 nw 35th St, Corvallis, OR 97330
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ejerkkila@comcast.net
Wednesday, February 26, 2020 3:37 PM
TAYLOR Rebecca
Re: Conditional Use Permit Request of the Corvallis Congregational Church

Thank you for acknowledging receipt of my email. I am sorry I did not know my address was necessary.
My mailing address is:
4805 NW Lavender Circle
Corvallis, Oregon
97330
John
Sent from my iPhone

On Feb 26, 2020, at 12:04 PM, TAYLOR Rebecca <Rebecca.Taylor@co.benton.or.us> wrote:
Thank you John.
In order to include your comment in the staff report I will need a mailing address for you.
Sincerely,

Rebecca Taylor
Code Compliance Specialist
541-766-0178
360 SW Avery Ave., Corvallis OR 97333

From: JOHN ERKKILA <ejerkkila@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2020 10:31 PM
To: TAYLOR Rebecca <Rebecca.Taylor@CO.Benton.OR.US>
Subject: Conditional Use Permit Request of the Corvallis Congregational Church

Benton County Planning Commission
Commissioners,
I urge you to approve the Conditional Use Permit Application submitted by by the
Corvallis First Congregational United Church of Christ to provide temporary, transitional
shelter (Safe Camp) to homeless in need. Though most of the Church's property is
located within the city limits of Corvallis the area at issue, 1.35 acres on the western
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border of the Church property, has not been annexed into the city and is exclusively in
the Benton County urban residential zone.
The Church proposes to extend its use onto the 1.35 acres in Benton County to
temporarily provide safe, sanitary shelter to a homeless segment of our society in the
county's urban residential zone.
No permanent improvements or structures are planned. Based on space available
and in order to provide for individual physical and privacy needs the church will provide
shelter for a maximum of 21 individuals. Those sheltered will have agreed and signed
an established code of conduct to insure personal and community safety. Shelters will
be tents or micro-shelters. Firearms are prohibited. A kitchen area, portable toilets,
potable water and garbage facilities in an enclosed area ensure privacy.
Impacts on adjacent neighborhoods are mitigated because of the regulated nature of
the church property as outlined above, and mitigated visually by screening the area
from West Hills Road and neighbors with fencing and a vegetation buffer.
To aid those in need is a moral and ethical imperative personally, of our church and
of the Christian faith. Permitting our church use to temporarily house those in need is
but a small humanitarian action of faith.
The requested conditional use permit to extend our church use does not require
additional public services, utilities or improvements. The regulated sheltering of the
unhoused reduces the number of those living illegally "on the street" or other public or
private property and will potentially decrease the law enforcement burden.
For more than fifty years the church has compatibly co-existed in the current
neighborhood and within the jurisdictions of Corvallis and Benton County. It
is committed to continue to do so without adversely impacting adjacent properties.
Again I urge you to support the request to extend church use for ethical,
humanitarian and faith-based reasons and because it complies with your stated criteria:
1. it does not seriously interfere with adjacent property use, the character of the area or
purpose of the zone:
2. it does not impose an undue burden on any public improvements, facilities, utilities or
services.
3. There are no additional criteria.
Respectively submitted
John Erkkila
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Peter Erskine <petererskine@earthlink.net>
Saturday, February 29, 2020 7:29 AM
TAYLOR Rebecca; Cassandra Robertson; Fay de Buhr; Andrea Callahan
CUP at Congregational Church, Corvallis

Hello Rebecca,
I am writing in to support the County granting a CUP to the Congregational Church.
• Although I live in South Corvallis, I am involved with Community Supported Shelters CSS, in Eugene, the
makers of the Conestoga Hut and creators of Safe Spot Camp sites in Eugene which are supported by Lane
County and the City of Eugene.
• CSS’s ‘Safe Spot” sites are similar in design to the “transitional shelter for the unhoused” now at the
Congregational Church. As you are probably aware, CSS has received permission to create a Safe Spot
Camping site at the Lane County Fair Grounds, right in the middle of residential housing in the center of
Eugene, an area much more densely populated than the wooded campsite it the Congregational Church.
• The Lane County Commissioners approved the "Safe Spot” at the fair grounds in part because it
provided greater safety and aesthetic appeal to neighboring home owners than having unsheltered
people camping randomly in residential and commercial neighborhoods of Lane County.
• I have also recently become involved with a Buddhist group in Corvallis where we visit unsheltered people
living under the ODOT flyover bridges near the Mary’s River, and offer them coffee and tea, socks and
batteries to support their miserable lives.
• I have found the people I meet camping under the Corvallis bridges to be good people who have fallen on
hard luck, all of whom would love to live in a safer organized place like that offered by the Congregational
Church. We have a moral and community obligation to offer support to those who are less fortunate than we
sheltered people. Any of us could have a change of circumstances that could make us homeless! Don’t you
enjoy the safety of your home and bed at night?
Please support the CUP for unsheltered people in our city!
Sincerely,
Peter
Peter Erskine
1975 SE Crystal Lake Dr. #232
Corvallis, Oregon 97333
310.663.4442
www.ErskineSolarArt.net
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Bill Gifford <bill49gifford@gmail.com>
Monday, February 24, 2020 10:34 AM
TAYLOR Rebecca
William Gifford
Re: CUP for Camp Safe for First Congregational United Church of Christ

My mailing address is:
Bill Gifford
3080 NW Deer Run St
Corvallis, OR 97330
> On Feb 24, 2020, at 8:24 AM, TAYLOR Rebecca <Rebecca.Taylor@CO.Benton.OR.US> wrote:
>
> Thank you Bill,
>
> In order to include your comment with the Staff Report I will need you to provide a mailing address.
>
> Sincerely,
>
>
> Rebecca Taylor
> Code Compliance Specialist
> 541-766-0178
> 360 SW Avery Ave., Corvallis OR 97333
>
>
>
> -----Original Message----> From: William Gifford <bill49gifford@gmail.com>
> Sent: Sunday, February 23, 2020 4:46 PM
> To: TAYLOR Rebecca <Rebecca.Taylor@CO.Benton.OR.US>
> Cc: Bill <lee-gifford@comcast.net>
> Subject: CUP for Camp Safe for First Congregational United Church of Christ
>
> Ms Taylor and Planning Commission,
> I am a member of First Congregational United Church of Christ. It is my hope that you will approve our application for a
CUP. A couple of points, which you may be hearing multiple times:
> 1) With regard to BCC 53.215, subsection (1), we are proposing no permanent buildings or structures that would
interfere with the purpose of the zone. Furthermore, there would be a net increase in safety as the Church will be
regulating the area; providing a kitchen area, portable toilets, etc, in an enclosed area to ensure individual safety. The
area will be safer for the sheltered and safer for surrounding neighbors than it would be with unregulated homeless.
> 2) With regard to BCC 53.215, subsection (2), the proposed use would not impose an undue burden on any public
improvements, facilities, utilities or services. As there would be no permanent improvements, there would be no
extension of public improvements, facilities, utilities or services. It would probably result in a reduction in law
enforcement efforts as there would be fewer unhoused living illegally.
>
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> Ultimately, of course, this is a church related use. We see it as part of our mission to care for the unhoused, to care for
those in need in a practical way.
>
> Respectfully submitted,
>
> Bill Gifford
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

west hills <whna.corvallis@gmail.com>
Friday, March 6, 2020 6:01 PM
TAYLOR Rebecca; VERRET Greg J
Written Testimony for LU-19-091
WHNA Incident Report January 15, 2020.docx

I offer written testimony for LU-19-091. My Name is Blair Girard and my address is 5040
Sw West Hills Road, Corvallis.
Dear Members of the Benton County Planning Commission,
First and foremost, thank you for offering the opportunity to provide testimony on the
matter of the First Congregational United Church of Christ's (FCUCC) Conditional Use
Permit Application.
As President of the West Hills Neighborhood Association, I have the difficult task of
trying to represent all of our members equally wherever they may stand on issues of
importance. Our Neighborhood Association includes over 500 households, all of which
are affected by Safe Camp on a variety of levels. Some are greatly affected, and others
maybe only a little. A resident's vicinity to the FCUCC's sanctioned encampment should
be considered when listening to community members testimony. These are the
community members who are best informed on how the character of the area has
changed or has not changed.
I am submitting the WHNA Incident Report for testimony which was compiled over the
course of two weeks and was completed on January 15th, 2020. The below report
contains neighbor recounts in their own words.
I must note that this survey was taken before the assault incident in Safe Camp, which occurred the day
after this survey was completed, on Jan 16th. I must also note that the dog which is described multiple
times here by neighbors was found to belong to the suspect in the assault case.
All names are removed to protect privacy. This was a condition under which neighbors participated in the
survey.

The below testimony is to be directed to Chapter 53 of the Benton County Code under
53.215 Criteria (1) The proposed use does not seriously interfere with uses on adjacent
property, with the character of the area, or with the purpose of the zone;
Thank you,
Blair Girard
West Hills Neighborhood Association President
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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The below testimony should be directed to Chapter 53.215 Criteria (1) The
proposed use does not seriously interfere with uses on adjacent property, with
the character of the area, or with the purpose of the zone;

WHNA Incident Report
This list was compiled over the course of two weeks and was completed on January 15th, 2020. The below
report contains neighbor recounts in their own words
I must note that this survey was taken before the assault incident in Safe Camp, which occurred the day after
this survey was completed, on Jan 16th. I must also note that the dog which is described multiple times here by
neighbors was found to belong to the suspect in the assault case.
All names are removed to protect privacy. This was a condition under which neighbors participated in the
survey.

Reports of Feeling Unsafe in the Neighborhood and Specific Incidents
“We live on West Hills Place (across from the church) and had our mailbox broken into around Thanksgiving
time. The post office had to replace the lock as a result. This took 3weeks to complete and required us to get
mail from the downtown post office for that time period. It was reported to police. Additionally, our kids no
longer walk to the mailbox on their own because of a free roaming dog that visits our street regularly. The dog
belongs to a resident of safe camp and my kids feel scared of it; it’s large and always unattended.”
“About two months ago I had an adult male follow me closely while on a jog. As I left my street and entered
West Hills headed towards the roundabout, a man exited the church driveway, crossed the street and proceeded
to slowly troll behind me on his bike as I ran. Around Timian I stopped and forcefully gestured for him to go
around me. He laughed and sped away. I no longer felt comfortable running and went home since I was still
close by, concerned I’d run into him again. This behavior isn’t worthy of calling the cops, but is clearly a
nuisance and from this point forward will warrant a formal complaint.”
“Over the summer, during the week of July 15th (my mom was here visiting) I took my mom and kids across
the street to play at the OSU playground at the church. We left abruptly after spotting a man walking through
the woods naked - he was collecting sleeping bags hung over the playground fencing. Shortly after this, the
neighborhood meetings began. We haven’t been back to the playground.”
“I wanted to reach out and address my concerns that I don’t feel safe and I don’t agree with what is being
allowed to go on in our neighborhood. Recently, our neighbor told us that they saw a women in their backyard
at 10:30pm, through their back patio video camera. They had no idea why the women was in their backyard but
that is extremely concerning to me.”
“There has been multiple times that people ride through our neighborhood on bicycles to and from the camp or
the tree farm, that make me feel unsafe, and at times I will actually wait to open my garage because I don’t want
them to see inside my garage/home. We don’t leave our garage open at all, if we’re outside working.”
“I am hesitant to have my daughters out front to play and I honestly don’t want to even walk the neighborhood.
With watching the news and with family in law enforcement, I know there were people (at least previously
camped there) that did have warrants and its frustrating that they are not checking to see if these people are a
threat to our family or children. Why does it have to take a victim of something happening for any action to be
done? I grew up in Corvallis and I chose to move back within the last year but with what we have witnessed
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and the feeling that no one is supporting the best interests of the community we chose to move back to, were
actually looking to leave again. We moved from a place where we had similar foot/bike traffic, with the same
homeless and criminal type of issues that moved into the neighborhood and we then were victims from that
situation and criminal activity. I have never felt so unsafe in my own home and we moved to get away from that
feeling. I can honestly say we’re getting them same feeling again as we watch the situations happen around us,
and that only adds to our feelings that we chose the wrong community to move back to. It’s really sad.”
“I don’t feel safe with all of this happening right near our home but I really feel like no one is listening. I don’t
want my next email to you to be one where I am actually another victim to criminal activity, so I really hope
there is something that can be done about these issues soon. I strongly feel if this situation was spread out to
every neighborhood and every church took on some of these people, more would be done and quicker action
would be taken, but with the “out of site, out of mind mentality”, we may never see resolution and you may find
more people leaving because they don’t feel safe in their own neighborhood.”
“While walking my dog, I witnessed a person on a bicycle opening and going through mailboxes on West Hills
Road. He headed to 53rd, then south. Reported to CPD.”
“I was walking my dog along West Hills Road near Stopp Place. A young-ish woman exited the Safe Camp on
a bicycle and began pedaling west on West Hills Road. As she approached me (on the other side of the road
from where I was walking) I glanced at her and she began shouting at me, demanding to know “Do you have a
problem?” I did not respond, but yes, I do have a problem with the presence of these people in my
neighborhood. She rode off cursing at me.”
“I was walking my dog on West Hills Road, on the tree farm side between Timian and Sylvia this evening at
6:30 PM. It was dark, so I was wearing my headlamp, to see and be seen. I stopped to allow my dog to relieve
herself. A person who had come out of the "Safe Camp" on a bicycle rode by, then circled back and accosted
me. He was a large white male, and demanded to know why I was staring at him; why I had a problem with
him, and did I want trouble. I said no, but felt very threatened. He eventually rode off. I did not have my phone
with me so I called Corvallis PD when I got home and reported the incident. This is not the first time I have
been verbally accosted by people from the Safe Camp.”
“An aggressive intact male pit bull cross, mostly black with some white on chest, has been running loose in the
area of the Congregational Church. It has behaved in a threatening manner to both people and dogs living in the
area. It has been nearly run over by vehicles several times. The dog went back to the church and ran into the
Safe Camp after the most recent confrontation with several people and dogs on leash, January 6th. The dog has
also jumped the fence into a yard on Stopp Place to threaten the dogs and people who live there (Gael and
Denise). Corvallis PD has been called. One of my neighbors (Richard), whose son and dog were threatened by
this dog, later contacted the church and was told that the dog did not belong to any resident of the Safe Camp.”
“Stolen mail was found on 12-27-2019. I contacted as many owners as I could and confirmed that they were
stolen. They have been returned to the owners. Drug pipe cleaning tools were found on 11-24-2019 on sunset
drive and shown to a police officer who was driving by and he took them to be disposed of. Broken needle was
found on sunset drive on 10-19-2019 and disposed of. I don't have specific dates of the homeless camp people
cutting through sunset which is a private drive but it is a constant problem.”
“There is a large black dog that has frequented my house and my neighbors houses that has shown aggression to
us that lives at the camp or in the forest. It comes into my yard and does its business and tears up my grass. I'm
more worried about it attacking my little dog or my kid. It has been seen returning to the camp and the church
multiple times. It comes almost every other day.”
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“Unfortunately I won’t go over to the church anymore. After the neighbor girls found a machette being stashed
in the playground gravel and another parent finding needles I will not go over there.”
“The problems with the pit bull cross intact male dog at large continue. It threatened me and my dogs again this
morning on our walk, and also my neighbor Richard van Driesch who lives on the corner of Sunset and West
Hills, and has a dog and child. This animal has been urinating and defecating in our yards and digging up our
flower beds and lawns, in an apparent show of dominance over our dogs. ---- has video of this animal in his
yard nearly every day from his security cameras.”
“We've called the Sheriff at least three times about a woman seemingly being hurt. We've heard gunshots.
Sometimes it seems there may be a party going on with music and loud talking and yelling.”
“One night we looked out our front window facing West Hills and there were at least six sheriff patrol cars, no
lights or flashing signals on, parked across the street next to the tree farm. We monitored the situation and later
talked with the officers. They said that they were trying to capture a suspect for a warrant who was reportedly
in the Tree Farm but were unsuccessful (we had concerns about someone on the run nearby). They said that if
they had found him they would have taken him to the jail and then released him because there was no room at
the jail. They also said that the Tree Farm was a known "hangout" for those who have committed crimes. This
has apparently been going on for years.”
“On November 12, 2019, as Legend had started the project at the end of Sylvia, a man was trying to add scrap
lumber to his bicycle cart. He came up to my car window and pressed his face on the window and I said "no"
and he backed away.”
“The pit bull cross dog continues to run at large. It has been observed by me as going into the Safe Camp on
numerous occasions, including this morning. I have called animal control (no answer) for both city and county.
I have also called dispatch twice. Call # 2020-007379 for most recent call. They promised to “look into it.”
Today I called the church and was told they have also called animal control. I informed them that the dog is
clearly living in their camp. The person told me it was not owned by one of their “approved camp residents”
and I reiterated that it is clearly owned by someone living in the camp, or spending a lot of time there – both day
and night, and therefore they are responsible for this situation. If the dog attacks me, my family members, or my
dogs I will sue the Church for harboring a dangerous animal. The person I spoke with said she will call animal
control again. I got a phone message from animal control and hope to speak with them soon. They are aware of
the problem and have received a number of complaints from residents near the church. This is typical of
interactions with the Church. They absolve themselves of any responsibility by stating that all the problems are
being caused by persons not approved to live in the camp, while it is clear that persons living or staying
temporarily in the camp, or using the camp as cover for coming and going from the woods, are causing
problems. The fact is that the church has no idea who is in that camp. This situation is becoming intolerable,
and we are thinking of moving away, but the only thing keeping me here is my stubbornness: I hate to concede
defeat to Jennifer Butler and her righteous crusade. She of course can leave at the end of the day and go home to
her quiet neighborhood in Albany with no homeless camp of criminals feet from her door. This really sucks,
and my stress level is off the chart.”
“I have lived here 14 years, during which there have been homeless the whole time in the Linn tree farm
property, and the church has been a good neighbor. We never had any problems until the church decided to host
a homeless camp. I have called the police exactly twice before this fall in all that time: once when we had a
raccoon with distemper on our porch in the middle of the day, and once to request some speed enforcement on
West Hills. Now I have CPD dispatch on speed dial and am a regular customer. I’m think that retiring from
OSU and moving away is looking pretty good.”
“During July, I was returning home in my car and a man on one bike with a woman on another were coming out
of Sunset. I slowed down because they were in front of me. He started cursing and yelling at me and making
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hand signals. This made me feel very uncomfortable. I did not want for him to see which street I was turning
on so I continued on West hills road to the round about and returned home. They went into the Safe Camp. I
would prefer that you just say that a resident had an altercation with the man on a bike. I have volunteered with
the homeless in the past and know that some of them are easily upset but I still felt unsafe. I am disappointed
that the church has not been communicative about their plans. They are not being good neighbors.”
“We have these incidences to account for: Feb 2018. --- happened to be awake and up one morning around
4am. She heard a noise out back, on our deck. She was groggy and didn't investigate. That day I went out on
the deck and saw muddy footprints. Someone had come through our side gate and into our backyard. After that
we put a lock both of our gates.”
“I called the fire department one morning in July to report the strong smell of smoke coming from the tree farm.
I don't know what the outcome was.”
“There have been a few things that have occurred that are minimal, but perhaps worth noting: Increased trash
(cans/wrappers/etc) in front of my house in the last 12 months. Nothing egregious, but definitely noticeable.
And About three weeks ago, a large black dog was spotted at my end of the street wandering around alone.
Won't say the breed because I don't want the breed to be stereotyped or stigmatized. A few days later I saw this
dog being walked/cycled by one of the ppl in the Church's encampment. ie, it wasn't "lost" or a "stray," but it
was obvious that it had gone on a little rumspringa... it had gotten loose from its owner at the encampment and
had started wandering unattended through the neighborhood. Because of the size of the dog, if I'd had kids
playing in the front yard I would've been worried for their safety.”
“My family had one incident last year: Something was stolen from our car parked in our driveway during the
night. I think it happened the night of Sept. 18/morning of Sept. 19, shortly after the camp was established at the
church. When I went out to take my daughter to school in the morning I found the car glove compartment open,
and later realized an old GPS unit was missing. We kept our car doors unlocked back then (thanks to a car
break-in a decade prior in a different part of town where a window was broken and we had to go through the
hassle/expense of having it replaced) and nothing of real value in the car (I can't believe the GPS was worth
more than a few bucks). It was a Thursday morning, I recall, because my husband suggested the transient(s)
who goes through the recycling bins had likely tried out car doors, too. I talked to several neighbors and no one
else had their car broken into. Our next door neighbor changed their front flood light to be more sensitive, so
now it comes on whenever we go to our car, which I appreciate. I felt unsafe for a few weeks after that, fearful
of the house getting broken into, but that abated and now I've mostly forgotten it ever happened. That's our only
experience of crime in the 7+ years we've lived here.”
“The only concern that I have had is that there were a couple people rummaging through our recycling bin on
trash day (that hasn’t happened for a couple months and nothing since then.) That makes me a bit concerned
due to identity theft issues, but not really sure that homeless people would be committing those types of crimes.
I have not had any reason to call the police, other than to report people trespassing into Lin’s tree
farm. Unfortunately I have not kept a log as those call have been seldom and infrequent since Safe Camp has
been established.”
“We often get homeless people passing by our house on their way to Safeway, etc. We have never had any
problem due to theft or anything else except a little litter once in awhile. What is more significant is that we do
not have an enclosed garage. Just a carport where I often/always leave tools out, and yet I've never in the 20
years that we have lived here had anything go missing. That being said, Do I feel safe in my
neighborhood? Not necessarily. In the last year I've heard shots fired, probably coming from the Lin property,
and I've picked up discarded hypodermic needles off the street. Not really the signs of a safe neighborhood.”
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“December 6th - my car was parked on my driveway unlocked and someone rummaged through it during the
night. They took a few items, nothing extremely valuable, probably total $60-80 worth. I have reported to the
police same day.”
“During the holidays we put out a box on our porch in front of our front door with a box of food treats for the
delivery people with a note thanking them for delivering our packages. One day shortly before Christmas, the
deliveryperson placed a package in front of our door and rang our doorbell and helped himself or herself to
some treats. We immediately removed the package. About 5 minutes later someone came up to our front
porch and took several items from the food box. We have no way to prove this but suspect that the person saw
the delivery taking place and had come to porch to steal the package but instead, finding no package, helped
themselves to food.”
“Oct 2019. ---- left home and drove west on west hills road. Near the traffic circle she saw man on a bike with
a trailer going through the Republic Services cans that were located on someones property (not on the street for
pickup). About 1.5 hours later, when ---- was home again, she saw that same cyclist ride past our house
slowly. She went out front and looked. His bike was parked in the street and he was on a neighbors property
going through the cans. ---- confronted him from a distance and told him that this is a private street and he is on
private property and that he needs to leave now or the police will be called. Which she did anyway. The police
went to the church camp but did not find the person described. Sunset Dr is a private drive, with large signs on
both ends indicating such. We have always seen some homeless people riding through, but since the camp was
created we have seen a dramatic increase in those numbers.”
“Our glass bottle recycling bin was stolen last week.”

Reports of Feeling Safe in the Neighborhood and Commentary
“We haven't had any incidents, things stolen, etc. We generally support the camp but feel like it's a little
disingenuous for the church to act like they have nothing to do with the folks in Mr Lee's woods, when it is the
church's services that likely attracted many of them. With that said, the more they get to know their campers and
(hopefully) with a few police sweeps of the woods the population will hopefully get back down toward what it
used to be.”
“No problems at my house. Much of the property is fenced and it is screened from the road by a tall thick
hedge. Foot traffic seems to be confined to the other side of the street which has a paved pathway; many people
use it.”
“Personally, I have not had any problems in relation to the homeless camp. Those I assume who live there pass
my house on a regular basis, making their way between WH Road/Hwy 20, and show no contempt or
animosity. I have not spoken to any of them yet they have shown only what I would describe as humility and
respect. I have seen some struggle getting their belongings by bike to the camp along WH Road, not having
lights in the dark, wet and cold, and endangered by cars coming over the hill. It is a terrible situation and tough
to watch, especially knowing they live outside in cold, wet, miserable conditions.”
“While I don't doubt there have been incidents and have heard gossip about some of them, so far my feelings of
safety have remained the same and I have no incidents to report.”
“I wanted to write to say that in the last two years I haven't experienced anything at or around my house (on
Sunset Dr.) that made me feel unsafe or that I thought rose to the level of criminal activity.”
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“We have not had any unsafe incidents at our residence since moving here in 1994. In that time we have had
only 1 theft about 15 or more years ago when someone stole items out of the glove box of our car. Our general
feeling is we are safe here.”
“We have never had any incidents at our place on Sunset drive.”
“We have nothing to complain about here at our house regarding suspicious or unsafe activity. I do think it’s
useful to see what was actually reported to the CPD. I think complaints fall in a different category than
reportable incidences. We might not always like what our neighbor does, (level of upkeep and repairs they do,
etc) but it’s probably not something we would call the police or city about. And if we did report, we’d find out
if it was reportable or not. Someone might not like the tents, or the kitchen, bathrooms, etc at Safe Camp but if
it’s within the rights of the property owner, as Safe Camp is, it’s not reportable.”
“We live right on West Hills, half way between the church and 53rd. We have not experienced any
uncomfortable incidents in the past year.”
“My husband and I have lived on ---since 2002. We have not noticed any increase in unsafe activities over the
past couple of years. Nor have we personally experienced an incident which made us feel threatened.”
“I and my wife had experienced no negative interactions with the home people on the 100 acre + treed area on
the north side of West Hills. We live just opposite where many of the homeless were coming in and out of their
camps before the police evicted them. Either on a bike or walking their average behavior was as good or better
than the average in Corvallis and better than elsewhere. All walkers kept to the sides of the road. All bikes
followed road rules etc. Until about the time that the church began housing some at the back of the church
parking lot, we walked there several early evenings, in the dark, and never once felt threatened by anyone,
homeless or otherwise. We are not walking there now for health reasons, not because the homeless have
temporary shelter. The only negative thing is more garbage along the side of the road, on the 100 acre side of
West Hills. Also, there are more people coming by to look for bottles to take out of the bottle recycling
containers, once a month, when the garbaged trucks pick up bottles. Some of these people are not the
homeless. I talked to one man who said he paid his rent, by picking up bottles to refund for the deposits. Since
the new, single, place to take bottles is not convent, I find this a positive thing. I would far better let someone
collect those bottles and not have Republic make more of a profit.”
“As far as impact of the homeless folks on this section of the neighborhood, we see none.”
“I do not have any incidents to report. I have not experienced or nor have I seen anything happening around my
house or our immediate neighborhood, which would include our frontage on West Hills Rd. and our back access
on Dakota Ave. So all is well concerning what activity we see.”
“I feel pretty safe but my husband noticed a van lurking down the road - of course this is very nonspecific. OVERALL I feel pretty safe except for the cars that fly down the road - I make sure to make terrible
faces as them as they do.”
“Our family hasn't experienced anything negative. The only issue is the bikes with no lights going up and down
the street. We generally feel safe but are somewhat concerned that the church may be attracting more homeless
with their policies.”
-Blair Girard

President
West Hills Neighborhood Association
7
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Al Goldner <apgoldner@gmail.com>
Friday, February 28, 2020 12:58 PM
TAYLOR Rebecca
CUP for First Congregational church

We are residents of Corvallis and members of the First Congregational church. We support the conditional use permit
that the church has applied for with Benton County in order to be able to use the portion of the church-owned property
that is in Benton County but outside the city limits.
The church does not intend to make any permanent developments on the parcel of land in question. It does intend to
provide an improvement in the quality of living for Benton county residents by reducing illegal camping and minimizing
the police and sheriff time spent dealing with that.
Approval of this CUP will not impose a burden on the infrastructure of the county as no extension of utilities or other
new facilities would be required.
We ask that you approve the CUP submitted by First Congregational.
Thank you,
Al and Mari Goldner
3315 SW Cascade Ave
Corvallis OR 97333

1
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CUP Hearing March 17, 2020
To the Planning Commission Of Benton County:
As a property owner in the West Hills/53rd St neighborhood, I am providing written testimony regarding
the hearing for the CUP application by the UCC Congregational Church.
I have owned my home since 1994. I have always been aware that homeless persons stayed in the wooded
area off 53rd and West Hills Rd. I was thrilled to learn of the UCC’s church’s involvement with
Safecamp. They are providing temporary transitional shelter to individuals in need of shelterThey are not
proposing any development of buildings, structures that would interfere with the character of the area or
with the purpose of the zone. Because the church is using their own 1.35 acre parcel of land in this effort
to not only provide temporary shelter, but is clearly intent on regulating its occupants behaviors, this will
provide for greater safety among this population and for all they come into contact with. Additionally, the
UCC is providing a blueprint for addressing problems with the homeless that can be applied to the larger
Benton County community and is a great service to all those affected by this issue.
The regulations set forth by the church, such as limiting the maximum number of homeless to 21, and
having each homeless person agreeing to a code of conduct will ensure the safety fo the neighborhood
and everyone in it. Also the area to be used for Safecamp is largely screened from view and the only
access to the shelter area is from the existing church driveway.
I understand the neighbors in the area may have objections to this conditional use, but it will be based on
their fears, and not the hard facts. This is a highly regulated, visually protected endeavor, that has at its
core mission, the safe and humane treatment of specific homeless individuals, with the specific intent to
assist them to find true housing.
Furthermore, the church has been in operation on this same site for 55 years, and has throughout this time
maintained its property and served the community without adverse impact on adjacent and surrounding
properties. This current project is in keeping with the church’s longstanding commitment to service of its
members and the entire community.
Additionally, the proposed use absolutely does not impose any burden at all, on public improvements,
facilities or services available to the area, as there are no permanent improvements made or to be made in
this endeavor. Any burden already on the police, created by homelessness in this community will be
lessened because of the regulated nature of this endeavor, providing regulated and safe housing to people
temporarily affected by homelessness.

I wholeheartedly, as a community neighborhood member in good standing, support and approve the
County’s approval of a Conditional Use Permit to the UCC Church for this endeavor.
Sincerely,
Mark Greenfeld
1185 SW 53rd St.
Corvallis, OR 97333
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ROBERT HANNIGAN <hanniganjb@comcast.net>
Wednesday, February 26, 2020 7:46 PM
TAYLOR Rebecca
Conditional Use Permit-1st Congregational UCC Church

BENTON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
Houselessness is a significant problem in most parts of our country. When the Benton County sheriff
was asked to "sweep the tree farm property clear of homeless individuals", our church welcomed
them. One principle Jesus taught was to serve by providing hospitality for all. Jesus does not
discriminate based on wealth. So, our congregation finds itself in the middle of helping individuals
who do not have a permanent place to live at the moment. We have welcomed the challenge to
practice our faith by real action.
Temporary, transitional shelter is part of our mission and does not interfere in any manner with the
purpose of the UR zone. The church has limited the number of campers to 21 and requires
agreement by those on the property to adhere to established criteria. The agreement focuses on
safety for those on church property as well as the larger community near the church. Also, our
ministry actions involve no permanent improvements, no additional utilities and no additional
services.
Our ministry actually improves the security and safety of a small part of the county. This action by the
church is ministry. Hopefully, other churches and organizations will join us. Then we might actually
have opportunity to explore solutions to a major national concern. Start locally!
We urge you to approve our CUP with joy that Christ's church is alive and well.

Bob and Judy Hannigan
Members, 1st Congregational, UCC
1820 NW Hawthorn Pl
Corvallis, Oregon 97330

1
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Rebecca Taylor
Benton County Code Compliance Specialist 3
60 SW Avery Avenue
Corvallis, OR 97333

Dear Benton County Planning Commission,
Please accept the following letter as written testimony supporting the approval of a Conditional
Use Permit (CUP) application submitted by First Congregational Church of Christ. The CUP
would allow the church to use the land to provide temporary, transitional housing for the
unhoused members of our Corvallis community. The 1.35 acre parcel of land was purchased by
the church in 2011 from the property owner, but, to date, it has not been annexed to the city.
Per BCC 53.215, Conditional Use approval, requires that the applicant demonstrate that:
(1) The proposed use does not seriously interfere with uses on adjacent property, with the
character of the area, or with the purpose of the zone;
(2) The proposed use does not impose an undue burden on any public improvements,
facilities, utilities or services available to the area;
and (3) The proposed use complies with any additional criteria which may be required for
the specific use by this code.
Per the First Congregational Church application, there are no “additional criteria” for our specific
use, so only subsections (1) and (2) will be addresses in this testamony.
In addressing BCC 53.215 (section 1), please consider the following points:


Under BC 64.005, the “purpose” of the UR zone is to “provide for the establishment of areas
suitable for future urban density residential development.” Churches are specifically allowed
in the UR zone as conditional uses. Our church use to provide temporary, transitional shelter
to individuals in need of shelter “does not seriously interfere” with the purpose of that zone.
We are proposing no development – no permanent buildings, structures, improvements that
would interfere with future urban density residential development.



The church’s use of its 1.35-acre parcel to provide regulated, temporary shelter provides
greater safety for all residents, both those residing in the temporary shelters and those in the
surrounding community.



The temporary shelter area is part of the church’s mission and, therefore, compatible with the
remainder of the adjacent church use.



The shelters are intended to provide safe living conditions for the residents, consistent with
the established residential uses south of the property.



Based on the space available, and in order to adequately provide for the individuals’ physical
and privacy needs, the church will provide shelter for no more than 21 individuals. For the
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immediate future, shelter is to be provided in either tents or in enclosed micro-shelters. All
those who seek shelter must agree to an established code of conduct, to ensure both their
safety and the safety of the larger community.


The area dedicated to providing shelter includes a kitchen area, portable toilets, potable
water, and garbage facilities in an enclosed area to ensure individual safety. Firearms are
prohibited.



The regulated nature of the use of the church’s property will mitigate any impacts to other
residential uses south of West Hills Road. In addition to the Code of Conduct to which
individual shelter residents must agree, and the prohibition on open flames, the entire shelter
area is largely screened from view of the other residential neighbors south of West Hills
Road. The existing gravel parking area, fence and natural vegetation buffer the area of the
shelters from West Hills Road and adjacent neighbors. Access to the shelter area is from the
existing church driveway.



The church has operated on the City-jurisdictional portion of its property for 55 years and has
co-existed harmoniously and compatibly with this residential neighborhood during that entire
time. In furthering our mission, the church is committed to continue to minimize any impacts
on adjacent properties.

In addressing BCC 53.215 (section 2), please consider the following points:


The church’s extension of the existing church use to the 1.35 acres under county jurisdiction
involves no permanent improvements. It requires no extension of public improvements,
facilities, utilities or services available to the area.



The extension of our church use to provide temporary shelter for the unhoused will actually
decrease the burden on law enforcement by providing those individuals needing shelter a
safe, regulated place to live. The regulated shelter we provide to the unhoused will reduce the
number of individuals forced to live illegally - and unregulated - on other public or private
property.

Thank you for your time and energy in the review of this application.
Sincerely,

Kim Hannigan
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Benton County Planning Commission
360 SW Avery Ave.
Corvallis, Ore. 97333-1139
Dear Commissioners:
The following letter is submitted as written testimony in support of the First Congregational Church’s
conditional use permit to allow the use of the county portion of the church property to provide
temporary, transitional shelter for the unhoused in our community.
I believe the proposed conditional use permit meets the criteria set out in BCC 53.215 subsection (1) for
the following reasons: (a) the church is not proposing any development--no permanent buildings,
structures, improvements that would interfere with future urban density residential development; (b)
the use of its 1.35 acre parcel to provide regulated temporary shelter provides greater safety for all
residents including those residing in temporary shelters and those in the surrounding community; (c) the
temporary shelter area is part of the church’s mission and, therefore, compatible with the remainder of
the adjacent church use; (d) the shelters are intended to provide safe living conditions for its residents,
consistent with the established residential uses south of the property; (e) the church will provide shelter
space for no more than 21 individuals. For the immediate future, shelter is to be provided in either
tents or enclosed micro-shelters; (f) all those who seek shelter must agree to an established code of
conduct, (g) the area designated to providing shelter includes a kitchen area, portable toilets, potable
water and garbage facilities in an enclosed area; (h) the church has maintained its property for 55 years
and co-existed compatibly with the residential neighborhood.
I believe that the proposed conditional use permit also meets the criteria set out in BCC53.215
subsection (20) for these additional reasons: (a) the church’s extension of the existing church use to the
1.35 acres under county jurisdiction involves no permanent improvements. It requires no extension of
public improvements, facilities, utilities, or services to the area; (b) the temporary shelter for the
unhoused will actually decrease the burden on law enforcement by providing a safe, regulated place to
live; (c) will reduce the number of individually forced to live illegally-and regulated-on other public or
private properly.
Finally, it just makes sense to use the unexpected movement of unhoused individuals on to our property
as a trial experience for a potential plan in Benton County and Corvallis for solving the social problem of
the unhoused individuals.
Thank you for time, and we look forward to the hearing on March 17, 2020.
Sincerely,
Ann and John Hawkins
2910 NW Taft Ave.
Corvallis, OR 97330
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To:
Rebecca Taylor
… … Benton County Code Compliance Specialist
…… 360 SW Avery Avenue
……….Corvallis, OR 97333
From: Michael C. Huntington M.D.
………9083 NW Lessie Place
………Corvallis, Oregon 97330
Re: Support for Safe Place and the Safe Camp model
The Safe Camp model is a good alternative for Corvallis and its people who have no
roofs over their heads and are forced to set up tents or tarps wherever they can find and
compete for space. These people are often forced to move by law enforcement officers
(employed to protect of all of us, housed and unhoused). The people move somewhere
else, and the cycle starts anew.
The illegal and unsafe temporary camps place the campers at risk for violence and
robbery that accompany frequent displacement and inability to safeguard personal
belongings. Safe Camp decreases the burden on law enforcement by winding down the
cycles of evictions, re-encampments, robberies, and disturbances of the peace.
The opportunity that is developing through Safe Place and Safe Camp is that people
can begin to get settled, safe, and connected with agencies that can give them access
to needed services such as health care, social support, and permanent housing.
The temporary shelter area is part of the church’s mission and, therefore, compatible
with the remainder of the adjacent church use. First Congregational UCC Corvallis
is proposing no development – no permanent buildings, structures, improvements
that would interfere with future urban density residential development. Regulated
temporary shelter provides greater safety for all residents, both those residing in
temporary shelters and those in the surrounding community.
The theme of all the major religions is to take care of “the other”. In doing so we take
care of ourselves.
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February 29, 2020
Benton County Planning Commission
c/o Rebecca Taylor
Benton County Code Compliance Specialist
360 SW Avery Avenue
Corvallis, OR 97333
Rebecca.Taylor@co.benton.or.us

Dear Planning Commission,
I write in strong support of a conditional use permit to allow First Congregational United Church of
Christ, Corvallis to use the county portion of their church property for church-related purposes. The
church-related use intended at this time is to provide a temporary shelter area for a small group of
people who are currently unhoused.
I am a lifelong member of the United Church of Christ (UCC) and a present member of the UCC Corvallis
congregation. Although I do not consider myself an activist in any way, this opportunity to put my
progressive Christian faith into action has been impossible to ignore. I am grateful for Pastor Jen Butler
and others in our congregation who have the skills and dedication to work directly with our unhoused
neighbors, and I’m supporting them as best I can. The collaborations that continue to grow with local
faith communities and others speak loudly to the urgent need we all feel to make a difference, both in
the lives of individuals and in our wider response as a society to those without housing.
Regarding the specific criteria to be addressed by the planning commission:
(1) The proposed use does not seriously interfere with uses on adjacent property, with the character of
the area, or with the purpose of the zone.
 The church is not proposing any development such as permanent structures or other
improvements that would interfere with future urban density residential development.
 The temporary shelter area is part of the church’s mission to serve those in need and, therefore,
compatible with the remainder of the adjacent church use.
 The regulated nature of this use of the church’s property will mitigate any impacts to other
residential uses and provide greater safety for all residents, both those in temporary shelters
and those in the surrounding community.
 The church has co-existed with this residential neighborhood for 55 years without adverse
impact on adjacent and surrounding properties. In furthering our mission, the church is
committed to continue to minimize any impacts on adjacent properties.
(2) The proposed use does not impose an undue burden on any public improvements, facilities, utilities
or services available to the area.
 This use involves no permanent improvements and requires no extension of public
improvements, facilities, utilities, or services available to the area.
 The extension of our church use to provide temporary shelter for the unhoused will actually
decrease the burden on law enforcement by reducing the number of individuals forced to live
illegally and unregulated on other property.
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Since the intended use does not violate the above approval criteria, the proposed conditional use permit
should be approved by the county. I do wonder if other potential church-related uses that meet the
above criteria for this small piece of property would also cause the same amount of consternation and
not-in-my-backyard responses from the community.
Thank you for your time and effort in considering this application and the wider repercussions for some
of the most vulnerable people in our community.
Sincerely,

Cyndy Kelchner
2096 NW Estaview Dr.
Corvallis, OR 97330
cyndy.kelchner@gmail.com
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2020-02-29
To: Rebecca Taylor
Rebecca Taylor
Benton County Code Compliance Specialist
360 SW Avery Avenue
Corvallis, OR 97333
Rebecca.Taylor@co.benton.or.us

Re: Camp Safe
Conditional Use Permit CUP application
Hearing Date: March 17th, 2020
Dear Commissioners,
Please consider our support for the application to allow continuing use in support of church
related support and outreach activities for those in need. It is strength of the human kind to
nurture and support those that knocking on our door in their time of need. Support for those in
need stems from before two travelers knocked on the doors of the stable before the birth of
Christ. Some churches travel the world in efforts to support those in need, others accept the
challenge from their neighbors right here in their backyard. There is no question that giving
shelter is at the core of church activities and always has been.
I understand that the proposed use by the church must also address the following issues to
ensure that our good neighbors are not impacted by our activities.
(1) The proposed use does not seriously interfere with uses on adjacent property, with the
character of the area, or with the purpose of the zone;
(2) The proposed use does not impose an undue burden on any public improvements, facilities,
utilities or services available to the area; and
(3) The proposed use complies with any additional criteria which may be required for the
specific use by this code.
In response, below, we have shown discussion that will undoubtedly be seen in other letters of
support.
(1) The proposed use does not seriously interfere with uses on adjacent property, with the
character of the area, or with the purpose of the zone;
Under BC 64.005, the “purpose” of the UR zone is to “provide for the establishment of areas
suitable for future urban density residential development.” Churches are specifically allowed
in the UR zone as conditional uses. Our church use to provide temporary, transitional shelter
to individuals in need of shelter “does not seriously interfere” with the purpose of that zone.
We are proposing no development – no permanent buildings, structures, improvements
that would interfere with future urban density residential development.
The church’s use of its 1.35-acre parcel to provide regulated temporary shelter provides
greater safety for all residents, both those residing in temporary shelters and those in the
surrounding community.
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The temporary shelter area is part of the church’s mission and, therefore, compatible with
the remainder of the adjacent church use.
The shelters are intended to provide safe living conditions for its residents, consistent with
the established residential uses south of the property.
Based on the space available, and in order to adequately provide for the individuals’ physical
and privacy needs, the church will provide shelter for no more than 21 individuals. For the
immediate future, shelter is to be provided in either tents or in enclosed micro-shelters. All
those who seek shelter must agree to an established code of conduct, to ensure both their
safety and the safety of the larger community.
The area dedicated to providing shelter includes a kitchen area, portable toilets, potable
water, and garbage facilities in an enclosed area to ensure individual safety. Firearms are
prohibited.
The regulated nature of the use of the church’s property will mitigate any impacts to other
residential uses south of West Hills Road. In addition to the Code of Conduct to which
individual shelter residents must agree, and the prohibition on open flames, the entire
shelter area is largely screened from view of the other residential neighbors south of West
Hills Road. The existing gravel parking area, fence and natural vegetation buffer the area of
the shelters from West Hills Road and adjacent neighbors. Access to the shelter area is from
the existing church driveway.
The church has operated on the City-jurisdictional portion of its property for 55 years and
has co-existed harmoniously and compatibly with this residential neighborhood during that
entire time. The church has maintained its property without adverse impact on adjacent and
surrounding properties, both within the city and in the county. In furthering our mission, the
church is committed to continue to minimize any impacts on adjacent properties.
(2) The proposed use does not impose an undue burden on any public improvements, facilities,
utilities or services available to the area; and
The church’s extension of the existing church use to the 1.35 acres under county jurisdiction
involves no permanent improvements. It requires no extension of public improvements,
facilities, utilities or services available to the area.
The extension of our church use to provide temporary shelter for the unhoused will
decrease the burden on law enforcement by providing those individuals needing shelter a
safe, regulated place to live. The regulated shelter we provide to the unhoused will reduce
the number of individuals forced to live illegally - and unregulated - on other public or
private property.
Sincerely,
John Koch and Libby Ankarberg
3530 NW McKinley Drive.
Corvallis Oregon 97330
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Character of the Neighborhood
What is the character of the West Hills Neighborhood? That varies from section to
section, but overall it is a community of people living a fairly peaceful existence - low
crime and a calm, beautiful setting a bit removed from town. I believe traffic is the
common issue we all agree could be improved upon, at least for the 11 years I have
lived in the neighborhood.
I was aware of illegal camping on the “tree farm” property, as it is known, for quite a
while. So that is also a part of the character of the neighborhood as I understand it, but
my experience has been a bit live and let live. I can only imagine what being house-less
is like and I imagine that it is not an easy thing.
Since the inception of safe camp the neighborhood itself has become fractured. There
are those with strong feelings on both sides. I have seen some sides of neighbors (on
both extremes) that I would rather not see.
The neighborhood has become more watchful and suspicious - based on my
interpretation of BCSO and CDP overall call v. case volume trends for the area in the
past two years. The image below is created from data provided by BCSO and CPD
through Tracey Finnegan-Wiese - Crime Analyst CCIA for the Corvallis Police
Department covering a time period from January 2018 to present (January 2020 at the
time) to a request from Blair Girard.

Comments From Erica Koenig (West Hills Road Resident) regarding FC-UCC Conditional Use
application LU-19-091
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In my opinion, the Church has a responsibility to the neighborhood in which it is
physically situated even if its spiritual community resides mostly outside of that
neighborhood. Creation or tending to community is one of the main tenets. It seems to
me that the church has not given significant considered the neighborhood in their
process with the safe camp and, while I understand that this discussion is not about
process but rather the policy, I believe that the process has negatively impacted the
neighborhood by not fostering buy-in from the neighbors and the updates to the
application do not really address this either. They address a momentary snap-shot of a
situation that seems to be fluid and would benefit from a more flexible management
framework.
I would request to see more direct community involvement in terms of the management
plan than is currently presented by the applicant. My hope is that by getting more buy in
from the neighborhood the camp will be even more successful and be more positively
impactful.
The divisiveness and lack of transparency and trust has already had a detrimental
impact on the neighborhood, if this conditional use permit were approved as it stands
the issues will likely continue to fester and worsen.

Undue Burden on services
It seems clear to me, based on the trends in the data above that the presence of Safe
Camp has at a minimum increased call volume for City and County services. While the
case load on it’s own does not seem to have increased dramatically the calls for service
that do not become cases are still burdens on the dispatch services which, based on
bond materials from the last election are lacking but due to be upgraded.
I do believe that a properly managed camp can cut down on many of these issues. If the
neighborhood feels like it has some modicum of say in the management of the camp
(from an oversight perspective) it may help to foster trust and understanding between
the camp participants and the neighbors and help identify “outsiders” that truly need to
be monitored when access the areas near the camp (in the case of trespassing on the
“tree farm” property).

Comments From Erica Koenig (West Hills Road Resident) regarding FC-UCC Conditional Use
application LU-19-091
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Eileen Marma <eileen.marma@gmail.com>
Friday, February 28, 2020 2:44 PM
TAYLOR Rebecca
CUP application by 1st Congregational Church

Dear Ms. Taylor,
I am requesting the Planning Commission’s approval of the CUP application submitted by First Congregational Church of
Corvallis. As a member of this congregation, I believe that faith-based groups have an essential role in addressing needs
of people without housing. Providing land and community structure to support temporary, transitional housing (Safe
Camp) is congruent with my faith: to serve the vulnerable; to serve those who have not gotten their basic needs met, in
this society. I want First Congregational Church to extend its church ministry into its property which is located in a UR
zone of Benton County.
I will show how two required criteria in BCC 53.215 are met by this application:
(1) The proposed use does not seriously interfere with uses of the adjacent property, with character of the area or with
the purpose of the zone.
Extension of the church’s ministry to provide Safe Camp does not interfere with this criteria. In fact, the temporary,
transitional shelter area is part of the church’s mission and, therefore, is compatible with the remainder of the adjacent
church’s use.
In the immediate future, shelter is to be provided either in micro shelters or tents. All those who seek shelter must agree
to an established Code of Conduct which is enforced by the church. This Code of Conduct addresses respectful behaviors
among the safe Camp residents, prohibition of fire arms and all open flames. This regulated nature of the use of church
property will mitigate any impacts on residential uses south of West Hills Road. The entire shelter area is screened from
view of the residential neighbors south of West Hills Road and adjacent neighbors. Access to the shelter is from the
existing church driveway.
(2) The proposed use does not impose an undue burden on any public improvements, facilities, utilities, or services
available to the area.
The extension of the existing church use to the 1.35 acres leads to no permanent improvements. Also by approving this
conditional use permit, the result will decrease work from local police law enforcement by providing individuals needing
shelter, a safe, regulated place to live. This temporary, transitional housing reduces the number of individuals forced to
live illegally on other public or private property. This is a responsible way to address the crisis of people without housing.
Sincerely,
Eileen Marma
455 SE Viewmont Avenue
Corvallis, OR 97333
Sent from my iPhone
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Andrea McCann <dr.ajmccann@comcast.net>
Tuesday, February 25, 2020 11:11 AM
TAYLOR Rebecca
Re: Conditional use permit for West Hills Road property adjacent to First Congregational
United Church of Christ

My address is 4588 NW Live Oak Dr. Corvallis. 97330
> On Feb 25, 2020, at 8:20 AM, TAYLOR Rebecca <Rebecca.Taylor@co.benton.or.us> wrote:
>
> Thank you Andrea,
>
> I will need your mailing address in order to include your comments in the staff report.
>
> Sincerely,
>
>
> Rebecca Taylor
> Code Compliance Specialist
> 541-766-0178
> 360 SW Avery Ave., Corvallis OR 97333
>
>
>
> -----Original Message----> From: Andrea McCann <dr.ajmccann@comcast.net>
> Sent: Monday, February 24, 2020 7:43 PM
> To: TAYLOR Rebecca <Rebecca.Taylor@CO.Benton.OR.US>
> Subject: Conditional use permit for West Hills Road property adjacent to First Congregational United Church of Christ
>
> Dear Ms. Taylor,
>
> I am writing you as an almost 20 year resident of Corvallis, and a member of First Congregational church. Our church
has submitted an application for conditional use permit for 1.35 acres of land west of the church property. The purpose
of this permit would be to provide temporary, transitional housing for up to 21 individuals who are in need of shelter
within our community. I am in support of this permit and am hoping to reassure the County that the permit will not
violate either of the following:
>
> 1. The proposed use does not seriously interfere with the uses on the adjacent property, with the character of the
area, or with the purpose of the zone; and
>
> 2. The proposed use does not impose an undue burden on any public improvements, facilities, utilities or services
available to the area.
>
> I would like to address each of these points individually.
>
> First of all, we are proposing no development – no permanent buildings, structures, improvements that would
interfere with future urban density residential development. The area will be used only for temporary transitional
1
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shelter. We as a church are hopeful that in assisting the unhoused individuals residing there, we will not only improve
their living conditions, but be able to assist them to find a more permanent solution to their lack of permanent housing.
This solution will improve the safety of the residents, but also improve the safety of those of us in the surrounding
community. It is truly the mission of our church, and the teaching of Jesus to aid those less fortunate than ourselves.
The permit would be consistent with the surrounding residential community, that also provides safe and reliable shelter
for its permanent residents. There is already in place a code of conduct for those living in the area to ensure continued
safety, and firearms are prohibited as are open fires. The area will include both tents and micro-shelters, a kitchen area,
portable toilets, clean water and garbage facilities. There will be no visual impact on the surrounding neighborhood
because the area is screened from the residents with both the natural trees and fences, and access is through the
existing church driveway. Our church has operated for 55 years in this residential neighborhood without any negative
impact, and the permit will not change that harmonious relationship!
>
> Secondly, there are no permanent improvements to this 1.35 acre of land. There will be no impact on services or
facilities to the area. Most importantly, there will actually be a decrease in the burden on law enforcement resources by
safely and legally providing temporary shelter to the residents. These members of our community will no longer need to
camp illegally and without regulation in our city.
>
> I hope that this proposal will be considered carefully and thoughtfully. We all recognize the huge problem of
homelessness in our city, county, state and country. We as a church hope to take steps to help those in our community
in a way that will not take away from the rest of our neighbors. I think it’s the least we can due to aid our friends and
neighbors, and to walk in the footsteps of Jesus. This is the true definition of a “Church related” use.
>
> Sincerely,
> Andrea J. McCann, MD, FACOG
>
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To the Benton County Planning Commission,

Safe Camp is a divisive issue in our neighborhood and has resulted in a lot of difficult
conversations about problems that are much larger than our neighborhood is equipped to solve.
In addition to the concerns over public safety, a common theme in the many hours of meetings
that I’ve attended is a concern for the way in which Safe Camp has been developed and the lack
of transparency and inclusion with the neighborhood. However, even the most critical of voices
have expressed an openness to the church’s calling to help the homeless. A good many of the
neighborhood are open to and working towards the development of city and county ordinance to
site homeless camps and transitional villages.
Due to the guidance provided from Benton County Sherriff’s Office, expressing the lack of
resources to support the Conditional Use Permit request, and finding that the application is not an
allowed conditional use under BCC 64.205 and the definitions in BCC 51.020 (8), I ask that you
deny the application.
I ask that the County recognize the urgency to respond to the homeless crisis and expediate the
process of developing a county ordinance for transitional housing under HB 2916, so that the
church may reapply for their intended use under an ordinance that will allow for their expressed
use of the property in a manner that is less disruptive to the area and places less burden on law
enforcement. In a gesture of good faith and to ensure that Benton County is not placing an undue
burden on the church’s religious exercise, I ask that the County return all of the church’s
application fees and suspend any code enforcement of the unconforming use until an ordinance is
adopted.
Additionally, both the City and County have adopted ordinances allowing for an accessory
dwelling unit for a single-family residence. To provide further options for the church and their
congregation to provide shelter for homeless individuals, I ask that County Planning staff initiate
a process to relax building code requirements so that the micro-shelters shown in Appendix A of
the application would comply with the standards under BCC 91.050.
Sincerely,

Cody Meyer
5040 sw west hills rd
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Karen Miller <nautilusfiberarts@gmail.com>
Sunday, March 1, 2020 2:54 PM
TAYLOR Rebecca
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT for 1st Congregational Church

To the Planning Commission, Benton County
I am writing in support of the pending application for a conditional use permit for First Congregational Church . Because
our church building is located within the City of Corvallis property and the property extension in question is in the
county we find our church ministry divided and restricted by this dual location. As I understand it BCC 53.215 requires us
to show two things.
(1) Does our plan for this county area interfere with uses on adjacent property, the character of the area or the purpose
of the UR zone?
Our faith requires us to do what we can to shelter the homeless. What we propose does not involve any permanent
development or alteration of the space that would prohibit development of the area in future. Housing a limited number
of individuals on our property, not to exceed 21, in tents or small movable shelters, is designed to provide increased
safety and sanitation relative to the uncontrolled camping that formerly took place in the adjacent wooded property.
We have made every effort to screen the view of this Safe Camp from the street and adjacent property and to limit
access only from the church property. Because we have instituted close regulation and supervision of this space we
believe it to provide a safer environment for the neighborhood. Safe space for cooking, sanitation and garbage
collection can only be a plus for the area. We have been church members since 1970 and for some time we have known
that the adjacent wooded property has housed homeless camps, which were never visible but also never really safe for
the neighborhood or the church. Petty crime, fire danger and other attendant problems made us uncomfortable and
may have put neighbors at risk as well. We believe allowing conditional use for this purpose solves a problem rather
than creates one.
(2) Does the project burden any public facilities, utilities etc.
Nothing we are doing or propose to do is permanent in nature, or alters existing utilities or requires adding or extending
additional city or county services. Indeed, by both sheltering and supporting the movement of residents off other private
or public property and into care or transitional housing we would be reducing the burden on law enforcement and other
public services caused by a continually shifting homeless population.
We did not set out to assume this burden and responsibility for the area, but the reality of our location has given First
Congregational Church an opportunity to live our faith and to be of real service both to this vulnerable population in our
midst and to the community as a whole. A conditional use permit would allow us to go forward with our plans.
Sincerely yours,
Karen Miller
304 NW 28th St
Corvallis, OR 97330
nautilusfiberarts@gmail.com

1
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To: Benton County Planning Commission
From: George W. Mueller-Warrant, 3625 NW Hayes Ave., Corvallis, OR 97330
Subject: First Congregational Church’s conditional use permit application
I wish to express my vigorous support for the conditional use permit application for
"church-related use" by the First Congregational Church at 4515 SW West Hills Rd.,
Corvallis, OR. Churches have long recognized their highest true calling as being as that
of caring for the integrity of creation, in the broadest possible sense of that term, and
specifically the decency and compassion with which human beings manage to treat one
another. As such, churches are not limited to the edicts of the state, the moral
successes/failures of governmental bodies, or majority vote of the populace, however
useful, convenient, and desirable it might be to have those things aligned with the
callings of our hearts to work toward the betterment of humankind. Our country has a
long, complicated, and often tragic history of active abuse and/or careless neglect of its
downtrodden for the convenience of the better off of its citizens. Contradictions abound
between rights granted or withheld in constitutions, in laws enacted, modified, or
repealed at federal, state, and local levels of jurisdiction, in judicial rulings, and in
administrative regulations. It takes courageous acts of faith to honestly face humanity’s
history and discern “the bending of its moral arc toward justice,” paraphrasing Dr. King.
At its best, the Church’s ministry is a marvelous expression of the ability of God’s grace
to penetrate the narrowness of human vision and the hardness of human hearts,
however challenging such transformations may be. The recent extension of our active
church use onto the 1.35 acres of county jurisdictional property to provide temporary,
transitional shelter for a small number of “houseless” individuals was our response to
the sudden appearance of Christ in our midst in the form of several dozen scared
people panicking last summer as they were being forcibly “trespassed” off adjacent
private property in the ongoing game of “whack-a-mole” that characterizes Oregon’s
current system for dealing with people lacking permanent housing. We recognized the
stark truth that even just allowing people to camp out on our small piece of property was
a meaningful improvement over the status quo. Creating rules clarifying expectations for
behavior of the campers on our property has improved their safety while at the same
time meaning that other potential campers would not be allowed to stay. Clearly, our
church’s actions in allowing a small number of individuals to camp on our property does
not solve the entire set of issues surrounding the unhoused population in Benton
County. But it has improved the quality of life for these particular individuals, and it has
provided enhanced opportunities for communication, communion, and fellowship
between a wider diversity of folks in partnership with each other in our church.
We anticipate continuing to learn how to better open our church to these, our newest
visitors, and would appreciate cooperation from Benton County in all aspects of the
process. Regarding the specifics of the requested conditional use permit, it is clearly
obvious that both of the following conditions:
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(1) The proposed use does not seriously interfere with uses on adjacent property,
with the character of the area, or with the purpose of the zone;
(2) The proposed use does not impose an undue burden on any public
improvements, facilities, utilities or services available to the area;

are as fully met now as they were prior to July of 2019. If anything has changed in the
interim, it would be reduction in any actual burdens on neighboring property owners as
a consequence of some of the former campers in David Lin’s tree farm now being better
regulated in their domestic activities, better rested, and less traumatized in their daily
activities of life. I submit that these indeed are the very types of things all neighbors
should want for each other.
Thank you for this opportunity to share my knowledge and perspectives with you.
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Patrick O'Dell <patricko46@comcast.net>
Tuesday, February 25, 2020 8:45 AM
TAYLOR Rebecca
Re: Safe Camp Testimony 3

Correction
That is: Patrick O'Dell
2500 Princess St. #202
Corvallis, OR 97330

On Feb 25, 2020, at 8:21 AM, TAYLOR Rebecca wrote:

Thank you Patrick,
I will need your mailing address in order to include your comments in the staff report.
Sincerely,

Rebecca Taylor
Code Compliance Specialist
541-766-0178
360 SW Avery Ave., Corvallis OR 97333

From: Patrick O'Dell <patricko46@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, February 24, 2020 9:39 PM
To: TAYLOR Rebecca <Rebecca.Taylor@CO.Benton.OR.US>
Subject: Safe Camp Testimony 3

Members of the Benton Planning Commission
c/o Rebecca Taylor , Benton County Code Compliance Specialist,
I would like to present testimony in favor of the Conditional Use Permit Approval for First
Congregational UCC Church in Corvallis, with regard to the use as temporary, transitional
shelter to individuals in need of shelter. I feel strongly that this is not only in agreement with our
church's mission, as a Faith Community, to be our Brother's and Sister's keepers in a spirit of
love and compassion, but more practically does not seriously interfere with the purpose of
that zone, or with the uses on adjacent property, or with the character of the area. As a
member of the Church Council, I can assure you we discuss and monitor, at least monthly at our
meetings, how we are performing as a good member of the neighborhood community, since that
is also part of our wider mission as a church. We have attempted to do this for the 55 years we
have been a part of this neighborhood community. We have built a wooden privacy fence of
adequate height to block the view of Safe Camp from the road, as well as built a high wire mesh
fence surrounding the camp, to limit access to Safe Camp from the adjoining forest. The church
1
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has security cameras in place which cover the main entrance to the camp. We have also hired a
Camp manager, and in conjunction with the church, he has set rules/regulations, which must be
followed by each occupant. He is physically present on the premises on a regular basis. The
campers meet weekly with the manager, and church staff to discuss adherence to the
rules/regulations, any problems, and progress in transitioning out of Safe Camp. We have had
individuals expelled from the camp for lack of adherence to rules. Noise level, of course, is also
covered in the rules and regulations, and fire arms are strictly prohibited. No open flames are
allowed. Cleanliness of camp sites, and grounds is monitored. The area designated also provides
a kitchen area, portable toilet, potable water, and garbage facilities. The Safe Camp is fully self
sufficient, and would require no public support or services. That is, the proposed use does not
impose an undue burden on any public improvements, facilities, utilities, or service
available to the area.
The 21 person maximum occupancy of the camp is by no means static in terms of occupants.
We have a staff of volunteers, who are diligent about monitoring progress towards self
sufficiency, and finding permanent dwellings. We also have Faith Community members, who try
to meet with an assigned occupant at least weekly, and simply try to be a support person, by
listening to individual occupants. In terms of structures, we have built no permanent structures
at Safe Camp, nor will we. In addition to tents, we would like to provide movable microshelters
for warmth and security.
I feel this providing of temporary shelter provides safety and temporary stability to the
occupants, and gives them some breathing room to try to get organized, with our help, and move
on with their lives. This stability also benefits the entire community, by helping a population,
which can be a destablizing influence on everyones life in the wider community, if not assisted.
This may lessen the burden on Law Enforcement in the City and County, and lessen other
regulatory/ monitoring requirements. They will always be among us, and the large forest on and
adjacent to our property has had transient campers for many years, as the owner of the adjacent
property and neighbors can and have attested to. I am also struck by the news I hear of large
tent encampments that are springing up spontaneously and rapidly in many of the urban areas of
California, Oregon, and Washington. We are also aware that some rulings have said that these
cannot be interfered with until these cities/counties address the lack of housing for these
suffering individuals. We have here in Corvallis a group of Faith Communities, and Community
organizations which are trying address this suffering proactively before we potentially become
subject to these spontaneous, uncontrolled encampments, and all the legal ramifications involved
in trying to address them. I feel it would be helpful to the City and County to take advantage of
these small but sincere movements, such as ours, to address this issue.
We believe God is Love, and All are Beloved, therefore we are called to try do this work and feel
strongly it is compatible with all of our other church work, and will benefit the entire city and
county.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter,
Patrick K. O'Dell
Would appreciate confirmation of receipt of this testimony.
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To: Benton County Planning Commission
From: Matthew Philpott, 1110 SW West Hills Place, Corvallis, OR 97333
Re: Written Testimony for the Record of LU-19-091

I request that the application for conditional use permit in the case of LU-19-091, First
Congregational United Church of Christ (applicant), be denied at this time. The permit should
only be reconsidered at a later date when the parameters and processes for such camps have
been established by an amendment to the County Code, and when the significant issues
identified below have been addressed by meaningful changes to the current inadequate
management of the camp and oversight of camp residents and their guests.
Chapter 53, Section 53.215 – Safe Camp is Interfering with the Character of the Area
The applicant has been operating a homeless camp, referred to as Safe Camp, since July of 2019
on a continuous basis. During this time, the character of the neighborhood has dramatically
changed for the worse, and the presence of this camp is causing a significant negative impact
on many residents of the immediate area close by. The application states that “the church’s use
of its 1.35 acre parcel to provide regulated temporary shelter provides greater safety for all
residents, both those residing in temporary shelters and those in the surrounding community.”
This statement is demonstrably false, as evidenced by crime data obtained from local law
enforcement (see Appendix A). In addition, since not one member of the Safe Camp Steering
Committee or even the congregation of the church live in the immediate area near the camp,
they are not in a position to know the impact of Safe Camp on resident’s safety. Those of us
who live near the camp are here all the time, not just for a few hours a day and on Sunday
mornings, so we are well aware of the negative impacts this camp has had on the character of
the area and safety.
The recent violent assault that occurred in the Safe Camp on January 16, 2020, illustrates the
concerns about the increase in crime that has changed the character of the area. This assault
involved one or more of the residents of Safe Camp, as well as a perpetrator who had been
observed by neighborhood residents spending time in and around the camp for some weeks
prior to the assault. The perpetrator owned an aggressive dog that had been coming and going
from the Safe Camp, where its owner was visiting or staying; the dog was threatening people
and leashed pets in the area for several week prior to the assault.
My own personal experiences include two unpleasant confrontations with persons leaving the
Safe Camp, on September 14 and again on December 13 of 2019, both times while walking my
dog. In the December confrontation, I was threatened by a man who had just left Safe Camp on
a bicycle; as he rode past, he circled back and stopped, dismounted his bike, and threatened
me. The CPD record of this is #2019-182287. Since then I have been carrying pepper spray for
self-protection, something I have never felt the need to do before. These confrontations have
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left me shaken and afraid in my own neighborhood, and I now limit my outdoor activities. While
walking in the neighborhood, I am now very careful to monitor my surroundings at all times;
this has had a negative impact on the enjoyment I previously derived from this activity. For me,
these unpleasant encounters have very much changed the character of the area.
My home is 230 feet from Safe Camp. I have lived in this home for more than 14 years. In all
that time, there were homeless persons living in tents in the large wooded property adjacent to
the Congregational Church. My family never experienced any problems with the transient
campers in the tree farm until Safe Camp was established. I should state for the record that
until Safe Camp, I also believed that the First Congregational Church was a good neighbor; but
not anymore. Since Safe Camp was established last summer, the entire neighborhood dynamic
has changed. Mailboxes have been broken into and mail stolen. Packages have disappeared
from porches. Stolen bicycles are being brought to the area and stripped down for parts.
Perhaps these events are coincidental with the establishment of Safe Camp, but alternatively
Safe Camp may be attracting undesirable homeless criminals to the area. It is also clear that
several of the former residents of Safe Camp that were ejected by the church for failure to
follow the rules have taken up residence in the tree farm a short distance from the camp.
Other ways in which the presence of Safe Camp has changed the character of the area include
an increase in garbage in the area, especially along SW West Hills Road in the vicinity of Safe
Camp, including the presence of drug paraphernalia found on the ground near the Safe Camp
(hypodermic needles, meth pipes, etc.). Officially, we are told that the applicants do not permit
illegal drugs, but the increase in drug paraphernalia suggests that this rule is either not
enforced, or that drug use occurs during hours when there is no supervision of camp residents
(generally between about 5 PM and 8 AM).
Chapters 51 and 64– The Proposed Use is Not Permitted
In addition to the above changes to the character of the area, the use proposed by the
applicant is inconsistent with land uses for this parcel within the Corvallis Urban Growth
Boundary. In accordance with Benton County Code 51.010, all uses that are not expressly
permitted in the zoning district in which the property is located are prohibited. This property is
zoned Urban Residential. Under BCC 64.105 and the definitions in BCC 51.020, the proposed
use in this application is not among the uses that are permitted.
The applicant states that the use is as a “church,” but BCC 51.020(8) defines a “church” as a
“nonresidential place of worship” which would not include a residential camp for homeless
persons. The definition of “church” includes “reasonable use of the real property for activities
customarily associated with the practices of the religious activity, including worship services,
religion classes, weddings, funerals, child care and meal programs, but not including private or
parochial school education for prekindergarten through grade 12 or higher education.” A
homeless camp is not among the activities listed as approved under this definition.
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In addition, the First Congregational Church has never previously operated such a facility,
except since July of 2019. The camp has been without legal status since October of 2019. Thus,
there is no history of this being a “reasonable use” or a “customarily associated” church
activity.
Uses of property within this zoning are prohibited unless expressly allowed, and because the
proposed use does not fall under the allowed conditional uses as defined by the code, this
application should not be approved as a conditional use in this residential zone.

Matthew Philpott
1110 SW West Hills Pl.
Corvallis, OR 97333
Submitted March 6, 2020
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Appendix A: Calls to Benton County Sheriff’s Office and Crimes for SW West Hills Road
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Janet Pyle <jpyleproperties@gmail.com>
Friday, February 28, 2020 8:26 AM
TAYLOR Rebecca
CUP hearing March17,2020

Planning Commission of Benton County,
My name is Janet Pyle and this is my written testimony regarding the hearing for the CUP application by the
UCC Congregational Church.
I have been a property owner and resident of the West Hills/53rd St. neighborhood for 25 years. I was born and
raised in Corvallis. I see the increasing problem of homeless individuals in my community. When I heard about
the church's effort to help this situation, I went to church to check what they are doing. I was and continue to be
so impressed, I've been going every Sunday since.
What I've seen, is the church property, including Safe Camp remains orderly, peaceful and clean every time I go
there. The Safe Camp area is extremely well maintained with port-a-pottys provided and maintained, and
regular garbage service. I rarely even see a camper. I know, behind the scenes, much work is constantly being
done by the church pastors, administration and church members to make this Safe Camp a positive and
successful example of one possible solution to the problem of houselessness in our community.

Safe Camp is totally self contained and maintained by the church. I have seen no interference or burden on any
public activities to or in the area or to the neighboring properties or adjacent neighbors.
I feel safer living in the neighborhood where at least some of the individuals who have to live without a house
are being watched over and cared about.
Thank you for your consideration,
Janet Pyle
1185 SW 53rd St.
Corvallis, OR 97333
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Tim F. Roach
1501 NW Dixon Street
Corvallis, OR 97330
717-571-3179 – cell
Tim.roach46@gmail.com
February 28, 2020
Planning Commission of Benton County
c/o Rebecca Taylor
Benton County Code Compliance Specialist
360 SW Avery Avenue
Corvallis, OR 97333
Dear Planning Commission Members,
I'm writing in support of the application for a Conditional Use Permit as being
sought by First Congregational United Church of Christ in Corvallis. I urge the
Benton County Planning Commission to act favorably upon this application as it
directly impacts the ability of this faith community to practice our faith.
As a retired Presbyterian (PCUSA) minister and worshipper at Corvallis' First
Presbyterian Church -- which has officially aligned itself with and supports the Safe
Camp Ministry that is occurring at First Congregational UCC -- I would remind you of
the faithful Christian mandate placed before all followers of Jesus Christ to serve
God by serving the needs of humanity.
This faithful charge is most directly stated in the 25th chapter of the Gospel
according to Matthew, as Jesus links the faithfulness of serving the needs of
humanity with the eternal favor of the Almighty God:
31

“When the Son of Man comes in his glory, and all the angels with him, he will sit on his
glorious throne. 32 All the nations will be gathered before him, and he will separate the
people one from another as a shepherd separates the sheep from the goats. 33 He will
put the sheep on his right and the goats on his left.
34
“Then the King will say to those on his right, ‘Come, you who are blessed by my
Father; take your inheritance, the kingdom prepared for you since the creation of the
world. 35 For I was hungry and you gave me something to eat, I was thirsty and you gave
me something to drink, I was a stranger and you invited me in, 36 I needed clothes and
you clothed me, I was sick and you looked after me, I was in prison and you came to visit
me.’
37
“Then the righteous will answer him, ‘Lord, when did we see you hungry and feed you,
or thirsty and give you something to drink? 38 When did we see you a stranger and invite
you in, or needing clothes and clothe you? 39 When did we see you sick or in prison and
go to visit you?’
40
“The King will reply, ‘Truly I tell you, whatever you did for one of the least of these
brothers and sisters of mine, you did for me.’
New International Version (NIV)
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The ministry of Safe Camp is a faithful attempt to fulfill this divine expectation,
providing a ministry of compassion and shelter to those who are without permanent
homes.
I urge the Planning Commission to respect the ministry of Safe Camp as a legitimate
expression of Christian faithfulness and grant the requested Conditional Use Permit
that it might continue.
Sincerely,

Rev. Dr. Tim F. Roach
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4215 SW 53rd Street
Corvallis, OR 97333
February 26, 2020
Rebecca Taylor
Benton County Code Compliance Specialist
360 SW Avery Avenue
Corvallis, OR 97333
Dear Ms. Taylor:
I am writing in support of the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the First Congregational United
Church of Christ to continue to allow Safe Camp on the church’s property. The camp provides
temporary, transitional shelter for the unhoused in our community and is an important part of the
church’s mission.
Under the county’s code the camp does not seriously interfere with uses on adjacent property,
with the character of the area, or with the purpose of the zone.
 Our church is proposing no development—no permanent buildings, structures,
improvements that would interfere with future urban density residential development.
 Our church’s use is to provide regulated temporary shelter which provides greater
safety for all residents—those in Safe Camp and those in the surrounding area.
 The Safe Camp shelter area is part of our church’s mission to provide shelter for those in
need and it is compatible with the remainder of the adjacent church use.
 The shelters are intended to provide safe living conditions for its residents consistent
with the established residential uses south of the property.
 Based on the space available the church provides shelter for no more than 21 people.
For the time being that shelter will be either tents or micro-shelters. All of the Safe
Camp occupants must agree to an established Code of Conduct to ensure their safety
and the greater community.
 The Safe Camp area includes a kitchen area, portable toilets, potable water and garbage
facilities in an enclosed area to ensure safety for the occupants. Firearms are
prohibited.
 The regulated use of the church’s property alleviates any impacts to other residential
uses south of West Hills Road. Safe Camp residents not only agree to abide by a Code of
Conduct. They must also agree to a prohibition on open flames. In addition, the entire
shelter area is largely screened from view of the other residential neighbors of West
Hills Road by the existing gravel parking area and the vegetation. Access to Safe Camp is
from the existing church driveway.
 Our church has operated on the City-jurisdictional portion of the property for 55 years
and has co-existed agreeably with the residential neighborhood. In addition, our church
has maintained our property without an impact on the neighborhood. In furthering our
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mission, our church is committed to continue to minimize any impacts on adjacent
properties.
The county code specifies that the camp does not impose an undue burden on any public
improvements, facilities, utilities or services available to the area.
 Our church’s extension of the existing church use to the property under county
jurisdiction involves no permanent improvements and requires no extension of public
improvements, facilities, utilities or services available to the area.
 The use of the property as a temporary shelter for the unhoused will actually decrease
the burden on law enforcement by providing a safe regulated place to live. Since the
occupants of Safe Camp have a safe place to live, they are more easily able to access the
services that can help solve the challenges they are facing and move to permanent
housing.
I urge the Benton County Commissioners to approve the First Congregational Church’s
Conditional Use Permit to carry on its mission.
Sincerely

Judy Rycraft Juntunen
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Re: In support of conditional use permit for church related use of property in county
Greetings,
We are writing in support of First Congregational United Church of Christ’s (FCUCC)
application for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP). We have lived and owned a home in Corvallis
for twenty years. We have been members of First Congregational United Church of Christ for
much of that time. Our family, including our young children (ages 9 and 11) have met and
shared meals with some of the residents of the temporary camp on FCUCC property.
We find it exciting (and overdue) that elements of the Corvallis community are taking
meaningful steps to help address the problem of the unhoused in Corvallis in a compassionate,
respectful and effective manner. As a prominent member of their neighborhood for 55 years,
FCUCC has an exemplary track record of being a responsible and responsive neighbor. FCUCC’s
proposed church related use of its county property is in keeping with the approval criteria
under BCC 53.215. Specifically, its proposal does not seriously interfere with the purpose of the
urban residential zone. By developing and enforcing a Code of Conduct, by employing a camp
liaison and by providing kitchen, toilet and garbage facilities enclosed by an attractive privacy
fence, the church related use of its county property will provide greater safety for all residents,
both those of Safe Camp and of the surrounding community. FCUCC is dedicating significant
financial and human resources to insure it is addressing the needs of its neighbors, both the
housed and the unhoused, in a responsible and responsive manner.
We see FCUCC’s proposed plan as important and necessary work: equipping a
population of people who had been resided in that immediate area illegally to now reside in a
more dignified manner, one more in keeping with a urban residential area while making strides
to transition into permanent housing.
We are humbled by this opportunity to serve others in our community in a manner that
improves the overall quality of Corvallis and Benton County. We support the Benton County
Planning Commission approving a CUP for FCUCC’s church related use, to provide transitional
shelter on the county portion of FCUCC property. We look forward to FCUCC being able to
continue demonstrating what true community can achieve.
Thank you,
Erin & Evan Scheessele
3820 NW Hayes Ave
Corvallis, OR 97330

C69

Feb. 27, 2020
To: Benton County Planning Commission
I am writing in support of the conditional use permit for the First Congregational United Church of
Christ.
First, I would like to address the criteria for this permit.
1.

The proposed use does not seriously interfere with uses on adjacent property, with the
character of the area or with the purpose of the zone.

Under BC 643.005 the purpose of the UR zone is to “provide for the establishment of areas suitable for
future urban density residential development.” Churches are specifically allowed in the UR zone as
conditional uses. Our church has been a part of this community for 55 years and has coexisted
harmoniously with our neighbors.
Our church is providing temporary transitional shelter to a limited number of individuals in need as an
extension of our faith and mission. This is our faith in action in a tangible manner to those people in
need. All of the housing is temporary and we have tried to establish a safe and sanitary area for those
people in camp. My faith compels my soul to support this extension and these people.
Our church has had meetings with neighbors and residents to listen to their concerns and address them.
Our church mission is an extension of our faith and has always included helping the needy in our
community. This area is dedicated to that mission and provides for individuals physical and privacy
needs. The area is limited to no more than 21 individuals and they have to agree to terms of an
established code of conduct. This code is for the safety of the individuals and the larger community as
well. In the community we have a kitchen area for cooking, portable toilets, potable water and garbage
facilities.
The area is mostly screened from view of the other residential neighbors south of West Hills Road and
adjacent neighbors. Access to the shelter area is from the existing church driveway.
The second part of the code is:
2. The proposed use does not impose an undue burden on any public improvements, facilities,
utilities or services available to the area.
The extension of our church use to provide temporary shelter for the unhoused will actually decrease
the burden on law enforcement by providing those individuals needing shelter a safe, regulated place to
live. The regulated shelter we provide to the unhoused will reduce the number of individuals forced to
live illegally and unregulated on other public or private property.
I believe there are so many positives to approve this permit. Our church is allowed to continue our
mission to serve our community and those in need. Our members can practice our faith in extending
our love to people who need support in many different ways. People needing shelter are getting a safe
and sanitary place to stay temporarily.
I hope that you give approval for this permit as I believe this is a win-win for all concerned.
Marigay Schopp- First Congregational United Church of Christ mgschopp@comcast.net; Hi Rebecca.

My mailing address is 34396 Oakville Rd. SW Albany OR. 97321
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February 26, 2010
Rebecca Taylor
Benton County Code Compliance Specialist
360 SW Avery Avenue
Corvallis, OR 97333
Dear Rebecca:
I am writing to you to support Benton County’s approval of a conditional use permit (CUP) to
allow First Congregational United Church of Christ to use the county portion of our church
property to provide temporary shelter for the unhoused in our community. I am a member of the
congregation and an active member in the community.
I feel strongly that all people deserve to be safe and to be housed. Many people in our
community have neither of these basic needs being met. The opportunity to have Safe Camp for
some of these folks is one option that could be added to the continuum of shelter care in Benton
County. Temporary housing with supportive organizations and people has proved to be effective
for dealing with houselessness in other communities and I would like to see this tried here. I
believe that success has already been shown in the short time that people have been living on our
property. Because the Safe Camp residents have a safe place to live and assistance from social
service agencies, many of them have found permanent housing.
I believe that Safe Camp does not interfere with uses on adjacent property, with the character of
the area or with the purpose of the zone. In fact, I think it has been proven to add to the positive
character of the area, since people living in it are monitored and supported. For many years
unhoused people have lived in the woods next to our church with no supports and no monitoring.
I believe that all members of our community are equally entitled to public services. Our church’s
ministry will reduce the need for law enforcement since fewer members of our community will
be forced to live illegally on public or private property. Everything on our church site is
temporary, with no permanent structures of any kind.
The oversight of the camp has gone well, thanks to Pastor Jennifer Butler, congregation
members, a steering committee and members of the community. I believe that the safety of Safe
Camp residents, neighbors and church members & staff will continue to be our top priority.
I urge you to approve the conditional use permit (CUP)! Thank you for considering my written
testimony.
Sincerely,

Tammy Skubinna
First Congregational UCC Member
1868 NW Lance Way
Corvallis, OR 97330
541-760-4221
Skuby1@comcast.net
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Dear Rebecca,
This email is in regards to the upcoming Conditional Use permit public hearing regarding the
1.35 acres owned by United Congregational Church within the boundaries of Benton County’s
jurisdiction.
We are members of the church and support the current, temporary use of that property as a
regulated site for the housing of up to 21 people for the purpose of providing temporary shelter
to unhoused individuals. As members of the church we know that its historical and ongoing
mission is to care for all of those in our midst and that “as we treat the least of these, we treat
our Creator.” Thus, we believe that the shelter area is an important and visible manifestation of
that ongoing and central mission and belief professed by our church.
The church and its activities, including the temporary housing space, are compliant, in our
opinion, the with the County’s code of requirements of Conditional Use.
 The temporary housing space is an extension of the church’s long tradition of assistance
to those in need. The church has been designated as an approved conditional use entity
 The Camp is regulated and contained within a designated space that is buffered from
the street with fencing, providing privacy for those served and a limited visual impact
that is consistent with the established housing on the south side of West Hills Road.
 The site will not entail any permanent development or services
 The site provides more safety to surrounding neighborhoods by requiring adherence to
a code of behavior by occupants, sanitary facilities and safety requirements regarding
fire and cooking. This is a marked improvement from the historical, unregulated illegal
camping that has existed on the adjacent property for many years
 The church’s acceptance of oversight and management of this space should decrease
the ongoing cost and responsibility that the County incurs in terms of law enforcement,
sanitation, and property protection that accompanies the situation of the unhoused
population in Benton County.
We are in support of our pastor, Jen Butler, and others in our church who have taken on this
difficult and contentious issue with courage, conviction and careful attention to the needs of all
parties concerned.
We urge you to thoughtfully consider the compliance of this request for Conditional Use for
the Safe Camp at First Congregational Church, Corvallis. Thank you.
Sincerely.
Bond and Marilyn Starker
4180 SW Brooklane Drive
Corvallis, OR 97333
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Breanna Stotsenberg <bree.stot@gmail.com>
Saturday, March 7, 2020 2:56 PM
TAYLOR Rebecca
LU-19-091

To whom this may concern,
In reference to LU-19-091 my name is Breanna Stotsenberg and I live at 4125 SW Western Blvd Corvallis.
I am writing this letter in support of Safe Camp established by FC-UCC here in Corvallis. I am not a member
of the FC-UCC or any other church in town but have felt that the works of this church are in line with what the
community as a whole would deeply benefit from. I can imagine a future for our city that supports our faith
community stepping up in tangible ways to address the needs of our unhoused people in our community.
(1) The proposed use does not seriously interfere with uses on adjacent property, with the character of the
area, or with the purpose of the zone;
(2) The proposed use does not impose an undue burden on any public improvements, facilities, utilities or
services available to the area; and
(3) The proposed use complies with any additional criteria which may be required for the specific use by this
code.
First I will state that the character of the area and neighborhood have been changing and will continue to
change with coldwell and Mary’s river annexation. Safe camp is an extension of our neighborhood and
includes a diverse population outside of typical homeowners, renters and students willing to pay an arm and a
leg to live in this wonderful neighborhood. I am happy to have safe camp residents as my neighbors.
While the fire and police departments might find more work in serving more people in our neighborhood I want
to applaud them for their outstanding work and let them know I trust their ability to help service this small
community within our existing neighborhood.
The use of the County lane owned by FC-UCC is in accordance with the conditional use permit and should be
renewed.
My understanding as a neighbor and a board member on the West Hills Neighborhood Association is that the
support for FC-UCC first attempt at establishing policy and protocol for an outreach program of this variety has
been controversial.
I am aware that in any residential area you will have people opposed to this type of outreach for a variety of
understandable reasons. I listen to my neighbors and those who live closest to the camp for what concerns
they have and fears they are wanting addressed.
Again and again I have heard that the greatest threat is fire,theft and degradation of the land. My response to
that is we have amazing law enforcement agencies and the fire station is close by and ready for anything that
may occur. As I like to point out there have had campers staying on the adjoining tree farm for many years. We
want to protect the natural area and creek from human waste and litter and the creation of safe camp promotes
cleanliness and sanitation.
In my oberservation from various roles, I have seen how this project has taken place and believe there to be
good intentions from all sides on this issue. What I would like to see more of from my neighbors is patience
with the process and gratitude for the ability we as housed individuals and families have to keep the roof over
our heads and food in the fridge. I would like to see less judging of the unhoused population and of the church
for the ways in which these two groups have come together.
1
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I strongly believe the church should be granted the conditional use permit so that as a community we can
come together to create change in a sustainable way. Together we can create a more livable town for all who
reside here. Whether it be under the roof of a traditional house, micro shelter or tent.
Thank you for your work promoting a city of inclusion and diversity. I am so proud to be a resident of Corvallis
for over ten years now. I am looking forward to seeing what the future holds for our city.
Sincerely,
Breanna Stotsenberg

2
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I was raised in the west hills neighborhood, and now I’m raising my children here. I’m not a member of
the FC-UCC. I have toured David Lins tree farm a few times prior to SafeCamp, and have witnessed over
a dozen large encampments. Since SafeCamp has begun, I've checked back regularly and all of the large
camps are gone. There has not been more then 4 or 5 individual tents. Granted, this is likely to increase
with the warming shelter closing. But I will honestly attest that SafeCamp has greatly reduced the illegal
camping in the tree farm.
A creek runs behind FC-UCC, meaning there will always be a 200 ft corridor to illegally camp. The
Churches
program is working literally onsite of the crisis, to mitigate what’s already happening in our
neighborhood. There couldn’t be a better location. Without SafeCamp, our neighborhood would not be
as safe, and the campers wouldn’t be offered basic sanitation,
organization, or help forward.

I look forward to seeing the County and City partner with the FC-UCC, as well as future host
sites. Collaboration among agencies and across sectors is vital to the success of a city wide
program. One that moves people from a tent, to a micro shelter village, then to stable housing.

Thankyou
Reece Stotsenberg
4125 SW Western Blvd
Corvallis Ore, 97333

I attached a few pages from a HOAC summary report 2017 that applies to this topic.
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2/28/20
To Benton County Planning Commissioners,

To Whom it may concern at Benton County Planning department;

We are members of First Congregational United Church of Christ in Corvallis. We are writing to express
our support of our church in providing temporary, transitional shelter to people who need shelter. We
ask that you support our church’s request for conditional use permit that would allow this to continue.
We feel this does not seriously interfere with uses on adjacent properties, or with the character of the
area or purpose of the zone. We feel it does not impose undue burden on any facilities, utilities, etc in
the area.
We also feel that allowing our church to continue to provide shelter to unhoused people is doing the
work of Jesus. What would be the point of praying for the homeless, if we are not allowed to actually
help them?

Please approve this conditional use permit.

Thank you
Annie and John Strocchio
Corvallis residents and members of First Congregational United Church of Christ
Strocchio's
2028 SE Crystal circle
Corvallis OR
97333
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

sstultz@peak.org
Friday, February 28, 2020 4:55 PM
TAYLOR Rebecca
Conditional Use Permit Application,q First Congregational Church Corvallis

Dear Ms. Taylor,
I write to request that the Benton County Planning Commission approve the application of the First Congregational
Church of Corvallis to extend the church’s use onto that portion of its property that is located within the county. It is my
understanding that under BC 64 005, churches are specifically allowed in the UR zone as conditional uses. I strongly
believe that our church’s use to provide temporary, transitional shelter to individuals in need of shelter does not
seriously interfere with the purpose of that zone, and thus fulfills Criteria 1 of BCC 53.215. No development is proposed
that would interfere with future urban density residential development. In addition, the individuals responsible for
providing the shelters in question are committed to ensuring the safety of the shelter residents and that of the larger
community under an established, regulated code of conduct.
In regard to the second criteria for proposed use, the church’s use involves no permanent improvements nor extension
of public improvements, facilities, utilities, or services available in the area. Extension of our church use to provide
temporary shelter for the unhoused will in fact decrease the burden on law enforcement by providing these individuals
a safe and regulated place to live, thus reducing the number of those compelled to live illegally and without regulations
on other public or private property.
From my early childhood, one of the most basic tenets of my faith has been the requirement to provide support and
shelter to the poor among us. I strongly believe that our church’s work in providing temporary, transitional shelter to
individuals in need is a vital part of our mission. I urge the Benton County Planning Commission to approve our church’s
application for a Conditional Use Permit.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Suzanne Stultz
2390 NW Rolling Green Drive, Apt. 67
Corvallis, Oregon

1
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Letter of support for First Congregational United Church of Christ, Corvallis application for
Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
From: Nancy Swain
1310 Calapooia St SW
Albany, OR 97321
This letter of support for First Congregational United Church of Christ, Corvallis' request for a CUP is
respectively submitted not only because as a member of the congregation for over 35 years, I feel our
work is a direct expression of our faith and mission to serve the least, but because it allows us to take
practical action to address an issue that continues to confound the citizens of Benton County, Corvallis,
the State of Oregon, the United States of America and frankly the world. Homelessness is a moral and
ethical issue the must be addressed.
The practical reasons I think this request should be approved is that it does not impose an undue burden
on any public improvements, facilities, utilities or services nor does it seriously interfere with uses on
adjacent property.
We have worked faithfully and diligently to dialogue with our neighbors and the community to address
concerns from visual impact to safety. Addressing visual concerns, we have erected fencing to screen
views of SafeCamp; limited access to SafeCamp so that SafeCamp is visible only from within our
property and located services to SafeCamp residents that are also only visible from our property. The
structure of SafeCamp, with its rules and regulations, with its code of conduct and with its dedicated
management team safeguards those staying on our property as well as the neighbors. The way
SafeCamp successfully operates, reduces the impact on the community and those tasked with
protecting the community.
I want to address the fact that I am no longer a citizen of Benton County in case this affects the
effectiveness of my letter. Ironically, the reason I moved to Albany was that I was not able to afford a
house in Corvallis. Housing affordability which can affect houselessness is another issue; but that is a
topic for another time. I was a citizen of Corvallis for 32 years (from January 1980 until December 2012)
and I still work in Corvallis (for Benton County since 2004), and I still attend church, visit with friends,
shop and recreate in Corvallis/Benton County.
The issue of houselessness will not be solved by First Congregational's request, but trying to address the
issue may spark others to seriously consider taking action as well.
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L. C. "LARRY" WEYMOUTH
415 NW Merrie Drive
Corvallis, OR 97330
Phone (541) 619-2418

lcweymouth@peak.org

February 27,2420

Benton County Planning Commission
c/o Rebecca Taylor
Benton County Code Compliance Specialist
360 SW Avery Avenue
Corvallis, OR 97333
RE: First Congregational United Church of Christ (UCC) Conditional Use Permit
Dear Commissioners:

I urge you to grant a conditional use permit to First Congregational UCC to provide
temporary transitional shelter as a church-related use. First Congregational UCC's
application should be approved because:

1)

The proposed land use does not seriously interfere with the uses on adjacent
property, with the character of the area, or with the purpose of the zone.

2)

The proposed use does not impose an undue burden on any public improvements,
facilities, utilities, or services available in the area.

It is important to note that the proposed uses are consistent with church activities on its
property, and the existing wban residential zoning and area character. The temporary
housing is screened from view from adjacent properties by fencing and vegetation.
Furthermore, the proposed uses will be managed and secured for the peace and safety of
the are4 and will comparatively lessen the burden on law enforcement. There will be no
need of additional public improvements, facilities, or utilities. Finally, approval of the
permit would recognizg the church's faith-based practice to provide shelter to those in
need. Please give this experiment in temporary housing a chance to succeed.
Thank you for your public service and consideration of this matter.
Sincerely,

#4
L. C. Weymouth
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Walter Balk <balkwf63@gmail.com>
Monday, June 29, 2020 12:18 PM
TAYLOR Rebecca
Benton County Approval of CUP for First Congregational Church Corvallis

Ladies and Gentlemen.
I am sending you this email in support of First Congregational Church's request for a CUP that allows the
church to provide temporary transitional shelter for the unhoused. This ministry is not only congruent with the
Christian faith, it is also an integral part of it. Over the past two millennia supporting the poor, providing
nourishment for the hungry, and sheltering the unhoused has been woven into the Christian faith in such a way
that prohibiting it would not only interfere with Christians engaging in ministry, but also prevent them from
practicing their faith.
I also believe that the proposed use does not seriously interfere with uses on adjacent property, with the
character of the area, or with the purpose of the urban residential zone; churches and religious communities are
specifically included in this zone and conditional uses. Providing temporary transitional shelter is literally that:
It is temporary and does not include fixed permanent structures so does not interfere with the purpose of that
zone. Also, this usage will provide greater safety both for the unhoused participants and the other housed
residents in the West Hills neighborhood. Unregulated and illegal camping has brought with it both greater fire
hazard due to the amount of open fires in the forest to the west of the church. Also, because of the Code of
Conduct, safe behaviors are encouraged that enhance the quality of life for both the unhoused and the housed.
It is important to note that use the Church is proposing does not impose an undue burden on public services and
facilities. The area under county jurisdiction will not have any permanent improvements. Therefore no
extension of public facilities or services are needed. Also, the increase in regulated shelter together with the
Code of Conduct for all participants will decrease the need for the use of law enforcement, thereby actually
freeing up public resources.
Respectfully,
Walter Balk
410 S 30th Street
Philomath, OR 97370

1
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Searainya Bond-Frojen <searainya@gmail.com>
Monday, June 29, 2020 9:42 AM
TAYLOR Rebecca
Conditional Use Permit

To Whom it May Concern:
I am writing in regards to Conditional Use Permit for the 1.35 acres to the West of our church Property of First
Congregational United Church of Christ.
Concerns about use of this property interfering with the adjacent property are unfounded. It doesn't break any
zoning laws, it increases community safety (to both the residents and the neighborhood) by providing secure
housing, and it is not being used in excess (ie., no overcrowding). This area is directly in compliance with the
mission of our church to care for the most vulnerable and marginalized in our communities.
Concerns about the use of this property creating undue burden on public usage, utilities, or facilities in this are
unfounded. This area of the property has no permanent improvements made to it, and it is seen as an extension
of our church mission to provide safe shelter and decrease the burden on law enforcement time and resources.
Offering this space for temporary housing means law enforcement are spending less time policing and ticketing
the houseless population.
The proposed use of this property is within requirements of use by this code and we urgently request legal
permission to use it as so.
Sincerely,
Searainya Bond-Frojen
522 SE Park Ave,
Corvallis, OR 97333

1
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June 22, 2020
RE: Written Testimony for the Record of LU-19-091
Dear Planning Commission,
I am writing today regarding the Conditional Use Request submitted by the First Congregational United
Church of Christ (FCUCC), which proposes providing “safe living accommodations for unhoused
individuals within non-permanent shelters”. I agree that our community should help those who need
shelter. However, I am concerned with how this process particular has come about in my neighborhood
of 25 years. Specifically, the process has been conducted with a lack of transparency, and
communication with our neighborhood association has been poor.
It is known that homeless people have lived in the tree farm adjacent to church property for over 20
years. I never had any issues on my street until the campers started living at the church in June 2019.
It has come to my attention that there have been nearly 200 or more letters sent to the County Planning
Department supporting Safe Camp and the mission to house up to 21 campers. I believe it’s safe to say
that 95% of those letters came from people that do not live within 5 miles of the safe camp. Therefore,
their letters should not be taken into consideration for approval. I have researched each letter that is
on the County website proving this point by going through the County Public Records of Linn & Benton
County. At the time I did my research there were 46 letters sent in support of Safe Camp, the average
homeowner lived 5.2 miles away from the church.
One of the three approval criteria for this request, presented in BCC 53.215, states: “The proposed use
does not seriously interfere with uses on adjacent property, with the character of the area, or with the
purpose of the zone”. Safe Camp does have an adverse effect on the surrounding neighborhood in many
ways. Since the institution of Safe Camp, neighbors have been subject to:
1234567-

Screaming and yelling by safe camp campers
Urinating in neighbors’ yards
Leaving shopping carts from Safeway on West Hills Rd.
Going through garbage and recycling on trash day
Periodic and unpredictable increases in crime
Open policy to help those in the tree farm, safe camp is a magnet to those in the tree farm
Fire Safety

As I said above, I support helping those in need find shelter. To that end, I expressly support all of the
conditions set forth in Steve Elzinga’s letter dated March 4th 2020. I also support creating a Community
Advisory Committee (CAC) to address the needs of Safe Camp safe camp residents and the surrounding
community, as proposed by the West Hills Neighborhood Association. Per that proposal, the CAC would
comprise an equal number of members from the site host (FCUCC) and the West Hills neighborhood.
Regards,
Arleen Cox
1118 SW West Hills Pl
Corvallis, OR 97333
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Testimony for Application LU-19-091
Submitted by Wayne Gibson
4905 SW Dresden Avenue, Corvallis
June 29, 2020
To Benton County Planning Commission,
Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony on this conditional land use permit. I am an advisory
board member of the West Hills Neighborhood Association but these comments and suggestions are
solely mine. I would like to address three specific topics as outlined below.
The character of the area
The character of the area can be described as agricultural land, forest land, single family homes, a bed
and breakfast, and a church (United Congregational Church). It has been stated in previous testimony
that illegal camping has been part of the neighborhood and while that may have some truth, it is
important to point out the responsible parties. It is not by choice from the land owner (David Lin) that
camping has been occurring. Mr. Lin to the best of my knowledge, and I have lived very close to that
property for close to 30 years, has never encouraged camping, provided services like garbage and
toilets, and has not provided shelter, food or clothing. It could be stated that there has been some
complacency on enforcement of trespassing but that particular point is best addressed by the law
enforcement agencies involved. However, Mr. Lin has asked that the law enforcement clear out the
campers as criminal activity has spilled out into the adjacent neighborhoods south and west of the
property. The only organization that has provided services to the illegal campers has been the United
Congregation Church and has been doing so since the early 2000’s. That information can be found in
the application as well as in a statement by the applicant that “While we have no control over the illegal
camping, we have attempted to benefit the character of the area by working to limit its impacts.” In my
viewpoint to benefit the character of the area would be elimination of illegal camping and services that
support it. I understand the applicant feels it is their mission to help the homeless and I can empathize
with that philosophy, but to be honest their support in one form or another has helped to encourage
illegal campers to reside in the lot adjacent to the church.
Undue burden on any public improvements, facilities, utilities, or services available to the area
As far as I’m aware, the two organizations that have been burdened the most have been the fire
department, and law enforcement. I am only aware of fire department response to illegal fires due to
camping on Mr. Lin’s property. I’ve personally seen law enforcement performing sweeps on Mr. Lin’s
property on at least several occasions. In addition, I’ve seen patrol cars at the church, with at least one
incident related to interactions between Safe Camp residents and an illegal camper on Mr. Lin’s
property. It is reasonable to assume that these types of interactions may continue to occur without a
clear separation of what services are being provided and to whom. In the past based on the United
Congregational Church’s own admission, they have provided services to the illegal campers. Are those
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services no longer going to be provided to the illegal campers but only to those accepted into the Safe
Camp program? These issue definitely affect work loads of fire and law enforcement agencies.
The proposed use complies with any additional criteria which may be required for the specific use by
this code
Creating a Safe Camp to help transition homeless individuals into more permanent housing, and
facilitating other services such as social services is such a big step forward and in my opinion one that is
much needed. I think there would be nearly universal consensus that creating an environment for such
an endeavor within neighborhoods is a very heated topic. Corvallis is not new to this issue as siting
locations of shelters has in the past been very contentious, and it is well documented in the Corvallis
public archives. Other cities in the United States have attempted to navigate these issues too, some
with moderate success. As I see it, there are four stake holders in this conversation: 1) homeless
individuals, 2) organizations trying to facilitate solutions, 3) city/county government, and 4)
neighborhoods in which facilities are sited. Leaving any one of the stakeholders out of the equation is
just a recipe for failure. I do live close enough to be affected by these decisions and at least in my
opinion, having looked at similar situations in other cities, Community Advisory Committees create a
platform for all involved parties to be represented and heard. They also create accountability on an
ongoing basis and would do so between the applicant and the county, and between the applicant and
the neighborhood. One issue of accountability was mentioned in the previous section (e.g. providing
services to the illegal campers). Situations change over time, as the United Congregation Church has
discovered since illegal campers showed up at their doorstep, and the church would be the first to admit
that much has changed over the last 11 months in working towards best practices. But best practices
can be thought of as a continuum, not an absolute, ever changing as the environment around those
practices change. In the last 11 months, mistakes were made and learned from. Fundamentally, what
has been missing is a lack of involvement by all stakeholders in that process. My fear in going forward is
that a Community Advisory Committee is not made part of the conditional use permit, the county
continues to receive complaints, law enforcement and the fire department are impacted, and the
neighborhood does not feel heard with legitimate issues. I think we can do better that that. In my
opinion if the conditional use permit is approved, a Community Advisory Committee needs to be
necessary condition of approval for the application of LU-19-091.
One final thought. These discussions and decisions are only going to repeat themselves at the city level
as the solutions being proposed by the United Congregational Church are intended to be applied at
other churches within the city of Corvallis. Let’s do this right and it may become the model going
forward.
Thank you for considering my written testimony.
Wayne Gibson
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Testimony for Application LU-19-091
Submitted by
Blair Girard, West Hills Neighborhood Association President
5040 SW West Hills Road, Corvallis

To Benton County Planning Commission,
Thank you very much for providing an opportunity for the public to participate on this
issue.
This testimony is a respectful, and urgent request for county planning staff to work
together with the Safe Camp community and the West Hills Neighborhood Association
to require the formation of a joint Community Advisory Committee consisting of equal
members from both site-host and the surrounding neighborhood as a necessary
condition of approval for the First Congregational United Church of Christ’s CUP
Application LU-19-091.
There is clear justification for this condition of approval. The proposed use seriously
interferes with the character of the area both relationally and physically. (Please review
the West Hills Neighborhood Association Executive Board’s submitted testimony for
further examples than what I have provided below.) I have served on the West Hills
Neighborhood Association Executive Board since 2017, and was elected president of
the West Hills Neighborhood Association in November of 2019. In the three years I have
been involved with our NA, I have never seen the amount of conflict, concern, and upset
that I have experienced in the past year since the inception of Safe Camp. The physical
quality of the character of the neighborhood has also been adversely impacted,
specifically in the area of the neighborhood that surrounds the site as reported by
numerous members of our NA. Without a Community Advisory Committee in place to
solve the ongoing problem of site-to-neighborhood conflict, and to stabilize and maintain
the character of the area, the FCUCC’s CUP Application LU-19-091 is not in compliance
with Benton County Code requirement, BCC Section 53.215, (1).
As you may be aware, our neighborhood association has had to take on the position of
handling relations between the neighborhood and the applicant’s proposed site on West
Hills. It has not been easy. Though we have continually sought open communication
and collaboration, it has been an uphill battle all the way.
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As the WHNA President, I serve as the point of contact for the neighborhood. And as
acting liaison, I serve as the point of contact between the neighborhood and the site
host. I receive, and have received, emails regarding the adverse impacts to the
character of the area on a regular basis. I have had to field all of these concerns,
questions, complaints, and disputes between the site host and the neighborhood. It has
been very stressful, time consuming, and taxing, and it has placed a substantial, and
undue burden on our NA. The very presence of all of this conflict in general has
severely impacted the character of the area, and confirms that the proposed use is not
in compliance with county code criteria as per BCC 53.215, (1),.
A neighborhood association is not an appropriate organization for handling this issue. It
belongs in a Community Advisory Committee whose central task is to function as site to
neighborhood support and requires that both the site host and the neighborhood work
together to solve ongoing issues of concern and to improve communication and
relations. Because there has been no CAC in place to perform these tasks and
functions, we the WHNA Board members have had to take on the responsibility of
handling conflict, solving problems, settling disputes, requesting management
standards, and safety standards. The problem is, no matter how many issues we takle,
the NA cannot effect any change or help establish guidelines that would reduce
site-to-neighborhood conflict. The power to effect change remains with the site-host
alone.
With a desire to solve these problems, and to bridge the gap between these two
communities, we pursued research on solutions to this problem. Through our research
we became aware of a common blockage to the success of transitional housing in
residential areas: Ongoing site-host to neighborhood conflict. This is what leads to the
eventual eviction of the residents, the dissolution of the site, or the lack of a permit
renewal. We also became aware of a common solution to this problem that ensures the
long-term success of transitional housing in residential areas: Community Advisory
Committees comprised of members from the neighborhood and members from the
site-host community.
We formulated the WHNA proposal for Community Advisory Committees for
Neighborhood Transitional Villages. Please review this document as Attachment
A, below. This document has evolved, and it remains a work in progress- one which
we'd like to share and develop with county planning staff and any other neighborhood
associations and site hosts who have experience in this area. Our experience has been
that a Community Advisory Committee is absolutely necessary to resolve the above
issues.
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It is important to communicate to you that a “neighborhood liaison” will not solve the
problem of ongoing site-to-neighborhood conflict. A liaison is a point of contact, a
connector between two parties. In this case, it is a point of contact from neighborhood to
site-host. A liaison is solely a communicator. This is the role I have been serving in as
WHNA President. It does nothing to bring the two entities together, it does nothing to
reduce conflict, and it does nothing to establish standards that work to solve problems in
real time for both the camp and the neighborhood. It does nothing to ensure that the
character of the area remains stable. Only a collaborative team can work to effectively
solve problems in real time to ensure that this use complies with the criteria and
maintains the character of the area.
The county has the authority to impose the condition of a Community Advisory
Committee. CACs are currently in practice in Oregon and Washington already with
great success, and have been shown to ensure the long-term success of transitional
housing in residential areas. CACs have also been shown to improve
site-to-neighborhood relations. It appears to be a win win. Multnomah County, for
example, has successfully implemented Community Advisory Committees to support
transitional housing sites in residential areas since 2017. Please review the document
titled Research for examples of CACs as Attachment B, below.
Community Advisory Committees have been proven to solve the problem of site to
neighborhood conflict, and the requirement of a CAC as a condition of approval for the
proposed use, should the use be approved, can be reasonably expected to mitigate the
potential, and current, adverse impacts to the character of the area resulting from this
conflict associated with the proposed use.
Neither county, nor the site host, has established sufficient mitigation measures to
ensure the safety and success of the site and the neighborhood. County has instituted
no safety, health, or other standards for the residents of the village. County has
provided no guidelines, no goal posts, no oversight, or enforcement.
Application LU-19-091 requires additional mitigating measures that must be satisfied by
the applicant to operate the proposed use, including standards of operation,
enforcement, points of participation and inclusion for the neighborhood association,
transparency, open communication, and conflict resolution. The establishment of a joint
Community Advisory Committee is the necessary measure that will work to satisfy these
requirements and will bring the proposed use into compliance with BCC criteria 53.215,
(1) and (2).
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The application of CACs to support transitional housing sites in residential areas needs
to be a community wide discussion for future proposed uses. The city and county
should be encouraged to dive deeper into positive ways in which we can successfully
assist the unhoused while retaining the character of the area for the housed. It is a
balance. There are solutions. We encourage the planning commission to request that
county planning staff look into these solutions for community wide application.
This testimony is a respectful, and urgent request for county planning staff to work
together with the Safe Camp community and the West Hills Neighborhood Association
to require the formation of a joint Community Advisory Committee consisting of equal
members from both site-host and the surrounding neighborhood as an absolutely
necessary condition of approval for the First Congregational United Church of Christ’s
CUP Application LU-19-091, should the proposed use be approved.

Thank you for your consideration,
Blair Girard
West Hills Neighborhood Association President
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Attachment A

West Hills Neighborhood Association
From: West Hills Neighborhood Association Executive Board
Re:
Proposal for Community Advisory Committees for Neighborhood Transitional Villages
Date: February 29, 2020
The West Hills Neighborhood Association serves the homes from 56th Ave to 35th Ave, bounded
by West Hills Rd to the north and Philomath Blvd. to the south. Our neighborhood also includes
the First Congregational United Church of Christ which has been providing services to the
unhoused since June of 2019. In the past year, there have been no standards or enforcement
provided by the city or county. There has been no collaborative team that works to bridge the
gap between the neighborhood and the camp. Instead, the WHNA Board has had to fill this void
in handling site-to-neighborhood relations and providing conflict resolution. While we commend
the FCUCC for implementing several of the recommendations provided by the board to address
issues, our experience has been that a collaborative committee focused on handling the
complex issues that arise when operating a residential transitional village is necessary.
In seeking to bridge the gap between transitional housing sites and the neighborhoods they
reside in, the WHNA Executive Board conducted research on ways in which other cities were
working to connect the two. Our proposal is the result of that research and experience, and

expresses the need for the city to require the site-host of a Designated Microshelter Site
to partner with the surrounding residential community to form a joint Community
Advisory Committee. This group would work to address the needs of the Microshelter
Site residents and the surrounding neighborhood residents, and help solve community
problems in real time. Community Advisory Committees are a requirement in
Washington, and have been in practice in Oregon since 2017. CACs have been shown
to ensure the long-term success of residential transitional housing villages, and have
been shown to improve village to neighborhood relations.
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This proposal recognizes the urgent need to house and care for homeless individuals and seeks
to support this important work while improving community connections. Adopting Community
Advisory Committees will work to improve communication, minimize conflict, and provide
real-time problem solving that will ensure the success of these programs and the livability of the
community for all.
Thank you for your consideration,
The West Hills Neighborhood Association Executive Board
Proposal for Community Advisory Committees for Residential Transitional Housing Sites
The following elements seek to secure neighborhood buy-in for transitional housing within
residential areas. Neighborhood buy-in is essential to ensuring the long-term success of
transitional villages/camps in residential neighborhoods. Studies show that transitional housing is
most effective when placed throughout and integrated into a community and that each program
must be determined by the size and restrictions of the program.
A.

Joint Advisory Committee and Management
1. A nine member Joint Advisory Committee is comprised of equal members from the
neighborhood and members from the site-host. Numbers of participants may vary. The
number accepted from each interested party should be equal to create balance in the
structure.
a. Neighbors elect members through a Neighborhood Association, the site-host
appoints their members.
b. The Joint Advisory Committee will meet quarterly, or more, as needed.
c. The goal of the Joint Advisory Committee is to work towards the success, livability,
and effectiveness of the transitional village/camp and livability of the
neighborhood. The committee will prioritize the safety of the village/camp
residents and neighborhood residents, seek to solve problems and mediate
disputes between interested parties, and to increase program transparency.
2. A Management Team for each site (village/camp) is appointed by the applicant.
a. The goal of the Management Team is to oversee the day to day operations of the
camp/village and to report back to and receive advice from the Joint Advisory
Committee.

B.

Management Plan
1. Developed by the Management Team in conjunction with the Joint Advisory Committee,
the Management Plan provides the operational framework and regulations for each
camp/village.
2. The Management Plan shall be created in conjunction with the Joint Advisory Committee,
and will include plans for case management or other on-site transitional programs like job
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skills and life skills, services provided, code of conduct, management, site access and
restrictions, security plan, site plan, low-barrier/ medium-barrier/ high-barrier designation
based on siting of village or camp, minimum application standards, and a limit of beds.
3. The Management Plan shall include a public safety plan developed between law, fire,
animal control, and ambulatory agencies to proactively establish standards and protocols.
The applicant shall enter into an agreement stating that the subject site shall be
accessible to law, fire, animal control, and ambulatory services 24/7 without requiring any
advanced permission. The public safety plan shall include an annual report showing crime
and calls for service within a one mile radius of the village/camp.
C.

Permit
1. The City shall grant a conditional use permit that must be renewed annually.
2. Permit shall be pulled if applicant is not in compliance with the above upon the annual
review date.
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Attachment B

RESEARCH
Resources on Community Advisory Committees in Oregon and Washington

"To ensure that the community - including neighborhood associations, local businesses, and
other critical partners - have a seat at the table during the planning of this shelter, County
Commissioner Jessica Vega Pederson is leading a steering committee that will provide input
and advice on this process. This committee will have several major duties, including reviewing
and making recommendations on the populations served, design of the shelter, and the rules
and guidelines for those served by the shelter, and determining the need for and assisting in the
crafting of a Good Neighbor Agreement.”- January 2018, the Multnomah County Board of
Commissioners. To view resources and full article, view the below links.
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/566631e8c21b864679fff4de/t/5b05e1081ae6cf
032718325c/1527111945235/Foster+steering+committee+roster+May+23.pdf
http://ahomeforeveryone.net/steering-committee/
“That's why we met in smaller settings with neighborhood and business leaders. We also
scheduled one-on-one meetings with directly impacted neighbors and met, under leadership of
Commissioner Jessica Vega Pederson, with a steering committee of stakeholders to help us
shape shelter programming while also emphasizing overall public safety and infrastructure
developments in the area. [The steering committee of stakeholders role is to] invite
neighborhood and business leaders, and direct neighbors, to meet regularly with Transition
Projects staffers and Portland and County officials to help tailor the shelter to the neighborhood
surrounding it.”
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“That work included:
●
●
●
●
●
●

How to shape shelter programming
How people are served by the shelter
The structure for ongoing and responsive communication between the shelter provider
and neighborhood stakeholders
How shelter residents are integrated into the community
How to activate volunteer networks”
- Dec. 8, 2017, officials from Multnomah County, the City of Portland, the Joint Office of
Homeless Services and Transition Projects. To view the full article, go to:
http://ahomeforeveryone.net/outreach-and-community-engagement

“...Villages will have staff onsite 24/7, as well as skilled case managers. She also mentioned
LIHI volunteers will help churches oversee the villages to ensure safety. Part of the city proposal
for more tiny houses requires villages to have a community advisory committee discussing
ways to limit issues.” - January 21, 2020, by Franque Thompson. Full article can be read here:
https://q13fox.com/2020/01/21/proposal-for-more-sanctioned-homeless-encampments-in-sea
ttle-raises-public-safety-concerns/

“The Plum Street Village will establish a Community Advisory Committee (CAC) that will monitor
the progress of the village and the residents who live within it, and serve as a liaison between
the community and the village. Members of the CAC will include nearby neighborhood
stakeholders, including community leaders, businesses, immediate neighbors, service providers
and others. The CAC will meet monthly and meeting minutes will be posted here.”- City of
Olympia’s website on Plum Street Village. Full article can be read here:
http://olympiawa.gov/community/homelessness/Plum-Street.aspx
City of Seattle’s Ord. 23.42.056, section A. 1. a., which states “that the proposed encampment
operator establish a Community Advisory Committee that would provide advisory input on
proposed encampment operations including identifying methods for handling community
complaints or concerns as it relates to the facility or facility clients. The committee shall include
one individual identified by each stakeholder group in the geographic area where the proposed
encampment would be located as best suited to represent their interests. The committee shall
consist of no more than seven members. Encampment operator representatives shall attend
committee meetings to answer questions and shall provide regular reports to the committee
concerning encampment operations.”
“We undertook extensive community outreach to neighbors, businesses, and the public, working
alongside city staff, including the Seattle Police Department and the Human Services
Department, which funds LIHI for operations and services. While not everyone was supportive,
they were all provided detailed information on the management plan and code of conduct, and
were invited to submit their names to serve on a community advisory committee. Each village,
staffed 24/7, has Village Organizers and dedicated case managers to assist people in obtaining
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long-term housing, employment and services.” - March 15, 2019, By Sharon Lee. Full article can
be read here:
https://shelterforce.org/2019/03/15/tiny-house-villages-in-seattle-an-efficient-response-to-our-h
omelessness-crisis/
“Each village is supported by a City-contracted operator, adheres to specific guidelines and
hosts regularly scheduled meetings between village residents and community stakeholders
through Community Advisory Committees (CACs). The City–Permitted Villages webpage
contains details about each village to include the code-of-conduct materials, management
contact information, names of the CAC members and the minutes for the monthly meeting.”Seattle.gov. Full article can be read here:
https://homelessness.seattle.gov/update-city-permitted-villages/
“Each of the Seattle encampment operators share oversight with community advisory
committees (CACs), as required by the city ordinance authorizing encampments.”- Seattle
University School of Law. Full article can be read here:
https://digitalcommons.law.seattleu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1013&context=hrap
Multiple Examples of Community Advisory Committees from the Seattle Mayor’s Website on
City Permitted Villages: To view in greater detail go
to:https://www.seattle.gov/homelessness/city-permitted-villages

.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Terri Homer
Benton Public Comment
Written testimony for Planning Commission Public Hearing July 21, 2020
Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:49:20 AM

My name is Terri D. Homer, M.D.
My address is: 1116 SW Sylvia St, Corvallis, OR 97333
My phone number: 541-272-7188
I am writing to fully support the written testimony of the West Hills Neighborhood
Association (WHNA) in the matter of the application for the conditional use permit by
the First Congregational Church for 'SafePlace' "providing a safe area with nonpermanent shelters for unhoused individuals".
Because the location of this 'SafeCamp' or 'SafePlace' is in an established residential
neighborhood, we as 'housed' neighbors are concerned that the character of the area
(our residential neighborhood) will indeed be affected by the presence of 'SafePlace'.
We are therefore proposing that a condition of granting the permit for 'SafePlace' be
the formation of a Community Advisory Committee (CAC) which will be equally
represented by several members of the neighborhood's housed residents (elected by
the WHNA) and individuals represented by the host (First Congregational Church)
and any other management entity, eg, Unity Shelters, of 'SafePlace'. Among other
things this CAC would, in real time, handle site to neighborhood relations and conflict,
take on the responsibility for solving problems, settling disputes, and working to
improve communication between the housed neighbors and the host managing the
unhoused neighbors at SafePlace. The concept of a CAC in this situation is not a new
one and the WHNA has provided you with ample evidence based research on how a
CAC has functioned in other locations in Oregon and Washington to achieve success
in integrating and maintaining entities similar to "SafePlace' for the unhoused into an
established residential neighborhood.
In conclusion, the forming and utilization of a Community Advisory Committee is
absolutely necessary as a condition of approval to bring the use into compliance with
county code criteria so that the use does not seriously interfere with the character of
the area.
Thank you for your consideration,
Terri Homer, M.D.

C116

TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Erica Koenig <erica.koenig@gmail.com>
Monday, June 22, 2020 9:55 AM
TAYLOR Rebecca
LU-19-091 Testimony

Response to LU-19-091
This testimony is offered by myself and only for myself. I have been involved as a member of the West Hills Neighborhood Association and as
a board member and have had the opportunity to attend a meeting with the applicant recently. While this proposal has been formed for a while
I would like to take the time to offer a more robust request for the Community Advisor Committee to be added as an additional criteria for the
proposed application.
I am of the personal belief that the applicant has the best of intentions in helping the particular participants of this program and I would like to
support that end goal, and I believe that you will find similar sentiments in the neighborhood. As a neighbor, this process has led to quite a bit
of division and issues that are falling to the neighborhood association to attempt to address. The Neighborhood Association has NO authority in
this situation and can only request things, after that it is up to the City and County governments and services to establish, address and ensure
the correction of issues resulting from this use by the applicant.
I consider this an undue burden for the neighborhood association. The Neighborhood Association is intended to address many issues. And the
issues that exist with this proposed use are currently falling squarely on the shoulders of the Neighborhood Association. I have attended
meetings and witnessed correspondence from the applicant that leaves me, as an individual, feeling as though the applicant does not properly
attempt to balance the concerns of the existing neighborhood. This is despite efforts of the Neighborhood Association to reach out in a positive
and collaborative manner. Given the fact that this proposed use has been ongoing for nearly a year at this point it seems as though the
experiences of the neighborhood can be treated as factual, as opposed to theoretical.
In addition, a Community Advisory Committee may help to encourage participation of those most directly affected by the use. The
Neighborhood Association encompasses a large area and a broad range of interests in terms of policy development. The Community Advisory
Committee would allow those specifically concerned with the impacts of the proposed use to focus on this singular and unique issue.
In this way, it seems to me that a Community Advisory Committee is the only way to ensure that the neighborhood that is directly affected by
the proposed use has a position of meaningful engagement in the process of ensuring that the proposed use is successful.
The West Hills Neighborhood Association has put forth a proposal for a Community Advisory Committee
(CAC) - https://docs.google.com/document/d/1Z7KDQOxJ-OkFsNwfvHrMqtSGYtDd2gYBsj9xYkeWDIY/edit
Community Advisory Committees have been used successfully in Washington and Oregon in relation to villages for the traditionally unhoused.
As one of the goals of the services provided by this land use is to provide a safe space for members of the population experiencing
houselessness so that they can stabilize and find non-transient housing. It is not intended to be permanent housing in the same way that more
traditional housing functions. The neighborhood must have a voice and buy-in to ensure that the goal of the applicant is successful.
A CAC is essential for the requested use to meet the code requirements as set forth in Benton County Code Sections 53.215.
1) To ensure that the proposed use does not seriously interfere with the uses on adjacent properties, the character of the area, or with the
purpose of the zone - The CAC would allow for community members to be able to work jointly with the applicant to ensure that the issues that
they interfere with the character of the neighborhood in which they live. The applicant is an organized body that contributes to neighborhood
character but is not an individual neighbor that lives and functions in the neighborhood as a person. The following is a list of issues that have
recently (since February) arisen: public urination, theft of garbage and recycle bins, continued presence of shopping carts from the local grocery
store, screaming and neighbors attempting to contact the on-site manager but being unable to find anyone with whom to speak.
2) To ensure that the proposed use does not impose undue burden on public improvements, facilities, utilities or services - The CAC would
again allow for community members and the applicant to proactively address root issues that may arise rather than the symptoms of issues
being reported to Emergency Services in a reactionary fashion or to burden the Neighborhood Association, the function of which is NOT to
moderate issues between neighbors.
3) To ensure that the proposed use complies with any additional criteria which may be required for the specific use by this code - The CAC
provides both the applicant and the neighborhood with additional view points with which to help resolve any additional criteria that may be in
place for this application. It is requested that the CAC proposal be considered as an additional criteria for the applicants request.
Thank you for your time and attention to this issue.
Erica Koenig
5160 SW West Hills Rd
Corvallis, OR 97333
1
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

otamanda@hotmail.com
Tuesday, June 23, 2020 2:37 PM
TAYLOR Rebecca
RE: Comments on proposal to extend 1.35 acre parcel located at 4515 W Hills Rd in
Corvallis

Thank you for your prompt response.
Amanda La Bonte, OTD, OTR/L
5055 NE Elliott cir SP 91
Corvallis, OR 97330
541-286-7560

On Jun 23, 2020 1:56 PM, TAYLOR Rebecca <Rebecca.Taylor@CO.Benton.OR.US> wrote:
Hello Amanda,

Thank you for your time and consideration into this matter. In order to include your testimony in the record we need
you to provide a full mailing address.

Sincerely,

Rebecca Taylor

From: Amanda La Bonte <OTAmanda@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 1:39 PM
To: TAYLOR Rebecca <Rebecca.Taylor@CO.Benton.OR.US>
Subject: Comments on proposal to extend 1.35 acre parcel located at 4515 W Hills Rd in Corvallis

Dear Ms. Taylor-

I am writing about the proposal for a conditional use permit for the First Congregational United Church of
Christ property located at 4515 W Hills Rd in Corvallis to extend onto a 1.35-acre parcel county-jurisdictional
1
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property. This parcel is currently being used to house individuals in temporary, transitional shelters during a
desperate crisis that has killed more than 123,000 Americans.

The use of the church property to provide homeless individuals with temporary, transitional shelter in no way
seriously interferes with the purpose of that zoned property. The shelters to house individuals in need are
not permanent structures and there are no proposed improvements that would interfere with future urban
density residential development.

The use of shelters is consistent with the established residential uses south of the property and the church
will limit the amount of shelters to serve no more than 21 individuals. The property will provide either tents
or enclosed micro-shelters to house only individuals who agree to an established code of conduct. The area
dedicated to providing shelter includes a kitchen area, portable toilets, potable water, and garbage facilities
in an enclosed area to ensure individual safety and keep the property sanitary. No firearms or open flames
are allowed and the area has a large fence to provide privacy for the individuals housed and maintain the
look of the property for the surrounding community.

The extension of this property will actually decrease the burden on law enforcement by providing those
individuals needing shelter a safe, regulated place to live. There have been no concerns reported to date and
the regulated nature of this property will ensure it remains that way. The church has operated on the Cityjurisdictional portion of its property for 55 years as an outstanding member of that residential neighborhood.
The church has maintained its property without adverse impact on adjacent and surrounding properties, both
within the city and in the county.

We are in the midst of a pandemic unknown previously in our lifetime. Corvallis is not meeting the need for
safe housing that will protect individuals from the serious health risk of Covid-19 in many cases. They also
failed previously to adequately address the housing crisis that has led so many to living on the streets. This is
a blight on an otherwise beautiful area to live.

When the city fails, it is up to the citizens to take up the slack. That is what this church is doing. They are
fulfilling their mission, as directed by God, to serve the needy. This plan supports the mission of the church
but also the call to all citizens to protect the less fortunate. This property is morally right, funded by the
church and its supporters, and provides a solution to the very serious problem of homelessness in the area.

Thank you for your consideration. I urge the commission to make decisions which truly benefit the larger
community and keep people from dying during this unbelievable crisis.

2
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Sincerely,
Amanda La Bonte, OTD, OTR/L
Resident of Benton County and concerned citizen

3
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Keith Laxton <kjlaxton@gmail.com>
Thursday, June 18, 2020 1:45 PM
TAYLOR Rebecca
Fine Number LU-19-091

Hello Ms. Taylor,
I would like to submit this written testimony regarding File Number: LU-19-091
The application should be rejected per the Benton County Code Sections 53.205 through 53.235. BCC Section
53.215 states in part, (1) "The proposed use does not seriously interfere with uses on adjacent property, with the
character of the area or with the purpose of the zone"
I do not believe any shelter for the unhoused no matter how well ran and managed will not interfere with the
"character of the area".

Keith Laxton
1163 SW Ivy Pl
Corvallis, OR 97333
654-754-0101

1
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Commissioners,
Please accept my testimony for the FC-UCC’s Conditional Use Permit application #LU-19-091
to provide non-permanent sheltering for the homeless. I live on West Hills Rd about a half mile
down from Safe Camp and have been deeply involved in the neighborhood response to this pilot
project since it first started last year. I first want to state that I am in favor of the FC-UCC
providing services to the homeless and applaud them for their dedication and hard work. That
being said, I am sad to say that the way that they have chosen to go about creating a transitional
village with little to no input from the surrounding neighborhood and without the partnership of
public safety and fire service providers has resulted in an application for a conditional use that
does not meet the county’s criteria and fails to adequately protect the public from real fire and
public safety concerns.
I feel that the solution to the issues presented by the neighborhood, police, and fire departments
in your staff report can be easily solved by the FC-UCC providing their services on the land they
own within city limits where they operate out of. The City of Corvallis has an existing program
to allow for the siting of transitional housing micro-shelters for churches and has a proven track
record of success for this program with other churches in the city. The city is right now exploring
an expansion of this program and offers an existing pathway for the church to provide nonpermanent sheltering for the homeless. Siting the transitional housing on the parking lot in the
city limits would provide the necessary 30’ Wildland Urban Interface fire break and the noncombustible surface required by fire code, provide a greater degree of law enforcement level of
service by moving within the CPD service area, provide a safer separation from the illegal
activities in the tree farm for Safe Camp campers that have already experience a violent assault
from tree farm campers, and create a greater separation between the transitional housing site and
neighboring properties who have ongoing noise complaints.
As you weigh this difficult decision, I ask that you remember that the lessons learned over the
past year that the Safe Camp pilot project has been in operation are the facts, not speculation of a
proposed use that hasn’t yet occurred. I ask that you listen to the experience of the neighbors
most directly affected by Safe Camp, as they are the only people truly qualified to speak to the
character of the area and the use of their property. After looking closely at these facts, my
recommendation is that you deny the application for the following reasons:
Fire Protection
The proposed use does not sufficiently mitigate the risk of fire and places an undue burden on
the fire protection services (BCC 53.215 (2). The provided map of natural features fails to
indicate the Wildland Urban Interface in relation to the site, but as can be seen on the site map
the proposed camp is located under and directly adjacent to the trees in the forest. The Fire
Marshal has pointed out that a 30’ fire break is required, and that tents and structures be
separated by at least 10’ of non-combustible ground cover.

C124

I disagree with staff’s finding that there is no path to mitigation by means of compliance to meet
the Fire Code. The FC-UCC can move the proposed use to their amply sized parking lot to the
east and replace the lost parking with the gravel lot that they built for the same purpose using the
siting provision in the Corvallis Development Code.
Public Safety
The proposed use places an undue burden on public safety services (BCC 53.215 (2)). BCSO
responded to the application by stating that “BCSO cannot provide sufficient policing as a viable
answer to the SW West Hills Road homeless dilemma” and “While BCSO has been able to
handle the demanding and burdensome call volume of the tree farm in the past, a future
sanctioned “camp” has the potential to leave other jurisdictional areas of the county vulnerable
with slower emergency response times.” The applicant proposes no meaningful mitigation
measures to address this, providing only their code of conduct that in past practice has exported
violators into the tree farm and the surrounding area exacerbating issues in the tree farm. The
applicant relies upon anecdotal evidence to contradict BCSO’s findings from providing services
to the camp for the past year.
Staff’s finding that the applicant’s proposed operational plan containing clear and objective
standards to address security and safety concerns fails to identify any enforcement mechanism.
County staff have recently replied to local complaints by responding that they have no way of
monitoring what parts of the operational plan have been put into place and that they have no plan
for enforcement. Standards cannot be adequate without monitoring and enforcement.
Character and Use of the Area
The proposed use seriously interferes with the uses on adjacent properties and with the character
of the area (BCC 53.215(1)). The neighborhood association has received consistent complaints
and feedback from the neighboring properties on the negative externalities presented by the
camp. As a resident who lives a half a mile away and who has been engaged in a year’s worth of
meetings surrounding this issue, I do not feel qualified to offer my opinions on the character of
the area and don’t think many other people are qualified to offer you advice on this criteria.
Only the people who live within close proximity are qualified to evaluate that, and they have
been clear in their findings: Safe Camp as currently sited does seriously interfere with the
character of the area and restricts the use of their property. The Operating Conditions presented
in the Recommended Conditions of Approval fail to identify a mechanism to the negate
externalities presented by the camp and mitigate the impacts on neighboring properties.
If approved, a Neighborhood Advisory is a clear and necessary mechanism that should be added
to the Recommended Conditions of Approval (BCC53.220). I support the hard work that the
West Hills Neighborhood Association has done to create collaborative solutions to support
transitional housing and urge you to direct staff to create amendments to county code to allow for
these committees as a necessary requirement for the siting of transitional villages over a certain
size. Homeless services cannot exist in a silo, to be truly successful they should be woven into
the fabric of our communities and that will require community buy in.
Cody Meyer
5040 West Hills Rd
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To: Benton County Commission
From: Kathy O’Reilly, 1110 SW West Hills Place, Corvallis OR 97333
Re: Written testimony for the record of LU-19-091
I am submitting this statement in opposition to the proposed Conditional Use Permit (LU-19-091)
submitted by the First Congregational Church for the establishment and maintenance of a homeless
camp on their property on West Hills Road.
I live 116 steps using the walkways (approximately 150 ft direct) from the First Congregational Church
(FCC) homeless camp. I attended the public meeting at FCC in July 2019 and I was sympathetic to the
position in which the church stated they found themselves. Over the course of the past 11 months, my
position has changed. I list my reasons below.
1) The FCC homeless camp does not make any substantial difference in decreasing the number or
improving the quality of life of the homeless population in Corvallis.
When we were first address by the Rev. Butler at FCC we were told the camp was temporary
and that they were working with public services to get the people into appropriate housing as
soon as possible. They also stated that the tent camping would be on the non-city portion of
their property. At the time of the meeting, I believe they had found housing for 6 people. There
are currently 7 residents of the FCC homeless camp (per the FCC website 6/29/20). Most have
been at the camp the entire time. This is not temporary.
There are an estimated 800 homeless individuals in Corvallis. While I recognize that FCC is trying
to do something good, they are diverting important resources (private and public) from
programs that could help significantly more people and have more resources to assist this
population. Further, they are providing their “residents” with substandard housing (sheds, tents)
with out plumbing or sanitary sewage. The have three porta-pot on sites. They cook in the open.
During the winter, they slept outside even in the worst of conditions. If an application was
submitted for this type of housing without using the words “homeless” or “unsheltered” it
would be summarily dismissed by the County. The difference is unclear to me. Is it appropriate
to place our most vulnerable in substandard housing, but no one else?
2) The presence of the FCC homeless camp has changed the character of the area and the intended
use of the area (Benton County Code 52.215)
I have resided at my current address, in a residential neighborhood for more than 13 years and
there have been homeless people in the undeveloped property of Mr. Linn for the whole time I
have lived her, and I am told before that. Before Mr. Linn posted his property as no trespassing,
we would walk our dogs on his property. We were never bothered by the homeless, and they
did not seem to be bothered by us walking on the paths through the property. Since the
establishment of the homeless camp on the First Congregational Church (FCC) property, despite
the fact that I no longer enter the FCC or Linn property, my interactions with the homeless has
increased both in number and aggressiveness of the interactions. I now feel it is unsafe to even
walk on the north side of West Hills Road.
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While FCC argues, they are not responsible for the residents on the Linn property, neither have
they done anything to discourage their presence on the FCC property. We have been living in
the presence of the FCC camp long enough to recognize many of the residents as they come and
go from the camp, and there are many more than the 7 currently reported by the church.
There have been multiple police calls, including the beating at the FCC camp on Jan 16 2020 that
was reported in the Gazette Times. I have been prevented from leaving my street while walking
my leashed dogs (6 mo old pup and 18 year senior dog) by an aggressive, intact male dog that
threatened me and my dogs. One of my neighbors came running from his house with a bat as he
had also been threatened by the dog. As it turned out, the dog belonged to a homeless man
who was on the FCC property at the time of the incident.
I witnessed residents of the FCC homeless camp arguing with the driver about riding free on the
Philomath Commuter bus (not included in the Corvallis free mass transit). That service has since
left the area. Coincidence or not, West Hills Road has lost bus service.
Crime has escalated since the establishment of the FCC homeless camp. Testimony will be
provided by neighbors so I will not elaborate here, but our neighborhood is experiencing
increased personal and property crime, public urination/defecation in yards, trespass, littering
of drug paraphernalia, shopping carts, stolen property all along West Hills Road.
3) Fire danger
Many residents of this community are very concerned about fire since we live within feet of the
Linn and FCC properties and we have been told by one of the City Councilpersons that the trees
on the Linn and FCC properties are inappropriate for the soil and are dying (a fact that can be
confirmed by looking at the property on Google Maps). Despite assurance from FCC in public
meetings that there would be no open fires, I saw open fires under the trees (in the tent area) of
the FCC property twice this winter (2019-2020).
The Fire Department in testimony to the county has stated that the FCC homeless camp is in
violation of fire codes. If the camp is moved back to the required distance it could not house the
number of individuals that the FCC proposes. Again, I must ask why fire codes apply to some
property owners in Benton County and not to others?
Since the property is not monitored outside business hours, the church cannot assure the
neighborhood that there will be no fires on their property. Further, since the County and FCC
have been informed that they are in violation of the fire codes if they do not address the issues
they will be held liable for any damage that results. Speaking not as a home owner at risk, but as
a Benton County tax payer, has the county done an adequate job in risk assessment?
4) Lack of Transparency by the FCC regarding the homeless shelter and County bias toward the
application.
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FCC invited neighbors to an informational meeting in July of 2019. It was not a “town hall” and
there was no dialogue. As a resident of the neighborhood, FCC has made no effort to keep me or
my neighbors informed about any aspect of the homeless camp. I have received one
communication from the church and it was to inform me that the sheds were being placed on
the property and I received the letter after the sheds were in place. Further, representatives of
FCC have falsely stated, in public meetings and this application, that they had open
communications with the neighbors and the neighborhood association. In fact, the
representatives of the church have done everything in their power to manage the message and
shutdown the concerns of the neighbors including purposely attempting to exclude particular
individuals known to not be sympathetic to their mission.
The County has also been less than fair and open. There is a process for obtaining a conditional
use permit and it was not followed. County Staff reviews dismissed resident arguments without
justification (no codes were cited). The camp should have been closed until the permit, if
approved, was in place. The camp is still in violation of the current zoning for the property. The
number of residents is small enough that they could have been moved into appropriate housing
months ago, but as long as they have residents FCC can continue to argue for a conditional use
permit and if in place when annexation of the Linn/FCC properties is complete their homeless
camp will be grandfathered in and become a permanent part of our neighborhood and city.
It is also relevant to mention that the church purchased the property under discussion from Mr.
Linn. We spoke to the representative of the church at the time of the purchase and were told
that FCC purchased the property as a buffer between their church and whatever Mr. Linn
developed. The hypocrisy in laughable. The church didn’t want to look at homes and
apartments, but doesn’t see the problem that the neighborhood residents have to look at with
sheds, tents, open fires and porta-pots.
FCC and the County should consider accepting all of the recommendations of Mr. Elzinga (Mar 4
2020. In addition, both FCC and the County could go a long way to restoring the community by
supporting the proposed Community Advisor Committee. Representatives selected by FCC, the
neighborhood association (WHNA), police, fire control, and the County would jointly review and
discuss issues associated with the FCC camp. This has been used in other communities and could
be a model for the placement of homeless throughout the Benton County. A Community
Advisory Committee could solve many problems before they become unmanageable.
Thank you for your attention. I urge you not to approve the FCC application LU-19-091 at this time.
Sincerely,

Kathy O’Reilly
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DATE:

June 23, 2020

TO:

Benton County Planning Commission, c/o Rebecca Taylor

FROM:

Claire Pate, SW Timian Street Resident Mailing address is PO Box 2108, 97339. Physical

address is 1065 SW Timian, 97333

RE:

Conditional Use authorization for First Congregational United Church of Christ
(FCUCC) to provide non-permanent sheltering of individuals without housing (File
No. LU-19-091)

Thank you, Commissioners, for your work and for giving considered thought to the proposal at
hand. I want to preface my comments by stating my support for the FCUCC’s work and mission.
It is critical that the community do all that they can to provide for those that are “houseless,”
especially in this time of a pandemic. I commend them for their efforts.
My chief concern is that a framework be established so we can ensure that the proposal will
satisfy the requirements stated in BCC 53.215(1), that “the proposed use must not seriously
interfere with uses on adjacent property, with the character of the area, or with the purpose of
the zone.” The applicant states that they have co-existed harmoniously with the adjacent
residential uses on West Hills Road for the past 50 years. I truly believe that in order to
maintain that harmonious relationship, the following recommendations must be considered
and added to the “Conditions of Approval” for this application.
1) The establishment of a joint Community Advisory Committee consisting of members from
the host site as well as members of the neighborhood. Explanation: The West Hills
Neighborhood Association (WHNA) Executive Board, with Blair Girard as our leader, have done
the research on how other communities have ensured that the appropriate communication
takes place between affected neighborhoods and transitional housing sites. We have submitted
a proposal to form a joint Community Advisory Committee with members appointed by the sitehost along with residents in the neighborhood. This will provide for improved communication,
and will be a mechanism for problem solving whenever conflicts and issues surface. Incidents of
which I am aware include issues such as shopping carts being left by the side of roads in our
neighborhoods, noise complaints, discarded used needles/drug paraphernalia, and harassment
of site residents by some of our neighbors. The issues are not one-sided.
2) Ensuring that the encampment meets the requirements contained in Fire Marshal
Prechel’s memo dated March 16, 2020. This would include a 30-foot fire break from the
contiguous privately owned open space, with no tents located within that fire break. Wildfire
looms large as a concern for our neighbors, having experienced incidents in the last few years in
the forested area.
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Again, thank you for your work and your consideration.
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DATE:
TO:

June 28, 2020
Benton County Planning Commission, c/o Rebecca Taylor

Re:
Conditional Use Permit for First Congregational United Church of Christ (FCUCC) to
provide non-permanent sheltering of individuals without housing (File No. LU-19-091)
Commissioners,
My name is Ken Pate, and I have lived at 1065 SW Timian St. near the First Congregational
Church for nearly 20 years. I’m on the board of directors of the West Hills Neighborhood
Association, but comments and opinions within this document are solely my own.
I first have to state that I am in favor of granting this permit, but I have some serious
concerns about how it will be configured and applied. We have in this country a very sad and
large problem with homelessness, and it seems that there are few people or organizations that
want to do anything about it. But churches these days are stepping up to the task more and
more, and I commend them. However, providing a safe environment for both the residents and
the neighborhood that surrounds any such shelter is not an easy task. There are many issues
that need resolution before this permit should be granted and I would like to touch on just two
that are high on my list of concerns.
Fire Safety: The “Safe Camp” proposed by the church directly abuts a 143-acre parcel of
heavily forested land that is now an abandoned Christmas tree farm owned by David Lin. The
trees were planted close together and the underbrush on this parcel is very thick and low to the
ground. The trees now stand well over 20 ft. If it ever caught on fire it would burn very hot
and spread very rapidly and would produce significant ash and ember that would drift over our
neighborhood and onto our roofs and yards causing a serious fire hazard for us.
On page 217 of the church’s application (File No. LU-19-091) the Corvallis fire marshal who has
jurisdiction for the church property, asks for a 30 ft. fire break between “Safe Camp” and the
Lin property.
Quote:
5. Wildland Urban Interface Code (WUIC) requirements:
a. A 30’ fire break separating the church parcel from the contiguous privately owned open space.
b. No tents within 30 feet of the property line (within the fire break).
c. Tents separated by at least 10 feet of non-combustible ground cover in all directions.
d. All grasses maintained at a height of less than 10”.
e. Remove all ladder fuels in the camping area; i.e. deadfall, brush, snags, solid waste, etc.
f. Tree limbs cut to a height of 10 feet above the ground. end of quote.
However, in the church’s response on page 221 it appears that they are unwilling to do so.

C136

Quote:
In addition, while the church agrees that a setback and removal of ladder fuels is appropriate and warranted,
we do not agree that a 30-foot setback (fire-break) from the property line is legally required. end of quote.
This discrepancy causes me great concern and I feel that this permit should only be granted if
the church obeys all Corvallis Fire Department regulations - both current and in the future. I
am particularly concerned because the Safe Camp residents will not be supervised on a 24/7
basis.
Illegal camping by the homeless on the Lin property has been an ongoing problem for years, and
to some extent the church has exacerbated the problem by providing portable toilets and
dumpsters. It is not unusual for residents in our neighborhood to see campfires in the woods,
and the Corvallis Fire Department has had to respond on several occasions. We in the
neighborhood have always felt threatened by this situation, and frankly are a little bit miffed
that it hasn’t been dealt with in the past. This has to end, and this permitting process is the
perfect time to do it.
Community Advisory Committee: The West Hills Neighborhood Association (WHNA) is asking
the county to establish a Community Advisory Committee (CAC). I wholeheartedly support this
proposal. The church has been supporting a homeless population on the Lin property for several
years by providing portable toilets and garbage disposal; but people in our neighborhood have
never had a say about any of this. Over the past year, the church’s efforts have grown
significantly and yet until this upcoming hearing we have never had any ability to voice our
opinion on a level playing field before an authoritative body. This has led to an acrimonious
situation between the church and the neighborhood that could have all been avoided had the
church applied for a permit before providing support to this homeless population with shelters
and camping space. The creation of a neutral authoritative body like that which the WHNA is
proposing will go a long way in mending this acrimonious relationship and provide a platform for
airing and arbitrating future disagreements. I strongly feel that a CAC is absolutely necessary
to bring the use into compliance with county code criteria so that the use does not seriously
interfere with the character of the area. Without a CAC, there is no collaborative group
working to identify when and where these adverse impacts to the community occur. Please make
this a Condition of Approval if you decide to allow this conditional use.
Thank you for your time.
Ken Pate
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To: Benton County Planning Commission
From: Matthew Philpott, 1110 SW West Hills Place, Corvallis, OR 97333
Re: Second Written Testimony for the Record of LU-19-091
June 27, 2020
This is a statement of opposition to the continued presence of Safe Camp located in the West Hills
neighborhood.
The Safe Camp is 230 feet from my home. For the record, I am not against helping homeless persons
who seek to improve their lives. However, I do not think that a homeless camp belongs in the middle of
an established residential area. I also believe such facilities need to be professionally managed and goal
oriented; that early and ongoing honest and open dialog with neighboring homes and businesses is
essential; and the residents should be closely supervised. None of these things are happening at Safe
Camp.
Previously I submitted written testimony prior to the postponement of this hearing due to the Covid-19
pandemic. Since the County Development Staff chose in their earlier report to dismiss my arguments in
that testimony, I am here with this testimony elaborating and providing more detailed examples to
illustrate exactly how the presence of Safe Camp has interfered with the surrounding neighborhood,
the character of the area, and the intended use of the area (urban residential single family homes) per
Benton County Code 53.215(1).
I have lived in this residential neighborhood for over 14 years. In all that time there have been transient
homeless persons living in tents in the adjacent large tree farm property west of the First Congregational
Church. The applicant has used this fact in a convoluted way to argue that the Safe Camp will not
interfere with the character of the area. However, until the establishment of Safe Camp in July of 2019,
there were never any criminal or unpleasant incidents involving homeless persons in the tree farm that
affected us, nor did my family or I ever feel threatened or unsafe. Everything has changed for the worse
beginning immediately after establishment of Safe Camp.
Here I briefly describe some of the incidents and problems since Safe Camp was established that clearly
illustrate how the presence of Safe Camp in has interfered with the character and purpose of the area
(criteria 53.215(1)) and state my reasons for opposition to the continued presence of the camp in its
present form:
1) The recent violent assault and multiple arrests made in association with this incident on January
16, 2020 began at the Safe Camp and serves to illustrate my concerns about the safety of the
neighborhood. The applicant has not appropriately vetted their guests, and has no knowledge of
nor control over other transients who are staying or spending time in the camp. A person who
had been staying in the Safe Camp off and on returned and violently assaulted another (official)
resident of the Safe Camp. We have since learned from the public record that the assault was
precipitated by a transaction involving drugs.
2) Beginning in November of 2019, an “unofficial” / occasional resident of Safe Camp had a vicious
dog that was allowed to run loose in the neighborhood, threatening people and leased pets in
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the area. Numerous complaints were made by myself and other residents to the church, and we
were told it was not their problem because the person who owned the dog was not one of their
residents – even though many of us had witnessed the dog and its owner in the Safe Camp on
many occasions. I contacted the Corvallis Animal Control officer as did several other neighbors,
and the officer relayed that she was prevented from entering the Church property to apprehend
the dog because the Church leadership had instructed her supervisors that they could not come
on the property. I was told by the officer to call when the dog was off Church property, because
that was the only way for it to be apprehended. By preventing enforcement personnel from
entering the property, the applicant was in essence sheltering and protecting criminal behavior.
This led to attracting other criminal activities, and ultimately to the violent assault noted above.
3) I have had two threatening confrontations while walking my dogs: in September of 2019, on or
about the 14th, and on the evening of December 13th, 2019. Both involved persons I witnessed
leaving the camp just before they confronted me. In the December incident, I was being
threatened with assault by a man when he suddenly got back on his bike and rode off. The CPD

record of this is #2019-182287.
I have no idea if these are persons sanctioned to be at the camp or not, since we are not privy to
the information of who belongs at the camp. However, I can tell you I see a lot more than the
official number of persons acknowledged by the church coming and going from Safe Camp,
particularly after dark. The persons in both incidents involving me were leaving the church
property and Safe Camp on bicycles. The man who confronted me in the December incident has
been seen by myself and others since this incident on numerous occasions coming and going
from Safe Camp. These incidents have changed the character of the neighborhood (53.215).
Since these confrontations, I have begun carrying pepper spray and wearing a body camera. I no
longer feel safe walking in the neighborhood, especially after dark, and am constantly
monitoring my surroundings. My concerns for safety are not imagined, as recently acquired
crime statistics show a large increase in crime in the area since Safe Camp was established (see
my previous testimony).
4) In recent months there have been several incidents of public urination by male residents of Safe
Camp; I have observed this on two occasions, as have other neighbors on different days. A
neighbor had human feces deposited on their yard during the night. Since this type of thing was
not previously known in this neighborhood, at least not in the 14 years I have lived here, this is
another example of how the character of the area has been changed (53.215).
5) Drug paraphernalia is regularly found on the ground along West Hills Road in the vicinity of Safe
Camp. I have observed residents of Safe Camp partaking of recreational drugs, and observed
what appeared to be drug deals occurring in the parking lot of the First Congregational Church
adjacent to Safe Camp. These observed putative drug deals occurred after church staff had left
for the day, when there was no supervision of Safe Camp residents. These activities are new to
this formerly quiet, residential neighborhood, and yet another example of how the presence of
Safe Camp has changed the character of the area (53.215). Appropriate supervision and
screening of residents is a necessary condition to minimize drug activity associated with the
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camp. It is apparent by viewing the arrest logs for Benton County that drug use is often
associated with other criminal activities.
6) Residents of Safe Camp have been observed bringing stolen shopping carts from Safeway and
other businesses in the nearby shopping center to the neighborhood and abandoning them on
the streets. I have on many occasions called the businesses who own the carts to let them know
where to retrieve their property. Finally, after at least 6 carts were abandoned within less than a
week, I sent an email to the Church requesting that they do something to stop this behavior,
which has since improved but not completely stopped. Before Safe Camp, there were never any
abandoned stolen shopping carts in this neighborhood, so this is another example of how the
presence of Safe Camp had changed the character of the area (53.215).
7) The residential area surrounding Safe Camp was formerly a quiet neighborhood. Since the
establishment of Safe Camp, those of us who live nearby often hear cursing, shouting,
arguments and what sounds like fighting. This is unnerving, and when this happens, we do not
know if these incidents are serious and should be reported to law enforcement. The applicant
has not provided the neighborhood nor posted contact information for Safe Camp. In addition
there is rarely anybody from the Church or an apparent responsible party at the site so we
simply do not know who to contact. This is another example of how the presence of Safe Camp
in this residential neighborhood has changed the character of the area (53.215(1)).
In addition to the above examples of how the establishment of the Safe Camp has interfered with the
surrounding neighborhood, the character of the area, and the intended use of the area (53.215(1)), I
would like to address several other issues relating to this application, LU-19-091.
Lack of Transparency by Safe Camp Leadership: The first is transparency, or more accurately, the lack of
transparency. Given that the applicant’s decisions to establish and operate this camp directly and
indirectly affects the neighborhood in many undesirable ways, I have been surprised that the leadership
of the church has not been open and honest with its neighbors. The applicant has not engaged in any
dialog with the immediate neighbors of this camp since late July of 2019 until very recently (June 15,
2020, was the only meeting with the elected neighborhood representatives serving on the West Hills
Neighborhood Association Executive Board). This meeting took place eleven months after establishing
the Safe Camp. Dialog is the operative word here; simply posting web updates or emailing notices after
the fact is not a dialog. As but one of many examples, the neighborhood was only notified of the
decision to place residential sheds at Safe Camp on the day the first of the sheds were brought in.
In addition, on a number of occasions, church leadership has actively obfuscated information and
provided less than honest and very incomplete communications in response to requests for information
about the Safe Camp and activities occurring there that directly or indirectly affect the neighborhood.
The West Hills Neighborhood Association (WHNA) has proposed a Community Advisory Committee
composed of an equal number of members chosen by the Safe Camp advocates and also by the
neighborhood, with a reporting line to the County and the WHNA. This model has been successful in
other communities where this type of activity has been placed in or near residential neighborhoods,
including Seattle and Olympia in Washington, Santa Cruz in California, and in Alberta, Canada. The
committee would serve as a communication body between nearby residents and Safe Camp leadership
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and could help resolve disputes and solve problems before they become unmanageable. Such a
committee, when combined with other appropriate safeguards established to ensure appropriate
management and supervision of Safe Camp, would be the only way to ensure that Safe Camp
henceforth does not seriously interfere with uses on adjacent property, with the character of the area,
or with the purpose of the zone (53.215(1)). Since by all indications the approval of this application is a
foregone conclusion, if approved I support the establishment of a Community Advisory Committee as a
necessary condition of approval.
County Process – lack of impartiality: When the homeless people first appeared at the Congregational
Church last July, it was not by accident or coincidence. The Church has been providing support to
homeless people residing in the tree farm for some time (it is interesting that the applicant now refers
to those same homeless persons in the tree farm as “illegal campers”). Therefore, when the Benton
County Sherriff’s Deputies began to enforce trespassing laws in the tree farm, the homeless flocked to
the Church.
The County then failed to carry out their responsibilities to the citizens for whom they work by not
following procedure and by allowing the camp to remain operational this past year. There is a process in
place, which was not followed. The camp should have been immediately closed until the conditional use
permit process had been completed, with an application followed by a public hearing and final decision.
Instead, the camp has now been in place with no legal authority, in a residential zone not consistent
with this land use, for nearly one year. During that time, semi-permanent structures have been erected,
underground electricity has been supplied to each dwelling, and other modifications to the property
have been allowed by the County. Initially the dwellings were not to be occupied, but when the Covid-19
pandemic began, occupancy of the sheds was allowed. By allowing this camp to continue operation and
to expand with semi-permanent occupied structures while the conditional use permit process was
incomplete, the County officials have unfairly demonstrated bias in favor of the applicant and removed
fairness from the process. Does anyone really believe that this application has any chance of not being
approved?
Is This a Religious Use or Not: The applicant goes to great lengths to insist that the Safe Camp is an
extension of their church and a ministry that the congregation of the First Congregational United Church
of Christ are called to. The sheer number of supporting letters from members of the congregation, none
of whom have to live near the camp, attest to their pious devotion to this project. A Department of
Justice letter of interpretation of the 2000 RLUIPA federal statute is included in Attachment D of the
packet. A denominational document entitled “Resolution on the Homeless in America” is also included
as Attachment F. The applicant cites the RLUIPA federal statute and appears to suggest that the
application for this permit cannot be denied (an incorrect interpretation of RLUIPA).
However, in the recent meeting of Safe Camp Steering Committee and the West Hills Neighborhood
Association Executive board on June 15, 2020, it was stated by the Safe Camp leadership that the
management and operation of Safe Camp has been transferred to a secular group, called SafePlace, with
a parent organization (also a secular organization), Unity Shelter. RLUIPA protections do not apply to
secular organizations.
So I raise the question: Is this a religious land use application or not? It no longer appears to be.
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Even if one assumes this use is as a church, as the applicant states, BCC 51.020(8) defines a “church” as a
“nonresidential place of worship” – a definition which would not include a residential camp for
homeless persons. The definition of “church” in County Code includes “reasonable use of the real
property for activities customarily associated with the practices of the religious activity, including
worship services, religion classes, weddings, funerals, child care and meal programs, but not including
private or parochial school education for prekindergarten through grade 12 or higher education.” A
homeless camp is not among the activities listed as approved under this definition.
Camp Occupancy: If the application is approved, it is essential that the number of homeless residents of
Safe Camp be less than the numbers requested by the applicant. I request that a condition imposed by
the County is a reduction of the number of residents from the 21 proposed by the applicant. This is the
only way to ensure that the use does not seriously interfere with uses on adjacent property, with the
character of the area, or with the purpose of the zone (53.215(1)). As evidence, our experience to date
with this camp has demonstrated that the number of problems we endure is directly proportional to the
number of residents of Safe Camp. When the census is low, we experience fewer problems. I believe
most residents of the surrounding neighborhood would prefer no camp at all, but would accept a
permanent camp with only the current number of housing sheds (6) and no tent camping allowed. This
is a manageable number, provided adequate screening, oversight and other measures are in place.
Twenty one homeless residents is simply too many.

Matthew Philpott
1110 SW West Hills Pl.
Corvallis, OR 97333
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June 29, 2020

To:

The Planning Commission Regarding the Conditional Use Permit Sought by the
First Congregational Church of Corvallis (UCC), LU-19-091

I am writing in support of the conditions set forth by Steve Elzinga in March 4,
2020, letter to the Planning Commission.

While sheltering the homeless is a laudable activity, Safe Camp has seriously interfered
with the character of the West Hills neighborhood.

The West Hills neighborhood has become less safe:


The Benton County Sheriff has provided written testimony that the BCSO does
not have the necessary resources to support the UCC’s conditional use
permit. Has the Planning Commission ever received this kind of statement
from the Sheriff before? Safe Camp draws people to the area from all over the
county, from other counties and from other states (as illustrated below). When Safe
Camp guests do not follow the Code of Conduct created by the UCC, they are
kicked out of Safe Camp. How many people – people who refuse to follow basic
rules of conduct -- have been expelled from Safe Camp into the greater
neighborhood? The impacts have been clear: threatening behavior to residents
walking on West Hills, mail and package theft, public urination, a dog that menaced
residents and pets.



According to Jennifer Butler (in her presentation at the Academy of Lifelong Learning
on February 4, 2020), around Thanksgiving last year, Nicolas Davila parked his car
in the UCC parking lot. When the church informed him that vehicle camping was not
permitted, according to Rev. Butler he remained on the property for approximately
48 hours. Davila was later one of two people arrested in the tree farm for
possession of a stolen vehicle. On January 16, 2020, Davila allegedly assaulted a
guest of Safe Camp by beating him on the head with a baseball bat. Davila, who
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was from Palmdale, California, “was arraigned on felony charges of first-degree
robbery, second-degree assault, unlawful use of a weapon and being a felon in
possession of a firearm, as well as a misdemeanor count of menacing” (Corvallis
Gazette Times, “Man Charged with Homeless Camp Assault,” January 18, 2020, p.
A3). The victim, a Safe Camp guest, who was reportedly accused of selling the
alleged assailant counterfeit marijuana vaping cartridges, was expelled from Safe
Camp once he was released from medical care. This violent crime demonstrates
how Safe Camp has changed the character of the area and how the UCC does not
enforce their own rules (by allowing Davila to remain in their parking lot for
approximately 48 hours).


In an email sent out by the West Hills Neighborhood Association in January,
following the above-referenced attack, Association President Blair Girard reported,
“I spoke with Sargent Roach of the Benton County Sheriff's Department... Sargent
Roach told me, ‘Safe Camp is a real problem now. It is attracting individuals to the
Linn property from across the state.’ He said, ‘When we arrest someone from Marion
County, for example, we book them and then they get transferred back to Marion
County.’ He continued, ‘Well, they go talk to their buddies about this great place
where they get their blankets washed and dried and they get free food, and then the
same folks come back but they bring their buddies.’ He went on to say that, ‘This
[tree farm] camp is going to continue to grow until someone puts a stop to this [Safe
Camp]. The County and City are allowing the [safe] camp to stay there, and as long
as it is allowed, more individuals will continue to be attracted to this area. It's really
created a problem.’ Within a day of this call, I [Blair Girard] received an email from
one of our City Councilors who told me that she talked to Jane Barth last week who
is on the Safe Camp Action Committee. This councilor asked Barth if individuals in
the tree farm use the church services. The answer Barth gave was, ‘Yes.... They
charge their phones, they join Safe Camp residents for meals or to warm themselves
up.’ This councilor told me that ‘it makes sense that the port-a-johns and water tap
would be used as well.’”
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As another resident will testify in detail, crime data from the Corvallis Police
Department and Benton County Sheriff’s Department clearly indicate an increase in
cases since the inception of Safe Camp.

The UCC is requesting permission to maintain group living arrangements for 21 people.
This is out-of-character for a neighborhood that consists primarily of single family
homes, not apartments or other group living.1 Safe Camp has a part-time camp
manager (no more than 40 hours a week – or less than 25% of the time). Part-time
management is insufficient to deal with the issues that will arise in a low barrier
homeless encampment – particularly one of this size – day and night, thereby placing
the burden on nearby residents to respond to problems arising at Safe Camp.

The fire danger posed by the tents in Safe Camp is obvious: Tents are pitched in a
forested area, around and under trees. In his letter of February 18, 2020, Jeffrey
Prechel, the Fire Marshall states: “We are very concerned for the occupants safety with
regards to an unwanted fire. These types of living situations have a much greater
likelihood of an uncontrolled fire, and the fires spread much faster due to the synthetic
materials used in tent and sleeping bag construction.” The Fire Marshall may well have
pointed out that this fire danger is shared by the residents of the homes that adjoin Safe
Camp. I live on a dead-end street, immediately across the street from Safe Camp.
Should a fire break out in Safe Camp, the only avenue of exit I have from my street is
towards Safe Camp. While the Fire Marshall cautions the UCC that “if a fire originates
on the church property and extends beyond the property line, the church may be liable
for damages to any affected neighboring properties.” We believe that in approving
tent camping in a forested area, the County may also be liable for damages
should our lives be lost or our home be damaged due to a fire started at Safe
Camp.

Finally, the character of the neighborhood has been altered due to the conflict that Safe
1The

exception to this is The Retreat, a student housing complex on the edge of the neighborhood. The
Retreat has building personnel on site during the day Monday through Saturday, a nighttime security
patrol and after-hours maintenance personnel.
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Camp has caused between the church and the residents, and among residents.
Indeed, I would say that the level of conflict among neighbors is only second to that
which might occur should neighbors discover they have voted differently from each
other in the last presidential election. The level of communication from the UCC to
residents has been poor consisting of one “listening session” (as opposed to dialogue
with residents) last summer and one mailing.

I support the Community Advisory Committee that the West Hills Neighborhood
Association board is proposing as a way for the neighborhood to engage with and
resolve issues in real time and open lines of communication between the residents of
the neighborhood and the UCC. I request that a Community Advisory Committee is
an absolutely necessary condition of approval to make sure that the use complies
with the County code criteria. A sign on a fence with a phone number is insufficient.

Finally, I think it is important to note, as another resident will testify, that the majority of
people who have written in support of Safe Camp do not live in the neighborhood and
so really have no idea of the impacts on those of us who do live here.

Gael Sapiro
1101 SW Stopp Place
Corvallis
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Steven Philpott <stevon10@msn.com>
Monday, June 29, 2020 3:25 PM
Benton Public Comment
Testimony for LU-19-091

Testimony of Steven Philpott, 1110 SW West Hills Pl., Corvallis, OR For the record of LU-19-091 June 29, 2020 I live very
close to the Safe Camp. Our area has experienced a number of problems associated with the Safe Camp residents. I have
found drug paraphernalia and also a weapon (machete) stashed near the Safe Camp. There is a lot of noise, shouting and
the police have been called several times since the camp opened. While not a viticim of it myself, I have noticed a raise
in theft of items from my neighbors property which prior to the safe camp establishment was rare to non existent.
Matters that have effected me or my family on several occasions a member of my family has been accosted on walks by
people living at the safe camp and has been driven to carry self defense items such as: pepper spray, and a collapsing
baton to feel safe in our own neighborhood.
In my opinion places like Safe camp are a good thing meant to help individuals at risk that live on the street. That a great
purpose, as long as the site is has proper oversight ideally from both the program leaders and members of the
community in which the camp is set up in. Which is why I support what The West Hills Neighborhood Association
(WHNA) is proposing. A Community Advisory Committee (CAC) composed of members chosen by the Safe Camp and by
the neighborhood that could help solve problems that occur between the Safe Camp and the surrounding
neighborhood. A CAC could be a positive step in is necessary to ensure that Safe Camp does not seriously interfere with
uses on adjacent property, with the character of the area, or with the purpose of the zone. I join with many of my
neighbors in adding my support for a Community Advisory Committee as a necessary condition of approval.
Sent from my iPhone

1
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To:
From:
Re:
Date:

Benton County Planning Commission
The West Hills Neighborhood Association Executive Board
Testimony for Application LU-19-091
June 29th, 2020

To Benton County Planning Commission,
Thank you, Commissioners, for your work, and for considering the proposal at hand;
and thank you very much for providing an opportunity for the public to participate on this
issue. The West Hills Neighborhood Association (WHNA) serves the homes from 56th
Ave to 35th Ave, bounded by West Hills Rd to the north and Hwy 34 to the south,
including the First Congregational United Church of Christ (FCUCC) and Safe Camp.
The WHNA’s purpose is to facilitate and encourage communication, inform members,
and to advocate for the inclusion of our members in areas of community concerns.
We, the WHNA Executive Board members, propose as a condition of approval to
Application LU-19-091 - should the application be approved - the requirement of a joint
Community Advisory Committee comprised of equal representation from both the
applicant and the Neighborhood Association to bring the proposed use into compliance
with Benton County Code criteria BCC 53.215(1), “the proposed use must not seriously
interfere with uses on adjacent property, with the character of the area, or with the
purpose of the zone.” Please view the WHNA Board Proposal for Transitional
Villages in Residential Areas as Attachment A, below.
The application (LU-19-091) requires additional mitigating measures that must be
satisfied by the applicant to operate the proposed use, including standards of operation,
enforcement, points of participation and inclusion for the neighborhood association,
transparency, open communication, and conflict resolution. The establishment of a joint
Community Advisory Committee is the necessary measure that will work to satisfy these
requirements.
There is clear justification for the application of this condition of approval, which can be
demonstrated in some of the examples provided below. However we encourage you to
look further into the issues that have adversely impacted the character of the area over
the last year. These issues are referenced in Attachments B, C, and D, and in the
testimony provided by the neighbors living near the proposed use, as they are the most
immediately impacted.
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Inadequate Standards of Operation, Oversight, and Enforcement
Standards of OperationThe County has provided no standards of operation to date. It was the West Hills
Neighborhood Association Board who requested that a fence be erected to secure the
Safe Camp residents from traffic on David Lin’s land. This request went unanswered by
the site host for months, and it was not until an unfortunate incident occurred against a
Safe Camp resident by a person camping on Mr. Lin’s property that a fence was finally
erected. A Community Advisory Committee would allow the neighborhood and the site
host to work together to establish standards of operation that will ensure the safety, and
the success of the proposed use.
OversightTo date, there has been no mechanism of oversight identified by the County or site host
to handle issues that arise between the site and the neighborhood. The applicant’s
management plan does not address this, and the formation of a Community Advisory
Committee is necessary to provide this mechanism of oversight to ensure that the
proposed use complies with Benton County Code criteria 53.215 (1).
For over a year now, the site host has developed no plan to collaboratively process
site-to-neighborhood conflict. Lacking such a plan, the WHNA Board had to formulate a
process in order to field all of the concerns, questions, complaints, and disputes
between the site host and the neighborhood. It has been time consuming and taxing,
and has placed a substantial and undue burden on the WHNA Board. The real deficit
here, however, is that because we have no authority to resolve these issues as they
arise, we can only communicate these concerns, questions, and problems to the site
host. When these problems go unresolved, and when these questions go unanswered,
it is the WHNA Board who has to follow up with the site host to find out if, when, or how,
the problem will be resolved. Additionally, there is no process of determining the
outcome. This is a tedious, unsustainable, and ineffective process. It is reactive, not
proactive. A Community Advisory Board will ensure that the neighborhood and the site
host work together towards solving not only current problems, but also to proactively
identify the potential ones that could negatively affect the character of the area.
EnforcementTo date, there has been no mechanism of enforcement identified by the county. On May
22, 2020, the West Hills Neighborhood Association issued an email to the county
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composed of questions from members. When asked how the county will be enforcing
the on-site management of Safe Camp, County Staff responded that, “the county does
not facilitate or oversee the daily operations or management of Safe Camp.”
As you may be aware, our neighborhood lies in close proximity to a large forested area,
and fire safety remains an ongoing concern for us. Neighbors have reported that open
fires have been observed outside the Safe Camp designated fire area, and that propane
tanks are being stored beside tents in the forested zone of Safe Camp visible from West
Hills Rd. Due to these reports, on May 20, 2020, the WHNA also asked how fire safety
is being addressed by the County for Safe Camp and neighborhood residents. The
response from the County was that “Safe Camp is, to our knowledge, continuing to
carry out and enforce the fire safety measures in their operating plan. [which states that]
No open fires are allowed in the camping area at any time….[and that] propane must be
contained within the designated kitchen area.”
These communications exhibit a clear lack of enforcement by the county. They indicate
that the county cannot give our neighborhood full assurance that the proposed site has
been in compliance with the operating plan and safety measures, which is a public
safety concern. A joint Community Advisory Committee would work to solve this
problem because the inclusion of neighbors in the “goings on” at camp will result in a
level of accountability for the site host. Conversely, the inclusion of the site host in the
“goings on” in the neighborhood will create a level of accountability for the neighborhood
as well. It is a win win.

Inadequate Points of Participation and Inclusion
It has been over a year since Safe Camp has existed in our neighborhood, and it has
been a year since the site host offered any opportunity for a point of participation to the
neighborhood. Due to this lack of opportunity, the WHNA Board had to identify and
create a mechanism to handle issues of site-to-neighborhood relations and conflict. In
the past year, the WHNA Board has been the only venue for neighbors to offer input on,
share concerns about, and discuss Safe Camp on an ongoing basis. This effort has
greatly strained the resources of the WHNA Board.
Also during this year, there has been little attempt made by the site host and the Safe
Camp Steering Committee to meet and engage with the WHNA Board. The only
meeting that has occurred between these two bodies occurred at the behest of the
WHNA Board, and only just as recently as June 15th, 2020. We have been trying to
solve a problem that involves two entities, but are only able to work with our own body.
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We cannot solve these complex problems alone. Solutions require the participation of
both entities to effectively mitigate both present, and potential, adverse impacts for both
site and neighborhood residents. A joint Community Advisory Committee is an
absolutely necessary condition of approval for the applicant to operate the proposed
use, and to bring the proposed use into compliance with county code.

Inadequate Communication Resulting in Conflict
When communication is a one way conversation, it can be frustrating at best, but when
coupled with the inability to get responses or answers from the site host to our
questions, it becomes destructive and problematic. A Community Advisory Committee
works to solve this issue by the very nature of its objective, which emphasizes
improving site-to-neighbor communications and relations. An advisory committee is
necessary to bring the proposed use into compliance with county code by ensuring that
questions are responded to in real time; that the issues they arise from are addressed;
and that the problems are resolved in a timely manner so as to maintain the character of
the area of both site residents and neighborhood residents; and to bring the proposed
use into compliance with BCC 53.215, (1).
Lack of Clear InformationThe WHNA has been asking the site host since July of 2019 to share the Code of
Conduct for Safe Camp residents. This document, in the period of a year, has never
been directly shared with neighbors or the WHNA Board. It was not until February of
2020, that Jan Napack, Ward 1 City Councilor, upon hearing that we were still unable to
access the document, sent us a copy of the Code of Conduct that we were finally able
to review the document. The site hosts’ refusal to provide even the basic foundational
documents for Safe Camp creates the feel of a black box process in which the unknown
looms large for neighbors most directly affected.
Lack of Notification Regarding Changes at the SiteChanges at the site are not communicated to the neighborhood until after they have
occurred. One such example of this lack of notification can be demonstrated in how the
micro shelters arrived at Safe Camp. The WHNA was sent an email the morning of the
shelters being transferred onto the premises. There was no forward mention of the
transference, nor opportunity for points of participation on the implementation of micro
shelters which are semi-permanent structures.
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A Community Advisory Committee would work to proactively notify the neighborhood
and site residents of proposed changes at the site, and would provide the mechanism
for points of participation on these changes.
Lack of Response to Neighborhood ConcernsIn November of 2019, the WHNA Safe Camp Subcommittee was formed as a forum for
those in the neighborhood who wished to participate on Safe Camp matters. The
subcommittee worked for three months researching best practices, gathering
information, and reaching out to city and county law enforcement and staff, to determine
if a productive way forward could be found to solve the problems neighbors were
reporting. The findings were put into a WHNA Board Report (Attachment D) as well as a
number of questions gathered from neighbors and those gathered from the committee’s
research Attachment C).
These questions were sent to the site host on February 11, 2020, with the
understanding and agreement that they would be responded to in a timely manner (site
host said by the end of the week). We, to this day, over four months later, have still
received no response to the majority of these questions. The few that were addressed
were not given directly to the WHNA Board, but were posted on the UCC website, and
were issued in a direct mailer to the neighborhood as a “Safe Camp Update from the
UCC.” To date, the majority of these questions remain unanswered, and the issues they
arose out of still remain unresolved.
You may review the WHNA member questions sent to the Safe Camp Steering
Committee, as Attachment D, below. Many of the questions in this document illustrate
neighbors' concerns over adverse impacts to the character of the area. Without a
Community Advisory Committee in place, these kinds of questions, and the issues they
arise from, will continue to occur. An advisory committee is necessary to bring the
proposed use into compliance with county code by ensuring that questions are
responded to in real time, that the issues they arise from are addressed, and that the
problems are resolved in a timely manner. Doing so will help to maintain the character
of the area for both site residents and neighborhood residents.

Lack of a Conflict Resolution Plan
The beauty of a Community Advisory Committee is that it works to resolve site to
neighborhood conflict just by the very nature of the organization’s structure. Because it
brings both entities together to work collaboratively on issues, all of the differing
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perspectives are identified and heard allowing issues to be raised and resolved, thus
reducing conflict. Without this structure in place, conflict continues and unresolved
issues will fester. This is the number one reported reason that transitional housing sites
in residential areas fail.
The presence of all of this conflict in general has severely impacted the character of the
area, and confirms that the proposed use is not in compliance with county code criteria
as per BCC 53.215, (1).
The WHNA Board has acted for over a year in the role of mediation, site to
neighborhood liaison, and conflict resolution, moving way beyond the scope of the
expectations of the WHNA Board under normal conditions. We have lost members due
to conflict, expend a great deal of time and effort in resolving this conflict, and our other
work as a neighborhood association has had to suffer due to the time commitment
required to handle site to neighborhood relations.
The site host has had over a year to develop a system to process and resolve site to
neighborhood conflict. The FCUCC has had over a year to design and implement a
mechanism for improving site to neighborhood relations and communication. Yet neither
of these has happened. The WHNA Board at the suggestion of our City Councilors
suggested a process of neighborhood mediation with the site host, but that offer was
refused without explanation. A collaborative forum is necessary to heal the divisions that
exist between the site and the immediate neighbors and prevent further conflict from
arising.

Inadequate Public Safety Provisions
Since micro shelters first moved into the lot on the UCC property in February of 2020, it
was stated that a 40 hour-per-week manager would be provided onsite. In the time that
has passed since, the Board has repeatedly requested a phone number to contact the
onsite manager in case of urgency. However to this date, neighbors still have no way to
reach anyone on the Safe Camp site.
This is a serious public safety issue. In the year that this use has been in operation, the
site host has provided only two ways to contact someone in case of urgency, the email
address for Reverend Butler, and the UCC office number. The public safety issue arises
when you consider that, in case of urgency, the Reverend lives in Albany, and the office
has limited hours of operation.
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Just last month, a neighbor contacted the WHNA Board relaying their immediate fear for
individuals in Safe Camp because of loud screaming emitting from the site. This
neighbor expressed concern over the fact that they had no way to contact anyone about
this matter, and that they walked across the street to reach out to the manager, but
there was no manager onsite. The expressed concern is what will happen in the
potential next incidence of urgency?
There needs to be a way to adequately handle safety concerns for both the site
residents and the neighborhood residents in real time. A Community Advisory
Committee is the mechanism that will provide a solution to this problem by ensuring that
adequate points of contact in case of urgency are provided to the site residents and
neighborhood residents, and that public safety concerns are identified and resolved in a
timely manner.

Lack of Transparency and Inconsistencies in Communications
From the first day of Safe Camp’s establishment, there was no proactive communication
with the neighborhood to announce the UCC’s decision to form Safe Camp, nor was
there any proactive communication about how the camp would function in the
neighborhood. This first move to exclude the surrounding community has really
damaged the relationship between the site host and the neighborhood. One that can be
resolved through the requirement of a CAC as a condition of approval. The first effort of
the joint committee must be to reestablish this trust and mutual goodwill between the
UCC and the neighborhood as this mistrust and hostility has severely impacted the
character of the area.
Additionally, there has been the ongoing issue of a lack of transparency from the site
host. The applicant states that they started providing assistance to those camping in the
adjacent tree farm property in the early 2000’s. Then the transfer of the property on
which the proposed use occurred in 2011, but no development was allowed on the
parcel per the deed transfer. The parking lot on the parcel in question was added in
2017, but never or rarely utilized as a parking lot. In the spring of 2020, micro shelters
were moved into the parking lot. The neighborhood was informed after the fact and told
that they were being stored and not intended for occupation. These shelters were then
put into operation. These things being observed by the neighborhood leaves the
applicants’ statement that this land use was not emergent and could not have followed
the traditional land use process, seemingly hollow. The FC-UCC has consistently
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messaged to the neighborhood that Safe Camp was set up in response to the needs of
the unhoused who appeared on their property in August 2019 urgently seeking
sanctuary. Actions by the applicant in interacting (or not) with the community do not
engender the trust of the neighborhood that the use, as it currently stands, is in the best
interest of the camp residents or the neighborhood. This lack of transparency and
inclusion has resulted in conflict that the Neighborhood Association then mediates. A
CAC is a necessary best practice to manage conflict and open communications to
prevent these misunderstandings.
Allowing the participants to be full members of the neighborhood would be best for all,
yet instead, the communications from the applicant limit any communication between
the neighborhood and the participants, which only further the stigma and otherness that
the participants may be feeling. We understand the desire to protect the participants
from harassment, but in fact denying all communication only inflames division and
mistrust. A CAC would be able to help foster a deeper understanding of the program
and lessen the “black box” feeling that the neighborhood currently has regarding
SafeCamp. With the full understanding that individual protections for the residents is
key, simply by allowing folks who live in the neighborhood to have neighborly relations
with the new neighbors would go a long way to dispelling this distrust, this could be
arranged through the CAC to assist in ensuring comfort levels for all.

The Proposed Use Has Affected the Character of the Area
Many residents adjacent to, and in close proximity with, the site have consistently
complained to the Board that the use of the site is seriously interfering with the uses on
adjacent property, and affecting the character of the area as per BCC 53.215, (1).
People who have lived near the church for decades have been clear and consistent that
the use has restricted their use of their property, through harmful interactions between
site residents and neighborhood residents, public urination and defecation, theft, and
deposition of litter, among others. These instances of negative impacts to the character
of the area, and interference with their property can be viewed in greater detail in the
WHNA Incident Report, as Attachment C, below.
It is important to note that the vast majority of these neighborhood members have
expressed their openness to the church providing services to the unhoused and have
endorsed the formation of a Community Advisory Committee to mitigate the negative
externalities presented by the presence of a transitional village. They only ask to have
their voices heard in the process.
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Conclusion
In closing, we, the West Hills Neighborhood Association Executive Board, want to
assert that we are in support of assisting the unhoused. We commend the FCUCC for
their amiable goals in helping those who need a hand up. But the way in which the site
host went about executing the plan to establish Safe Camp, and the way in which the
site host has engaged with the neighborhood community has caused serious damage to
the relationship between the site and the neighborhood. It has been our experience that
the only way to repair this damage, and to ensure the success of this site, is through the
establishment of a joint Community Advisory Committee that allows for the open flow of
communication, the quick response time, the points of participation and inclusion,
transparency, and public safety provisions that will bring the proposed use into
compliance with BCC 53.215, (1) and (2).
For further reading and to gain a deeper understanding on all of the issues summarized
in this document, please reference the WHNA Board Report, (Attachment E).
The county has the authority to impose the condition of a Community Advisory
Committee, Benton County Code allows for additional mitigation measures as a
condition of approval for a Conditional Use Permit. There are many examples across
the West Coast; they are a requirement in Washington, and demonstrated best practice
in Oregon. Multnomah County, for example, has successfully implemented Community
Advisory Committees to support transitional housing sites in residential areas since
2017.
Community Advisory Committees have been shown to provide solutions to the above
issues, and the requirement as a condition of approval for the proposed use, should the
use be approved, can be reasonably expected to mitigate the potential, and current
impacts associated with the proposed use. Please see Attachment B for examples of
our research.
The application of CACs to support transitional housing sites in residential areas needs
to be a community wide discussion for future proposed uses. The city and county
should be encouraged to dive deeper into positive ways in which we can successfully
assist the unhoused while retaining the character of the area for the housed. It is a
balance. There are solutions. We encourage the planning commission to request that
county planning staff look into these solutions for community wide application.
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This testimony is a respectful and urgent request for county planning staff to work
together with the Safe Camp community and the West Hills Neighborhood Association
to require the formation of a joint Community Advisory Committee consisting of equal
members from both site-host and the surrounding neighborhood as an absolutely
necessary condition of approval for the First Congregational United Church of Christ’s
CUP Application LU-19-091 in order to bring the proposed use into compliance with
Benton County Code criteria 53.215, (1) and (2).

Thank you for your consideration,
The West Hills Neighborhood Association Executive Board
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Attachment A

West Hills Neighborhood Association
From: West Hills Neighborhood Association Executive Board
Re:
Proposal for Community Advisory Committees for Neighborhood Transitional Villages
Date: February 29, 2020
The West Hills Neighborhood Association serves the homes from 56th Ave to 35th Ave, bounded
by West Hills Rd to the north and Philomath Blvd. to the south. Our neighborhood also includes
the First Congregational United Church of Christ which has been providing services to the
unhoused since June of 2019. In the past year, there have been no standards or enforcement
provided by the city or county. There has been no collaborative team that works to bridge the
gap between the neighborhood and the camp. Instead, the WHNA Board has had to fill this void
in handling site-to-neighborhood relations and providing conflict resolution. While we commend
the FCUCC for implementing several of the recommendations provided by the board to address
issues, our experience has been that a collaborative committee focused on handling the
complex issues that arise when operating a residential transitional village is necessary.
In seeking to bridge the gap between transitional housing sites and the neighborhoods they
reside in, the WHNA Executive Board conducted research on ways in which other cities and
counties were working to connect the two. Our proposal is the result of that research and
experience, and expresses the need for the county to require the host of a transitional

housing site to partner with the surrounding residential community to form a joint
Community Advisory Committee. This group would work to address the needs of the
site residents and the surrounding neighborhood residents, and help solve community
problems in real time. Community Advisory Committees are a requirement in
Washington, and have been in practice in Oregon since 2017. CACs have been shown
to ensure the long-term success of residential transitional housing villages, and have
been shown to improve village to neighborhood relations.
This proposal recognizes the urgent need to house and care for homeless individuals and seeks
to support this important work while improving community connections. Adopting Community
Advisory Committees will work to improve communication, minimize conflict, and provide
real-time problem solving that will ensure the success of these programs and the livability of the
community for all.
Thank you for your consideration,
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The West Hills Neighborhood Association Executive Board
Proposal for Community Advisory Committees for Residential Transitional Housing Sites
The following elements seek to secure neighborhood buy-in for transitional housing within
residential areas. Neighborhood buy-in is essential to ensuring the long-term success of
transitional villages/camps in residential neighborhoods. Studies show that transitional housing is
most effective when placed throughout and integrated into a community and that each program
must be determined by the size and restrictions of the program.
A.

Joint Communicy Advisory Committee and Management
1. A Community Advisory Committee is comprised of equal members from the neighborhood
and members from the site-host and one county or city staff member. Numbers of
participants may vary. The number accepted from each interested party should be equal to
create balance in the structure.
a. Neighbors elect members through a Neighborhood Association, the site-host
appoints their members, and city and county staff identify their members.
b. The Community Advisory Committee will meet monthly, or more, as needed.
c. The goal of the Community Advisory Committee is to work towards the success,
livability, and effectiveness of the transitional village/camp and livability of the
neighborhood. The committee will prioritize the safety of the village/camp
residents and neighborhood residents, seek to solve problems and mediate
disputes between interested parties, and to increase program transparency.
2. A Management Team for each site (village/camp) is appointed by the applicant.
a. The goal of the Management Team is to oversee the day to day operations of the
camp/village and to report to and receive guidance from the Community Advisory
Committee.

B.

Management Plan
1. Developed by the Management Team in conjunction with the Community Advisory
Committee, the Management Plan provides the operational framework and regulations for
each camp/village.
2. The Management Plan shall be created in conjunction with the Community Advisory
Committee, and will include plans for case management or other on-site transitional
programs like job skills and life skills, services provided, code of conduct, management,
site access and restrictions, security plan, site plan, low-barrier/ medium-barrier/
high-barrier designation based on siting of village or camp, minimum application
standards, and a limit of beds.
3. The Management Plan shall include a public safety plan developed between law, fire,
animal control, and ambulatory agencies to proactively establish standards and protocols.
The applicant shall enter into an agreement stating that the subject site shall be
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accessible to law, fire, animal control, and ambulatory services 24/7 without requiring any
advanced permission. The public safety plan shall include an annual report showing crime
and calls for service within a two mile radius of the village/camp.
C.

Permit
1. The City shall grant a conditional use permit that must be renewed annually.
2. Permit shall be pulled if applicant is not in compliance with the above upon the annual
review date.
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Attachment B
RESEARCH
Articles and Quotes on Community Advisory Committees in
Oregon and Washington

"To ensure that the community - including neighborhood associations, local businesses, and
other critical partners - have a seat at the table during the planning of this shelter, County
Commissioner Jessica Vega Pederson is leading a steering committee that will provide input
and advice on this process. This committee will have several major duties, including reviewing
and making recommendations on the populations served, design of the shelter, and the rules
and guidelines for those served by the shelter, and determining the need for and assisting in the
crafting of a Good Neighbor Agreement.”- January 2018, the Multnomah County Board of
Commissioners. To view resources and full article, view the below links.
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/566631e8c21b864679fff4de/t/5b05e1081ae6cf
032718325c/1527111945235/Foster+steering+committee+roster+May+23.pdf
http://ahomeforeveryone.net/steering-committee/
“That's why we met in smaller settings with neighborhood and business leaders. We also
scheduled one-on-one meetings with directly impacted neighbors and met, under leadership of
Commissioner Jessica Vega Pederson, with a steering committee of stakeholders to help us
shape shelter programming while also emphasizing overall public safety and infrastructure
developments in the area. [The steering committee of stakeholders role is to] invite
neighborhood and business leaders, and direct neighbors, to meet regularly with Transition
Projects staffers and Portland and County officials to help tailor the shelter to the neighborhood
surrounding it.”
“That work included:
●
●
●
●

How to shape shelter programming
How people are served by the shelter
The structure for ongoing and responsive communication between the shelter provider
and neighborhood stakeholders
How shelter residents are integrated into the community
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●

How to activate volunteer networks”

- Dec. 8, 2017, officials from Multnomah County, the City of Portland, the Joint Office of
Homeless Services and Transition Projects. To view the full article, go to:
http://ahomeforeveryone.net/outreach-and-community-engagement
“...Villages will have staff onsite 24/7, as well as skilled case managers. She also mentioned
LIHI volunteers will help churches oversee the villages to ensure safety. Part of the city proposal
for more tiny houses requires villages to have a community advisory committee discussing
ways to limit issues.” - January 21, 2020, by Franque Thompson. Full article can be read here:
https://q13fox.com/2020/01/21/proposal-for-more-sanctioned-homeless-encampments-in-sea
ttle-raises-public-safety-concerns/

“The Plum Street Village will establish a Community Advisory Committee (CAC) that will monitor
the progress of the village and the residents who live within it, and serve as a liaison between
the community and the village. Members of the CAC will include nearby neighborhood
stakeholders, including community leaders, businesses, immediate neighbors, service providers
and others. The CAC will meet monthly and meeting minutes will be posted here.”- City of
Olympia’s website on Plum Street Village. Full article can be read here:
http://olympiawa.gov/community/homelessness/Plum-Street.aspx
City of Seattle’s Ord. 23.42.056, section A. 1. a., which states “that the proposed encampment
operator establish a Community Advisory Committee that would provide advisory input on
proposed encampment operations including identifying methods for handling community
complaints or concerns as it relates to the facility or facility clients. The committee shall include
one individual identified by each stakeholder group in the geographic area where the proposed
encampment would be located as best suited to represent their interests. The committee shall
consist of no more than seven members. Encampment operator representatives shall attend
committee meetings to answer questions and shall provide regular reports to the committee
concerning encampment operations.”
“We undertook extensive community outreach to neighbors, businesses, and the public, working
alongside city staff, including the Seattle Police Department and the Human Services
Department, which funds LIHI for operations and services. While not everyone was supportive,
they were all provided detailed information on the management plan and code of conduct, and
were invited to submit their names to serve on a community advisory committee. Each village,
staffed 24/7, has Village Organizers and dedicated case managers to assist people in obtaining
long-term housing, employment and services.” - March 15, 2019, By Sharon Lee. Full article can
be read here:
https://shelterforce.org/2019/03/15/tiny-house-villages-in-seattle-an-efficient-response-to-our-h
omelessness-crisis/
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“Each village is supported by a City-contracted operator, adheres to specific guidelines and
hosts regularly scheduled meetings between village residents and community stakeholders
through Community Advisory Committees (CACs). The City–Permitted Villages webpage
contains details about each village to include the code-of-conduct materials, management
contact information, names of the CAC members and the minutes for the monthly meeting.”Seattle.gov. Full article can be read here:
https://homelessness.seattle.gov/update-city-permitted-villages/
“Each of the Seattle encampment operators share oversight with community advisory
committees (CACs), as required by the city ordinance authorizing encampments.”- Seattle
University School of Law. Full article can be read here:
https://digitalcommons.law.seattleu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1013&context=hrap
Multiple Examples of Community Advisory Committees from the Seattle Mayor’s Website on
City Permitted Villages: To view in greater detail go
to:https://www.seattle.gov/homelessness/city-permitted-villages
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Attachment C

WHNA Incident Report
Reports Received from Neighbors in Their Own Words
“We live on West Hills Place (across from the church) and had our mailbox broken into
around Thanksgiving time. The post office had to replace the lock as a result. This took
3 weeks to complete and required us to get mail from the downtown post office for that
time period. It was reported to police. Additionally, our kids no longer walk to the
mailbox on their own because of a free roaming dog that visits our street regularly. The
dog belongs to a resident of safe camp and my kids feel scared of it; it’s large and
always unattended.”
“About two months ago I had an adult male follow me closely while on a jog. As I left my
street and entered West Hills headed towards the roundabout, a man exited the church
driveway, crossed the street and proceeded to slowly troll behind me on his bike as I
ran. Around Timian I stopped and forcefully gestured for him to go around me. He
laughed and sped away. I no longer felt comfortable running and went home since I was
still close by, concerned I’d run into him again. This behavior isn’t worthy of calling the
cops, but is clearly a nuisance and from this point forward will warrant a formal
complaint.”
“Over the summer, during the week of July 15th (my mom was here visiting) I took my
mom and kids across the street to play at the OSU playground at the church. We left
abruptly after spotting a man walking through the woods naked - he was collecting
sleeping bags hung over the playground fencing. Shortly after this, the neighborhood
meetings began. We haven’t been back to the playground.”
“I wanted to reach out and address my concerns that I don’t feel safe and I don’t agree
with what is being allowed to go on in our neighborhood. Recently, our neighbor told us
that they saw a women in their backyard at 10:30pm, through their back patio video
camera. They had no idea why the women was in their backyard but that is extremely
concerning to me.”
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“There has been multiple times that people ride through our neighborhood on bicycles
to and from the camp or the tree farm, that make me feel unsafe, and at times I will
actually wait to open my garage because I don’t want them to see inside my
garage/home. We don’t leave our garage open at all, if we’re outside working.”
“I am hesitant to have my daughters out front to play and I honestly don’t want to even
walk the neighborhood. With watching the news and with family in law enforcement, I
know there were people (at least previously camped there) that did have warrants and
it's frustrating that they are not checking to see if these people are a threat to our family
or children. Why does it have to take a victim of something happening for any action to
be done? I grew up in Corvallis and I chose to move back within the last year but with
what we have witnessed and the feeling that no one is supporting the best interests of
the community we chose to move back to, were actually looking to leave again. We
moved from a place where we had similar foot/bike traffic, with the same homeless and
criminal type of issues that moved into the neighborhood and we then were victims from
that situation and criminal activity. I have never felt so unsafe in my own home and we
moved to get away from that feeling. I can honestly say we’re getting them same feeling
again as we watch the situations happen around us, and that only adds to our feelings
that we chose the wrong community to move back to. It’s really sad.”
“I don’t feel safe with all of this happening right near our home but I really feel like no
one is listening. I don’t want my next email to you to be one where I am actually another
victim to criminal activity, so I really hope there is something that can be done about
these issues soon. I strongly feel if this situation was spread out to every neighborhood
and every church took on some of these people, more would be done and quicker
action would be taken, but with the “out of site, out of mind mentality”, we may never
see resolution and you may find more people leaving because they don’t feel safe in
their own neighborhood.”
“While walking my dog, I witnessed a person on a bicycle opening and going through
mailboxes on West Hills Road. He headed to 53rd, then south. Reported to CPD.”
“I was walking my dog along West Hills Road near Stopp Place. A young-ish woman
exited the Safe Camp on a bicycle and began pedaling west on West Hills Road. As she
approached me (on the other side of the road from where I was walking) I glanced at
her and she began shouting at me, demanding to know “Do you have a problem?” I did
not respond, but yes, I do have a problem with the presence of these people in my
neighborhood. She rode off cursing at me.”
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“I was walking my dog on West Hills Road, on the tree farm side between Timian and
Sylvia this evening at 6:30 PM. It was dark, so I was wearing my headlamp, to see and
be seen. I stopped to allow my dog to relieve herself. A person who had come out of the
"Safe Camp" on a bicycle rode by, then circled back and accosted me. He was a large
white male, and demanded to know why I was staring at him; why I had a problem with
him, and did I want trouble. I said no, but felt very threatened. He eventually rode off. I
did not have my phone with me so I called Corvallis PD when I got home and reported
the incident. This is not the first time I have been verbally accosted by people from the
Safe Camp.”
“An aggressive intact male pit bull cross, mostly black with some white on chest, has
been running loose in the area of the Congregational Church. It has behaved in a
threatening manner to both people and dogs living in the area. It has been nearly run
over by vehicles several times. The dog went back to the church and ran into the Safe
Camp after the most recent confrontation with several people and dogs on leash,
January 6th. The dog has also jumped the fence into a yard on Stopp Place to threaten
the dogs and people who live there (Gael and Denise). Corvallis PD has been called.
One of my neighbors (Richard), whose son and dog were threatened by this dog, later
contacted the church and was told that the dog did not belong to any resident of the
Safe Camp.”
“Stolen mail was found on 12-27-2019. I contacted as many owners as I could and
confirmed that they were stolen. They have been returned to the owners. Drug pipe
cleaning tools were found on 11-24-2019 on sunset drive and shown to a police officer
who was driving by and he took them to be disposed of. Broken needle was found on
sunset drive on 10-19-2019 and disposed of. I don't have specific dates of the homeless
camp people cutting through sunset which is a private drive but it is a constant
problem.”
“There is a large black dog that has frequented my house and my neighbors houses
that has shown aggression to us that lives at the camp or in the forest. It comes into my
yard and does its business and tears up my grass. I'm more worried about it attacking
my little dog or my kid. It has been seen returning to the camp and the church multiple
times. It comes almost every other day.”
“Unfortunately I won’t go over to the church anymore. After the neighbor girls found a
machette being stashed in the playground gravel and another parent finding needles I
will not go over there.”
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“The problems with the pit bull cross intact male dog at large continue. It threatened me
and my dogs again this morning on our walk, and also my neighbor Richard van Driesch
who lives on the corner of Sunset and West Hills, and has a dog and child. This animal
has been urinating and defecating in our yards and digging up our flower beds and
lawns, in an apparent show of dominance over our dogs. ---- has video of this animal in
his yard nearly every day from his security cameras.”
“We've called the Sheriff at least three times about a woman seemingly being hurt.
We've heard gunshots. Sometimes it seems there may be a party going on with music
and loud talking and yelling.”
“One night we looked out our front window facing West Hills and there were at least six
sheriff patrol cars, no lights or flashing signals on, parked across the street next to the
tree farm. We monitored the situation and later talked with the officers. They said that
they were trying to capture a suspect for a warrant who was reportedly in the Tree Farm
but were unsuccessful (we had concerns about someone on the run nearby). They said
that if they had found him they would have taken him to the jail and then released him
because there was no room at the jail. They also said that the Tree Farm was a known
"hangout" for those who have committed crimes. This has apparently been going on for
years.”
“On November 12, 2019, as Legend had started the project at the end of Sylvia, a man
was trying to add scrap lumber to his bicycle cart. He came up to my car window and
pressed his face on the window and I said "no" and he backed away.”
“The pit bull cross dog continues to run at large. It has been observed by me as going
into the Safe Camp on numerous occasions, including this morning. I have called
animal control (no answer) for both city and county. I have also called dispatch twice.
Call # 2020-007379 for most recent call. They promised to “look into it.” Today I called
the church and was told they have also called animal control. I informed them that the
dog is clearly living in their camp. The person told me it was not owned by one of their
“approved camp residents” and I reiterated that it is clearly owned by someone living in
the camp, or spending a lot of time there – both day and night, and therefore they are
responsible for this situation. If the dog attacks me, my family members, or my dogs I
will sue the Church for harboring a dangerous animal. The person I spoke with said she
will call animal control again. I got a phone message from animal control and hope to
speak with them soon. They are aware of the problem and have received a number of
complaints from residents near the church. This is typical of interactions with the
Church. They absolve themselves of any responsibility by stating that all the problems
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are being caused by persons not approved to live in the camp, while it is clear that
persons living or staying temporarily in the camp, or using the camp as cover for coming
and going from the woods, are causing problems. The fact is that the church has no
idea who is in that camp. This situation is becoming intolerable, and we are thinking of
moving away, but the only thing keeping me here is my stubbornness: I hate to concede
defeat to Jennifer Butler and her righteous crusade. She of course can leave at the end
of the day and go home to her quiet neighborhood in Albany with no homeless camp of
criminals feet from her door. This really sucks, and my stress level is off the chart.”
“I have lived here 14 years, during which there have been homeless the whole time in
the Linn tree farm property, and the church has been a good neighbor. We never had
any problems until the church decided to host a homeless camp. I have called the police
exactly twice before this fall in all that time: once when we had a raccoon with distemper
on our porch in the middle of the day, and once to request some speed enforcement on
West Hills. Now I have CPD dispatch on speed dial and am a regular customer. I’m
think that retiring from OSU and moving away is looking pretty good.”
“During July, I was returning home in my car and a man on one bike with a woman on
another were coming out of Sunset. I slowed down because they were in front of me.
He started cursing and yelling at me and making hand signals. This made me feel very
uncomfortable. I did not want for him to see which street I was turning on so I continued
on West hills road to the round about and returned home. They went into the Safe
Camp. I would prefer that you just say that a resident had an altercation with the man on
a bike. I have volunteered with the homeless in the past and know that some of them
are easily upset but I still felt unsafe. I am disappointed that the church has not been
communicative about their plans. They are not being good neighbors.”
“We have these incidences to account for: Feb 2018. --- happened to be awake and up
one morning around 4am. She heard a noise out back, on our deck. She was groggy
and didn't investigate. That day I went out on the deck and saw muddy footprints.
Someone had come through our side gate and into our backyard. After that we put a
lock both of our gates.”
“I called the fire department one morning in July to report the strong smell of smoke
coming from the tree farm. I don't know what the outcome was.”
“There have been a few things that have occurred that are minimal, but perhaps worth
noting: Increased trash (cans/wrappers/etc) in front of my house in the last 12 months.
Nothing egregious, but definitely noticeable. And About three weeks ago, a large black
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dog was spotted at my end of the street wandering around alone. Won't say the breed
because I don't want the breed to be stereotyped or stigmatized. A few days later I saw
this dog being walked/cycled by one of the ppl in the Church's encampment. ie, it wasn't
"lost" or a "stray," but it was obvious that it had gone on a little rumspringa... it had
gotten loose from its owner at the encampment and had started wandering unattended
through the neighborhood. Because of the size of the dog, if I'd had kids playing in the
front yard I would've been worried for their safety.”
“My family had one incident last year: Something was stolen from our car parked in our
driveway during the night. I think it happened the night of Sept. 18/morning of Sept. 19,
shortly after the camp was established at the church. When I went out to take my
daughter to school in the morning I found the car glove compartment open, and later
realized an old GPS unit was missing. We kept our car doors unlocked back then
(thanks to a car break-in a decade prior in a different part of town where a window was
broken and we had to go through the hassle/expense of having it replaced) and nothing
of real value in the car (I can't believe the GPS was worth more than a few bucks). It
was a Thursday morning, I recall, because my husband suggested the transient(s) who
goes through the recycling bins had likely tried out car doors, too. I talked to several
neighbors and no one else had their car broken into. Our next door neighbor changed
their front flood light to be more sensitive, so now it comes on whenever we go to our
car, which I appreciate. I felt unsafe for a few weeks after that, fearful of the house
getting broken into, but that abated and now I've mostly forgotten it ever happened.
That's our only experience of crime in the 7+ years we've lived here.”
“The only concern that I have had is that there were a couple people rummaging
through our recycling bin on trash day (that hasn’t happened for a couple months and
nothing since then.) That makes me a bit concerned due to identity theft issues, but not
really sure that homeless people would be committing those types of crimes. I have not
had any reason to call the police, other than to report people trespassing into Lin’s tree
farm. Unfortunately I have not kept a log as those call have been seldom and infrequent
since Safe Camp has been established.”
“We often get homeless people passing by our house on their way to Safeway, etc. We
have never had any problem due to theft or anything else except a little litter once in
awhile. What is more significant is that we do not have an enclosed garage. Just a
carport where I often/always leave tools out, and yet I've never in the 20 years that we
have lived here had anything go missing. That being said, Do I feel safe in my
neighborhood? Not necessarily. In the last year I've heard shots fired, probably coming
from the Lin property, and I've picked up discarded hypodermic needles off the street.
Not really the signs of a safe neighborhood.”
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“December 6th - my car was parked on my driveway unlocked and someone rummaged
through it during the night. They took a few items, nothing extremely valuable, probably
total $60-80 worth. I have reported to the police same day.”
“During the holidays we put out a box on our porch in front of our front door with a box
of food treats for the delivery people with a note thanking them for delivering our
packages. One day shortly before Christmas, the deliveryperson placed a package in
front of our door and rang our doorbell and helped himself or herself to some treats. We
immediately removed the package. About 5 minutes later someone came up to our front
porch and took several items from the food box. We have no way to prove this but
suspect that the person saw the delivery taking place and had come to porch to steal
the package but instead, finding no package, helped themselves to food.”
“Oct 2019. ---- left home and drove west on west hills road. Near the traffic circle she
saw man on a bike with a trailer going through the Republic Services cans that were
located on someones property (not on the street for pickup). About 1.5 hours later,
when ---- was home again, she saw that same cyclist ride past our house slowly. She
went out front and looked. His bike was parked in the street and he was on a neighbors
property going through the cans. ---- confronted him from a distance and told him that
this is a private street and he is on private property and that he needs to leave now or
the police will be called. Which she did anyway. The police went to the church camp but
did not find the person described. Sunset Dr is a private drive, with large signs on both
ends indicating such. We have always seen some homeless people riding through, but
since the camp was created we have seen a dramatic increase in those numbers.”
“Our glass bottle recycling bin was stolen last week.”
“We haven't had any incidents, things stolen, etc. We generally support the camp but
feel like it's a little disingenuous for the church to act like they have nothing to do with
the folks in Mr Lee's woods, when it is the church's services that likely attracted many of
them. With that said, the more they get to know their campers and (hopefully) with a few
police sweeps of the woods the population will hopefully get back down toward what it
used to be.”
“No problems at my house. Much of the property is fenced and it is screened from the
road by a tall thick hedge. Foot traffic seems to be confined to the other side of the
street which has a paved pathway; many people use it.”
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“Personally, I have not had any problems in relation to the homeless camp. Those I
assume who live there pass my house on a regular basis, making their way between
WH Road/Hwy 20, and show no contempt or animosity. I have not spoken to any of
them yet they have shown only what I would describe as humility and respect. I have
seen some struggle getting their belongings by bike to the camp along WH Road, not
having lights in the dark, wet and cold, and endangered by cars coming over the hill. It
is a terrible situation and tough to watch, especially knowing they live outside in cold,
wet, miserable conditions.”
“While I don't doubt there have been incidents and have heard gossip about some of
them, so far my feelings of safety have remained the same and I have no incidents to
report.”
“I wanted to write to say that in the last two years I haven't experienced anything at or
around my house (on Sunset Dr.) that made me feel unsafe or that I thought rose to the
level of criminal activity.”
“We have not had any unsafe incidents at our residence since moving here in 1994. In
that time we have had only 1 theft about 15 or more years ago when someone stole
items out of the glove box of our car. Our general feeling is we are safe here.”
“We have never had any incidents at our place on Sunset drive.”
“We have nothing to complain about here at our house regarding suspicious or unsafe
activity. I do think it’s useful to see what was actually reported to the CPD. I think
complaints fall in a different category than reportable incidences. We might not always
like what our neighbor does, (level of upkeep and repairs they do, etc) but it’s probably
not something we would call the police or city about. And if we did report, we’d find out if
it was reportable or not. Someone might not like the tents, or the kitchen, bathrooms,
etc at Safe Camp but if it’s within the rights of the property owner, as Safe Camp is, it’s
not reportable.”
“We live right on West Hills, half way between the church and 53rd. We have not
experienced any uncomfortable incidents in the past year.”
“My husband and I have lived on ---since 2002. We have not noticed any increase in
unsafe activities over the past couple of years. Nor have we personally experienced an
incident which made us feel threatened.”
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“I and my wife had experienced no negative interactions with the home people on the
100 acre + treed area on the north side of West Hills. We live just opposite where many
of the homeless were coming in and out of their camps before the police evicted them.
Either on a bike or walking their average behavior was as good or better than the
average in Corvallis and better than elsewhere. All walkers kept to the sides of the road.
All bikes followed road rules etc. Until about the time that the church began housing
some at the back of the church parking lot, we walked there several early evenings, in
the dark, and never once felt threatened by anyone, homeless or otherwise. We are not
walking there now for health reasons, not because the homeless have temporary
shelter. The only negative thing is more garbage along the side of the road, on the 100
acre side of West Hills. Also, there are more people coming by to look for bottles to take
out of the bottle recycling containers, once a month, when the garbaged trucks pick up
bottles. Some of these people are not the homeless. I talked to one man who said he
paid his rent, by picking up bottles to refund for the deposits. Since the new, single,
place to take bottles is not convent, I find this a positive thing. I would far better let
someone collect those bottles and not have Republic make more of a profit.”
“As far as impact of the homeless folks on this section of the neighborhood, we see
none.”
“I do not have any incidents to report. I have not experienced or nor have I seen
anything happening around my house or our immediate neighborhood, which would
include our frontage on West Hills Rd. and our back access on Dakota Ave. So all is
well concerning what activity we see.”
“I feel pretty safe but my husband noticed a van lurking down the road - of course this is
very non-specific. OVERALL I feel pretty safe except for the cars that fly down the road
- I make sure to make terrible faces as them as they do.”
“Our family hasn't experienced anything negative. The only issue is the bikes with no
lights going up and down the street. We generally feel safe but are somewhat
concerned that the church may be attracting more homeless with their policies.”
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Attachment D

To:
From:
Re:
Date:

FC-UCC Safe Camp Steering Committee
Cody Meyer, WHNA Safe Camp Subcommittee Board Liaison
WHNA Member Questions
February 11, 2020

Members of the Steering Committee,
Thank you for providing us this opportunity to ask you for more information about the FC-UCC
and Safe Camp. As I am sure that you are aware, the last eight months have been very
challenging for our neighborhood association to respond to and understand the many different
feelings and perspectives of our members on the issues of homelessness and Safe Camp.
The West Hills Neighborhood Association (WHNA) purpose is to facilitate and encourage
communication, inform members, and advocate for the inclusion of our members on areas of
community concerns. To further these goals, the WHNA Executive Board has created the WHNA
Safe Camp Subcommittee to work on information gathering to keep our members informed, and
to that end submit the following questions for you gathered from members of the neighborhood
and subcommittee. These questions along with your responses will be shared with the
neighborhood. I understand that there are a lot of questions, many of which are difficult and
pointed, but I am hopeful that by addressing them openly, we can facilitate a better
understanding between the neighborhood and the church. I also hope that it may help your
steering committee gain a better understanding of the concerns that some of the neighbors
have.
WHNA Safe Camp Subcommittee Scope:
The scope of the subcommittee is to work together to reach out to appropriate points of
contact, to perform appropriate research, to brainstorm and propose options and ideas towards
solutions to problems, to keep track of any changes or developments, and to keep WHNA
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members informed. All of the information gathered will be presented to the board and to the
neighborhood. The scope of the subcommittee is not negotiating for any outcomes unless
receiving prior approval from the Board. The scope of our subcommittee is not taking any
actions on issues besides the action of information gathering unless receiving prior approval
from the Executive Board.
Thank you for taking the time to help answer these and the many other questions that our
association has sent to you. It has been a great help for us to keep our members informed.
Neighborhood Relations:
1. How does the church view their relationship with the neighborhood?
2. What do you believe are the rights of the neighbors to be included in decisions being
made for Safe Camp? Do you believe that neighbors have a right to request action from
the church to increase safety?
3. If the church wants a good relationship with the neighborhood, what is the process they
see to make that happen with Safe Camp located on their property?
4. Is the church concerned about the impact Safe Camp is having on the neighborhood?
5. Does the church hear neighborhood concerns, and if so what are they doing to
lower/alleviate them?
6. How do neighbors have input on what the actions the church is taking that affect their
neighborhood?
7. WHNA and City Councilors Bull and Napack have both expressed interest in a mediation
process between the church and neighborhood, and have been told that the Steering
Committee is not interested in pursuing this option. Can you explain the reasoning
behind this decision?
8. Can you help the neighborhood understand why the Steering Committee has been
unwilling to allow a WHNA representative on the Steering Committee?
9. What is the process for neighborhood complaints and concerns? When people raise
concerns, how do they know if they are being addressed or not? What is the church's
protocol for handling complaints (i.e. Steering Committee, Jen, Church Council)?
10. The neighborhood and board has requested multiple times to view the code of conduct
contract for campers and the management plan for Safe Camp. Is there a reason that
this has not been shared?
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11. WHNA was told through a conversation with a County Planner that the church submitted
a Conditional Use Permit application for Safe Place. Why didn’t the church notify WHNA
when asked for updates?
12. What would you like from the neighborhood?
Safe Camp Plans:
1. Can you share the outcomes of Safe Camp so far in respect to the original 26 campers?
a.
b.
c.
d.

How many are still in camp?
How many went to transitional housing?
How many were evicted?
How many went to the tree farm?

2. What social services are currently being provided to campers? What services would you
like to see?
3. We have heard that future plans for Safe Camp are evolving. Can you tell us what the
future vision looks like? How many people would it accomodate? Tiny homes, tents? Will
it be low-barrier as the church has defined in their updates to the neighborhood as being
limited to background checks for violent sexual assault and child predation, and illegal
drug use is prohibited?
4. Given the proximity to the unmanaged tree farm and a residential neighborhood, do you
believe that this safest location to host a low-barrier transitional village?
5. Will a future Safe Camp include an open access of services?
6. Neighbors have previously asked for 24/7 management and were told that it is not an
option. Is 24/7 management an option for future plans of camp?
7. There are a number of tents within a short distance from the church’s property line on
David Lin’s property. Are those persons considered part of your Safe Camp? Are they
utilizing services provided by the church for the Safe Camp?

8. How do you view your legal responsibility for the actions of your Safe Camp residents
and their guests?
9. The Safe Camp website states that Safe Camp is run and modeled after Opportunity
Village in Eugene. According to their management plan, they have 24/7 onsite
management, site security through a controlled access point, curfew, registration of
visitors, don't allow alcohol or drugs, and have a detailed management and safety plan.
Can you provide specific examples of how Safe Camp is providing these?
Safety
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1. What steps has the church taken to ensure the safety of the Safe Camp residents?
2. What steps is the church taking to mitigate risks to the neighborhood from events such
as the 1/16 assault at Safe Camp?
3.

How is the church ensuring that their residents do not start a fire?

4. In a meeting in November, the church told WHNA that the woman with screaming
problems was evicted from Safe Camp, and was now living in the tree farm and was the
source of screaming heard from the woods. Some people are concerned that those who
cannot meet the minimum requirements of Safe Camp are being evicted into the
neighborhood where they have no services or supervision. What is the policy for properly
handling evictions to minimize the impacts caused to the neighborhood?
5. Neighbors identified porosity between Safe Camp and the tree farm since November and
have continually been pressing on this as a key area of concern for neighbors. Do you
think that there is an issue with porosity between Safe Camp and the tree farm? If so,
what measures such as fencing and access restrictions is the church working to
address it?
6. An unattended aggressive dog was roaming the neighborhood and threatening people's
dogs and children whose owner was eventually revealed as the suspect in the 1/16
assault. Neighbors alerted the church that the dog was entering and exiting Safe Camp
over many days before the assault occurred. How did you respond to neighbors'
concerns? Did you try to locate the dog's owner? Do you feel the assault could have been
prevented if the concerns were taken more seriously?
7. In a statement to the neighborhood, the church stated that “detectives spent most of the
day working the Tree Farm to locate the suspect who was eventually located and
arrested”. We were later informed by CPD and BCSO that the suspect was found hiding
in a Safe Camp tent.
a. Is this correct and can you help clear up the discrepancy?
b. Were you aware that the suspect in the assault was hanging in and around Safe
Camp for nearly two weeks prior to the assault?
c. Before the assault, were you aware that it was his dog that was menacing
neighbors?
8. In light of the recent assault, can the church consider moving the campers inside the
building?
9. What process is used to screen Safe Camp residents and their guests for criminal
backgrounds, and what criteria, if any, is used to exclude residents based on this
information?
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Attachment E

West Hills Neighborhood Association
Board Report
February 29, 2020

Introduction
The West Hills Neighborhood Association (WHNA) serves the homes from 56th Ave to 26th
Ave, bounded by West Hills Rd to the north and Hwy 34 to the south, including the First
Congregational United Church of Christ (FC-UCC) and Safe Camp. WHNA’s purpose is to
facilitate and encourage communication, inform members, and advocate for the inclusion
of our members on areas of community concerns. Owing to the divided feelings on Safe
Camp, the WHNA Executive Board has sought to act as a neutral body and advocate for our
members to be included in the decision-making process on decisions that impact their
lives. To further this, the board created the Safe Camp and Tree Farm Subcommittees to
work on information gathering to keep our members informed. The purpose of this report
is to provide members with information so they may better advocate for their position,
whatever that may be (pro or con).
Contained in the report is a discussion of city, county, state, and federal regulations
pertaining to Camp, illegal camping and activity in the tree farm, and concerns expressed
by members of the neighborhood. It should be noted that as can be seen in the survey of
WHNA members, not all the neighborhood shares these concerns; many members of the
neighborhood are supportive of Safe Camp.
The report then concludes with a proposal on community governance for the city and
county to consider as code amendments to permit transitional housing and microshelters.
The intent is to increase collaboration for transitional housing within residential areas to
secure neighborhood buy-in that will be essential for the long-term success of transitional
villages/camps in residential areas.
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Land Use Regulations
County Zoning

Although the church itself sits on city land, Safe Camp is located on the adjacent parcel
owned by the church that is in the county. As such, county zoning and regulations apply to
activities on that site. The FC-UCC has applied for a conditional use permit for Safe Camp to
operate under the existing county zoning. The County Planning Commission will be
reviewing the FC-UCC’s application to determine if it meets the following criteria from the
County Zoning Code:
The decision to approve a conditional use permit will be based on findings from Chapter 53
General Review Criteria and Procedures (Ch 53.215 Conditional Uses):
1. "The proposed use does not seriously interfere with uses on adjacent property, with the character
of the area, or with the purpose of the zone."
2. "The proposed use does not impose an undue burden on any public improvements, facilities,
utilities, or services available to the area."
3. "The proposed use complies with any additional criteria which may be required for the specific
use by this code. [Ord 90-0069]"

Staff and Commissioners can suggest that “Conditions of Approval” be added to a permit,
but they must be “clear and objective” and be related to the criteria. Upon annexation of
this land into the City, the Conditional Use permitted by the County can be considered as a
“nonconforming use” by the City and thereby grandfathered in, becoming a permanent
feature. However, suggestions can be made that County staff consider adding a Condition
of Approval and specifying either a time limit for such a permit. Examples of these types of
conditions include a termination of permit at annexation, having an oversight committee to
determine if criteria continue to be met, or some type of Management Plan. These
conditions would need to be included in the application.
The decision for approval is based on the criteria found in the County Development Code
under chapter 53 General Review Criteria and Procedures 53.205 through 53.235.
The commission will accept testimony in advance of the hearing or testimony can be
submitted along with oral testimony at the public hearing. County staff advises interested
parties submit testimony to staff well in advance of the hearing to be included with the
staff report. Additionally, the record may be held open for additional testimony if there is a
request for an extension of time.

Appeals

Any decision made by the Planning Commission can be appealed to the County
Commissioners within 14 days of the date decision is signed. They, in turn, would hold a
public hearing and take testimony in the same manner. In order to remain objective,
County Commissioners will not engage in discussions with stakeholder outside of the
public hearings.
There is a final appeal opportunity to the State Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) if
someone were to disagree with the County Commission’s ruling.
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City/County Ordinance on Siting of Microshelters

Benton County and the City of Corvallis are both in the process of drafting new code for
“vehicle camping and transitional housing.” The impetus for this is House Bill 2916 and, in
the County, the code will be developed by a team that includes representatives from
Health, County Counsel, Sheriff’s Office, and Community Development, with coordination
with Community Development staff. The code will be proposed as a new Chapter in the
County Development Code, with the hope of having proposed legislation ready for review
and implementation within two months. They will likely draft language as a starting place
prior to getting the neighborhood involved in reviewing and commenting on it prior to
refining a final draft for official review. This process for revising, or adding to, the County
Code requires an eventual public hearing by the County Commissioners, and they will be
encouraging both written and oral testimony.
The City will be following a similar path toward code development and will be looking to
build off existing code requirements for non-residential areas and previous work efforts.
Previous work towards developing siting criteria was done by the predecessor to the Home,
Opportunity, Planning and Equity Board (HOPE), the Housing Opportunities Action Council
(HOAC). Some of the siting criteria from the HOAC Keystone Strategies Task Force Report
on Camping include:
●
●
●
●
●

Active case-management support; interconnection with services
Outreach to neighborhoods
Limit the number of units (probably 3); must be on gravel or pavement
Establish collaboration with City police and emergency responders
Identify methods for handling community complaints or concerns

House Bill 2916

HB 2916 is a law enacted by the 2019 Oregon Legislature that allows for local governments
to establish transitional housing accommodations. A common misunderstanding is that this
legislation mandates such housing. As adopted, the law states that local governments
“may” authorize, but it does not include such a mandate. Under this law, transitional
housing accommodations are intended to be used by individuals or families on a limited
basis for seasonal, emergency or transitional housing purposes and may include yurts,
huts, cabins, fabric structures, or tents. The site may provide parking facilities, access to
water, toilet, shower, laundry, cooking, telephone or other services either through separate
or shared facilities.

House Bill 4001

HB 4001 is proposed legislation that if passed would, establish construction, use and
management of emergency shelters to address an increasing homelessness emergency.
The bill states that shelters shall be sited ‘not withstanding’ state and local land use
regulations, meaning that the siting would not be subject to local regulation, zoning, or
comprehensive plans. The emergency shelters as described in the bill are similar to the
ones already in place at the FC-UCC. They are lockable temporary dwelling with heat with
contained or separate designated areas for cooking and cleaning with proper
transportation or services nearby. The legislation includes a sunset date of July 2021.
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Section 3(1)B states that an applicant requires 3 years of experience in managing
emergency shelters using best practices.

Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act
In 2000, the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act (RLUIPA) was passed by
congress. The intent was to protect religious freedom. RLUIPA created a safeguard for
religious institutions previously unable to combat generally applicable land-use regulations.
The statute prohibits governments from enacting “a land use regulation in a manner that
imposes a substantial burden on the religious exercise of a person, including a religious
assembly or institution” unless the government acts to further a compelling government
interest using the least restrictive means. The Supreme Court defines substantial burden as
“where the state conditions receipt of an important benefit upon conduct proscribed by a
religious faith, or where it denies such a benefit because of conduct mandated by religious
belief, thereby putting substantial pressure on the adherent to modify his behavior and to
violate his beliefs”. However, lower courts have failed to come to a consensus on a proper
definition in the religious land-use disputes.
In brief, RLUIPA was intended to eliminate the distinction between discriminatory land-use
laws and those that are neutral (generally applicable to all). RLUIPA defines “religious
exercise” as “any exercise of religious, whether or not compelled by, or central to, a system
of religious belief,”. RLUIPA provides several important protections, including:
●

Protection against substantial burdens on religious exercise:
RLUIPA prohibits the implementation of any land use regulation that imposes a
"substantial burden" on the religious exercise of a person or religious assembly or
institution except where justified by a "compelling governmental interest" that the
government pursues in the least restrictive way possible.

●

Protection against unequal treatment for religious assemblies and institutions:
RLUIPA provides that religious assemblies and institutions must be treated at least
as well as nonreligious assemblies and institutions.

●

Protection against religious or denominational discrimination:
RLUIPA prohibits discrimination "against any assembly or institution on the basis of
religion or religious denomination."

●

Protection against total exclusion of religious assemblies:
RLUIPA provides that governments must not totally exclude religious assemblies
from a jurisdiction.

●

Protection against unreasonable limitation of religious assemblies:
RLUIPA states that governments must not unreasonably limit "religious assemblies,
institutions, or structures within a jurisdiction.”
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Tree Farm Subcommittee
The WHNA board formed the Tree Farm subcommittee to focus on illegal activity in the tree
farm on the corner of West Hills and 53rd. The group met and discussed illicit activity in the
tree farm, the connection between services provided at Safe Camp and ways to reduce
camping in the tree farm. The group reached out to law enforcement, obtained crime
statistics, and drafted a WHNA board letter sent to the property owner, David Linn, and the
Benton County Sheriff asking that the property be posted with a ‘no trespass’ and that the
waste from the illegal camps are cleaned up.
The board recently learned from Benton County that David Linn has been in contact with
them since last year and is currently working with them to devise ways to keep his property
clear of illegal camping and activity. Mr. Linn has recently posted new ‘no trespass’ signs
with the Sheriff and working with them on an understanding that law enforcement may
access his property at any time. The board intends to follow up with the County to
determine appropriate actions to pursue in dealing with the growing amounts of trash
from abandoned camps and illegal activity in the woods.
WHNA conducted a neighborhood poll of members in November 2019 asking for
neighborhood feelings on Safe Camp and activity in the tree farm. As the results below
demonstrate, the neighborhood is mostly united on concern over illegal camping in the
tree farm.
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Neighborhood Concerns with Safe Camp
The following section discusses a summary of issues brought up by members of the WHNA
regarding FC-UCC and Safe Camp. The information is synthesized from member emails,
interviews, subcommittee research, and a member survey. It should be noted that there
are several neighbors who have expressed support for the FC-UCC and Safe Camp and that
not all members share these concerns. The concerns are generally around transparency
and camp management. WHNA conducted a neighborhood poll of members signed up to
the mailing list in November 2019 asking for neighborhood feelings on Safe Camp. As the
results below demonstrate, support is divided in the neighborhood.

Transparency
Responding to a request from the City, the FC-UCC has utilized WHNA as the primary
means of sharing information with the neighborhood. The FC-UCC held a public open
house to inform and listen to neighbors and sent a variety of updates through the WHNA
email list. Despite these efforts, neighbors both in support of, and opposed to Safe Camp
have complained about a lack of transparency from the FC-UCC and expressed concerns
about how Safe Camp has been developed without neighbor collaboration. Specific
incidents that highlight these concerns are detailed below. The FC-UCC has been reluctant
to work together with the WHNA towards what the board believes are shared goals of
safety and livability for all living beings. This has created a barrier to neighborhood buy-in
on the proposed activity at the FC-UCC site, and has created strong feelings in the
neighborhood.
Inclusionary Process
The FC-UCC has been reluctant to work together with the WHNA towards what we believe
are shared goals of safety and livability for all living beings. This has created a barrier to
neighborhood buy-in on Safe Camp and has created strong feelings in the neighborhood.
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Councilors Jan Napack and Barbara Bull, along with the WHNA board have suggested that
the FC-UCC engage the neighborhood in a mediation process, the FC-UCC declined that
request. Additionally, the WHNA board suggested an equal exchange of representatives on
the FC-UCC’s Safe Camp Steering Committee and WHNA Executive Board. That request was
also denied.
Information Sharing
Despite frequent requests beginning in August of 2019 for information such as the Code of
Conduct contract, management plan, the FC-UCC has not provided this information to the
neighborhood.
According to the County Planning Department, the FC-UCC applied for a Conditional Use
Permit on December 2nd. Despite both the City and County engaging in talks with the
FC-UCC and frequent requests for updates, WHNA was not notified of the pending
application until January 24th when requesting an update on another matter from the
County.
City/County Transitional Housing Code
Discussions have been happening between the FC-UCC and leaders in the City and County
to craft an ordinance that will allow transitional housing on church properties. WHNA first
contacted the city and county in August of 2019 asking for guidance and opportunity for a
public process but was not shown or invited to participate in a process until February 2020.
Benton County has since informed the WHNA that they will be a stakeholder in an
upcoming process. The City of Corvallis has also indicated that they will work harder to
include the WHNA in outreach efforts and make the ordinance process more transparent.
Safe Camp Assault
On Jan 19th the FC-UCC released a statement to WHNA stating that the suspect in the
assault was arrested after officers combed the tree farm. WHNA was subsequently
informed by law enforcement that the suspect was found hiding in a Safe Camp tent after
hours spent searching the woods when campers told the officers that they didn't know
where the suspect was.

Management Issues
Connection to Tree Farm Camping
WHNA board members first raised the issue of separating illegal camping in tree farm and
Safe Camp by limiting access to services such as power outlets, porta johns, and building a
fence along western property line at a meeting in November 2019 and have continually
pushed this as a critical issue to address. In an email on January 14th, the FC-UCC responded
to a request from WHNA asking for specific actions to separate and secure Safe Camp, by
stating that they don't know how to be helpful and this is the responsibility of David Lin's
property ownership. The FC-UCC then offered to remain in contact with BCSO. In an email
from the FC-UCC on January 22nd responding to a request to separate and secure Safe
Camp, stated that we presume that tree farm campers or others are accessing their
services and have no idea who the people are charging phones on the FC-UCC porch are or
where they are staying, but that they hope that the toilets and dumpster are mitigating the
waste that gets dumped in the forest. Noting that they will continue to enforce the code of
conduct.
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Fencing
Members of the WHNA board have asked the FC-UCC since November for help to separate
the tree farm camping from Safe Camp and specifically to consider building a fence along
the western property line. In a January 15th email the FC-UCC stated that they cannot
proceed with a fence on western edge of property to separate the church from the forest
because they cannot make permanent changes to the land. Benton County Code
Enforcement Officer Rebecca Taylor responded that:
“There are no code prohibitions that would prevent the First Congregational United Church of
Christ from constructing a fence on their property. Property owners are responsible for
confirming property lines to ensure setbacks are met, and that they are not encroaching onto
adjacent property or road right-of- ways.”
In February, the FC-UCC installed fencing around the Safe Camp tent sites but it is unclear if
they intend to fence off their property from the tree farm.
In February, the FC-UCC released an update to Safe Camp in February in response to
neighborhood concerns shared by the WHNA Safe Camp Sub-Committee. The updates
includes a plan to erect a locked gate at the site so that only authorized campers may
access the camp and services such as the kitchen area and charging stations.

Public Safety
Public safety in the neighborhood has been a common concern brought up by members.
Below are examples of incidents that highlight some concerns and a review of information
collected by WHNA in response to those concerns.
Assault
On January 16th, police responded to a call from Safe Camp after a camper was attacked
with a metal baseball bat in a dispute over counterfeit marijuana vaping cartridges. The
suspect was charged with felony charges of first-degree robbery, second-degree assault,
unlawful use of a weapon and being a felon in possession of a firearm, as well as a
misdemeanor count of menacing. This suspect was also arrested and subsequently
released by BCSO three weeks prior to assault in an illegal camp in the tree farm where he
was in possession of a stolen vehicle and methamphetamine. Law enforcement stated that
the suspect was found hiding in a Safe Camp tent despite hours spent searching the
woods.
The Safe Camp camper was released from the hospital after treatment for his injuries and
evicted from Safe Camp for violation of the code of conduct.
Eviction of Campers for Code of Conduct violations
In a meeting in November, the FC-UCC told WHNA that a woman who was evicted from
Safe Camp was now living in tree farm and was the source of screaming heard in the
woods. As the victim of the January assault was also recently evicted, the issue of campers
evicted for code of conduct violations has become a concern. It is unclear if evicted
campers still retain access to church services despite being under contract or supervision.

C189

Aggressive Dog
In early January a black pit bull was reported by several neighbors wandering the
neighborhood of West Hills Place. The reports were that an unattended dog was acting in
an aggressive manner towards neighbor’s children and dogs and was seen digging in front
yards. The dog was reported to be entering and exiting Safe Camp by several neighbors.
The FC-UCC was contacted, though they stated that it was not one of their official camper’s
dog. FC-UCC later found out that the dog was owned by the suspect in the assault and had
the dog removed by animal control.

Law Enforcement Interviews

Members of the WHNA Safe Camp Subcommittee reached out to the Corvallis Police
Department (CPD) and the Benton County Sheriff’s Office (BCSO) for more information
concerning activity in the neighborhood. The responses to those requests for information
are provided below. These are responses are the personal opinions of public servants, not
an official statement from either the city or county.
Benton County Sheriff's Staff – Email January 28, 2020
”It seems like the call load has increased for the area since the “safe camp” was established in
about July 2019 at the Church Property, and since they were trespassed from Linn’s property that
boarders 53rd Street and West Hills (the tree farm).”
Benton County Sheriff's Staff – Email January 29, 2020
“Based on my understanding the suspect hid in one of the tents at the safe camp and we did not
search all of them and did not have a warrant to do so. When I was there searching, we were
operating under the law in what we could search and do based on the investigation of the crime,
and consent from private landowner next door. From my experience that day speaking with
campers there at the safe camp, most did not see anything, nor did they know much. This is
hard to prove they were lying, and I cannot say for certain they were. However, we are
sometimes not told the truth, and sometimes information is withheld from us. I do suspect they
knew more, and someone likely knew where the suspect was hiding, but they did not want to
report that (my guess based on years doing this job). Later in the afternoon, representatives
from the church did let BCSO know he was hiding in a tent when they found out, so they did
help. I must mention the church was helpful during the investigation.”
Corvallis Police Department Staff - January 22nd Phone Conversation
"Safe Camp is attracting individuals to the Linn property from across the state. When we arrest
someone from Marion County, for example, we book them and then they get transferred back to
Marion County. Well, they go talk to their buddies about this great place where they get their
blankets washed and dried and they get free food, and then the same folks come back but they
bring their buddies. This camp is going to continue to grow until someone puts a stop to this. The
County and City are allowing the camp to stay there, and as long as it is allowed, more
individuals will continue to be attracted to this area. It's really created a problem."
Benton County Sheriff’s Staff – Email February 3rd
“In general, we are seeing an increase for calls in the Safe Camp vicinity. It is likely to be a direct
result of the increased scrutiny of the area by residents and church officials. This location has
been known to BCSO for years as a place of refuge for homeless individuals, and the criminal
problems are not unique or new to that specific area.
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In regard to the incident, you asked about, the suspect was arrested in the Safe camp, but
claimed to reside in the Tree Farm area. Three or four people contacted in the Tree Farm area
and Safe Camp and arrested for outstanding warrants during the initial investigation. I do not
know the exact area where they were contacted and subsequently arrested. The suspect was the
only one arrested for recent criminal activity.”

WHNA Safety Survey

WHNA conducted a survey asking member to report any instances that they felt unsafe or
witnessed anything concerning in the neighborhood. The survey also asked for reports of
feeling safe or other feelings. The concerns reported include:
●
●
●
●
●

Hearing gunshots
Yelling and screaming from woods
Threatening encounters with people and animals
Drug activity/paraphernalia
Mail theft

Neighborhood Crime Statistics

In response to requests from neighbors and members of City Council, WHNA obtained
crime data from CPD and BCSO. The data was trimmed to reflect only the calls for service
that resulted in a criminal case for addresses within the WHNA neighborhood boundary
from 35th to 56th, excluding the Retreat. The time period covers Jan 2018-Jan 2020. The chart
below was filtered to only include crimes such as assault, burglary, trespassing,
harassment, theft, disorderly conduct, and criminal mischief. It does not include things like
welfare checks, noise complaints, cougar sightings (yes, we have one of those too), DUIs,
and traffic stops.
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Best Practices/Case Studies
Opportunity Village – Eugene, OR
Opportunity Village Eugene (OVE) is a transitional micro-housing community that began in
2013, located in a light industrial part of Eugene, Oregon. It is managed by SquareOne
Villages in conjunction with the City of Eugene. It provides secure accommodations for
about 35 individuals who were previously homeless, and has currently served more than
185 individuals. Residents are provided access to a shared laundromat, kitchen, bathroom
(with showers), and a yurt that houses computers and a library. OVE encourages its
villagers to work towards a plan for secure housing, jobs, etc.; the average length of stay is
usually less than two years. OVE has a no drug or alcohol use policy in the Village, however,
sobriety is not a requirement.
In order to be admitted to the village, all applicants must be currently unhoused, be willing
to live according to the community agreement, be willing and able to participate in the day
to day life and governance of the village, be willing to undergo a criminal check and
interview process, and be 18 years of age or more. OVE does not have on-site services, but
partners with existing service providers and other institutions in the community in attempts
to connect residents with resources. Only residents and volunteers are allowed in the
village unaccompanied.
OVE is governed by a Village Council, overseen by the OVE Support Committee, and
supported by SquareOne Villages Board and staff. The complete management plan can be
seen in the Appendix.
Plum Street Tiny House Village, Olympia, WA
The Plum Street Tiny House Village is a temporary site that provides stable, managed
shelter for 40-50 people experiencing homelessness. The City of Olympia is leasing the
property to the Low Income Housing Institute (LIHI) and is providing funding for the
operation of the site.
The village has 30 tiny houses for 40+ single adults and couples without children. The tiny
houses are each 8' x 12', insulated, have electricity and heat, windows, and a lockable door.
There is also a security house, a communal kitchen, meeting space, bathrooms, showers,
laundry, a case management office, and 24/7 staff providing security and management.
As part of the program, LIHI case managers will connect residents with services to help
them to stabilize and work toward self-sufficiency with the goal of placing them in
permanent housing.
Residents are required to sign a Code of Conduct and will be expected to follow behavioral
expectations, perform community chores, attend village meetings, adhere to quiet hours
policy, and meet other requirements commonly expected of good neighbors.
The Plum Street Village will establish a Community Advisory Committee (CAC) that will
monitor the progress of the village and the residents who live within it, and serve as a
liaison between the community and the village. Members of the CAC will include nearby
neighborhood stakeholders, including community leaders, businesses, immediate
neighbors, service providers and others.
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Examples of Community Governance
Georgetown Village – Seattle, WA
Georgetown Village is governed by a Community Advisory Committee (CAC) that meets
monthly to review camp operations, needs, and ensure that the camp operators and social
service providers are adequately addressing all community concerns and complaints.
Community Advisory Committee members include three neighbors, one business owner,
one member from the host organization, and one staff member.
Whittier Heights Village – Seattle, WA
The Whittier Heights Village Community Advisory Committee (CAC) meets monthly to
review village operations, needs, and ensure that the village operators and social service
providers - Low Income Housing Institute - are adequately addressing all community ideas,
concerns, and questions.
Community Advisory Committee members include one neighbor, one representative from
neighboring college, the Pastor of the host church, and one staff member from
homelessness board.
Safe Harbor Village – Seattle, WA
The Interbay Safe Harbor Village Community Advisory Committee (CAC) was established to
review village operations, needs, and ensure that the village operators and social service
providers are adequately addressing all community ideas, concerns, and questions.
Community Advisory Committee members include: two community members, one
councilor, and thee members of the village and church.
Emergency Housing Facilities – Olympia, WA
Olympia has an ordinance regulating micro shelters at churches. It holds churches
accountable to the regulations, has requirements to engage with neighbors, requirements
for rules and regulations. But importantly creates a dually invested partner, the city that
would be working in addition to the church, towards a successful program. This offers the
neighborhood a lot of benefits. And creates a regulated model.

Other Research
Seattle Mayor’s Website on City-Permitted Villages:
https://www.seattle.gov/homelessness/city-permitted-villages
Emergency Homeless Shelters in North America: An Inventory and Guide for Future
Practice
This study on Emergency homeless shelters suggest that a thoughtful approach is essential
to developing shelters and that each shelter focus on specific demographics of clientele.
The study also includes a discussion on good neighbor policies and the public safety
dangers of unregulated shelters. The study can be found here.
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WHNA Board Proposal for Neighborhood Inclusion
In response to the information presented in this report, the WHNA Executive Board has
engaged stakeholders to develop a proposal on community governance requirements in
response to the pending Development Code Amendments to permit transitional housing
and microshelters. The proposal is directed at the city and county and is not specific to Safe
Camp. The board has not engaged the FC-UCC in crafting this proposal, nor sought to
negotiate an outcome. The proposal is a framework that would allow the applicant and
neighborhood surrounding each camp to determine the specific conditions of approval,
and so contains no specifics on camp size, access, or management.
Both city and county staff and elected leaders have expressed their gratitude for the
board’s constructive work to this complex issue and encouraged our neighborhood to
continue working towards collaborative solutions.
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June 29, 2020

To:

The Planning Commission Regarding the Conditional Use Permit Sought by the
First Congregational Church of Corvallis (UCC), LU-19-091

I am writing in support of the conditions set forth by Steve Elzinga in his March 4,
2020, letter to the Planning Commission – especially regarding the size of Safe
Camp – and the proposal set forth by the West Hills Neighborhood Assocation
Board for a Community Advisory Committee.

We live directly across the street from Safe Camp, in fact we are the neighbors closest
to the camp. Over the course of several weeks last winter, a large unneutered male
dog started jumping the fence into our backyard and menacing our two small dogs.
Because the dog came onto our property a number of times, we started keeping our
dogs in the house, only allowing them outside when we could watch over them. We
called the First Congregational Church to ask whether the dog belonged to any of the
residents of Safe Camp. We did not receive a response from the church. We also
called Animal Control but because of their very limited hours and our lack of knowledge
of the dog’s owner, we did not speak with anyone or leave a message.

We discussed this situation with our next door neighbors (the dog had jumped from our
yard into theirs – and they have chickens) and they told us they had contacted the
church and were told the dog did not belong to any of the residents of Safe Camp.

When we talked with other neighbors (the dog had been in many of their yards) we
learned that our neighbors behind us, Matt Phillpott and Kathy O’Reilly, had an
encounter with this dog while walking their own two dogs on West Hills. As they
described it, the dog came at them very aggressively and started growling at their young
dog. The dog ran up to them. As they tried to pull their dogs in close and yelled at the
dog to go away, it started growling at Kathy. At that point, several neighbors who had
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heard the commotion came to their assistance and between all of them, they were able
to turn the dog back. According to them, it ran right into Safe Camp.

On January 4, 2020, we wrote to the church because there were a number of posts on
Nextdoor indicating that the dog did belong to one of the Safe Camp residents (we
included the posts in the email to the church). We did receive a reply which stated the
church was aware of the situation as they had looked into it a few weeks earlier. They
stated the dog did not belong to anyone in the camp, but to someone who lived in the
woods. In their reply, they stated, “Word did go out to the owner of the dog that he risks
losing the dog if he continues to let it roam the neighborhood.” It came out later that the
dog belonged to Nicolas Davila, the man who was alleged to have assaulted a Safe
Camp resident after a dispute about counterfeit marijuana vaping cartridges. If the
church knew who the dog belonged to, why didn’t they inform the residents of the
neighborhood who had contacted them or contact Animal Control themselves to report
the problem?

This is a good example of the lack of communication we have experienced with the
church and the type of problem that might be addressed by a Community Advisory
Committee. I request that a Community Advisory Committee is an absolutely
necessary condition of approval to make sure that the use complies with the
County code criteria.

Thank you,

Denise Young
1101 SW Stopp Place
Corvallis
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Attachment D:
“Statement of the
Department of Justice
on the Land Use
Provisions of RLUIPA
with Questions and
Answers”
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Attachment F:
UCC’s Resolution on
the Homeless in
America
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RESOLUTION ON THE HOMELESS IN AMERICA
A Resolution Approved by General Synod XIV (1983)
Summary:
The Fourteenth General Synod of the United Church of Christ is asked to urge member churches
and individual members to become actively involved in ministries to homeless persons and to
support efforts to lobby for Federal, state and local action in regards to homelessness.
The Fourteenth General Synod of the United Church of Christ is further asked to declare that the
United Church of Christ, as a national body, has a collective concern for the plight of homeless
persons and concern over the issues which cause them to be homeless.
Background:
It is impossible to know exactly how many persons are homeless in the United States. The
homeless remain un-numbered until such as they come in from the outside to receive some form
of service. Only then are they counted or even countable. What is known is that, for example, in
one metropolitan area, over 11,000 persons were served by shelter agencies in the past year.
Traditionally, the media, both print and visual, have handed us a picture of older, alcoholic males
and disoriented “bag ladies” as being the homeless. A recent study, however, indicates that the
18 to 29 year old group accounts for a far greater percentage of the homeless than ever before
believed.
Recent Federal legislation providing emergency funds for shelter and food was enacted only as a
stop-gap measure and only after considerable pressure from many groups, particularly religious,
all over the country. The funds provided, while a big help, are still woefully inadequate for the
great need which exists.
Even if the economy were to take an immediate and dramatic upswing, joblessness, lack of lowcost housing, and homelessness would not disappear. The issue would still have to be spoken to
and the homeless persons must be cared for.
Biblical and Theological Rationale:
Both the Jewish and Christian faiths place strong emphasis on hospitality and compassion. The
directive of the Lord in Deuteronomy 10:19 – “Love ye therefore the stranger: for ye were
strangers in the land of Egypt.” (KJV) is clear enough. The New Testament story of the Good
Samaritan provides us an example. Jesus’ words in Matthew 25:31-46 again provide us with an
example and a clear directive for action: “I was a stranger and ye took me in.” (Matthew 25:35)
(KJV) is the basic issue at hand. The call for Christian social action cannot be denied.
The Text of the Resolution
WHEREAS, the number of homeless persons in our communities, both urban and rural, is
dramatically increasing, due, at least in part, to: (1) the shortage of low-rent housing; (2) the
economic pressures of our time as inflation combines with decreasing assistance to the poor; (3)
the high percentage of unemployment, especially among minority youth; (4) the lack of jobs,
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counseling, follow-up care, and community residence facilities for deinstitutionalized persons;
and
WHEREAS, the Statement of Faith of the United Church of Christ calls us to be Christ’s
servants in the service of the whole human family; and
WHEREAS, the problem of homelessness and the factors causing homelessness directly relate to
the family and to family life, a Priority decided upon in the Thirteenth General Synod of the
United Church of Christ;
THEREFORE, the Fourteenth General Synod encourages the United Church of Christ, all of its
churches and their members to:
1. support local organizations addressing the problems of the homeless;
2. devote volunteer resources, skills, time, worship services, and chaplaincy services to
nearby shelters;
3. offer space for and support the establishment of emergency shelters and day-time
shelters;
4. encourage local businesses to provide jobs for homeless persons who are able to work;
5. volunteer resources, skills, time, and other material support to organizations such as soup
kitchens, relief centers, etc., which minister to the needs of the homeless; and
6. urge national, state, and local lawmakers to enact legislation on this issue as a result of
the Urban Oversight Hearings which have revealed homelessness as a national problem.
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Attachment G:
CFD & Applicant
Discussion
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TAYLOR Rebecca
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Prechel, Jeffrey <Jeffrey.Prechel@corvallisoregon.gov>
Monday, March 16, 2020 11:13 AM
TAYLOR Rebecca; VERRET Greg J
Ken McCarthy; Fulsher, Kevin
First Congregational Church Encampment

Good morning Rebecca,
I am writing to you in reference to the Conditional Use authorization for a homeless encampment at the First
Congregational United Church of Christ. The Corvallis Fire Department (CFD) provided the minimum Oregon Fire Code
(OFC) requirements for the proposed use of a year-round homeless encampment, including times when there are outdoor
burning restrictions and an entire countywide burn ban is in effect. The administrative body proposed/accepted modified
conditions that were less than those required by the OFC, and which present an unsafe environment for the camp residents
and community. The administrative body does not have the authority to waive or reduce the Oregon Fire Code
requirements.
CFD Conditions
The following conditions were required for the unimproved camping area in a Wildland Urban Interface zone:
1. Unobstructed fire access. A dedicated Fire Lane along the curb in front of the camping zone.
2. No open flames of any kind, at any time.
3. No outdoor cooking, no recreational/warming fires, no fire pits, no candles, no matches, no BBQ’s, etc.
4. No smoking at any time.
5. Wildland Urban Interface Code (WUIC) requirements:
a. A 30’ fire break separating the church parcel from the contiguous privately owned open space.
b. No tents within 30 feet of the property line (within the fire break).
c. Tents separated by at least 10 feet of non-combustible ground cover in all directions.
d. All grasses maintained at a height of less than 10”.
e. Remove all ladder fuels in the camping area; i.e. deadfall, brush, snags, solid waste, etc.
f. Tree limbs cut to a height of 10 feet above the ground.
These conditions are all found within the OFC and WUIC, and they are consistent with the requirements encumbered
upon unimproved camping areas such as those used during the solar eclipse. The building and fire codes do not recognize
tents as permanent living facilities, and the construction of the tents is highly flammable and not regulated for fire and life
safety. It would be impractical to assume that the camp support staff would be able to restrict all cooking and smoking
within the individual tents, and so it must be assumed that some element of fire risk will always be present despite the
intended oversight of those activities. The challenge is to find a way to allow a high risk activity in an unapproved, semipermanent, flammable structure.
Local, regional, and national data shows that the homeless population has a higher than normal incidence of unwanted fire
than those housed in conventional residential dwellings. Human behavior is the primary contributing factor to homeless
encampment fires, and they spread quickly due to the highly flammable synthetic materials used in tent and sleeping bag
construction. Many of the homeless population have mental health issues, and the majority of local serial adult firesetters
have been homeless individuals. The most common ignition sources in encampment fires are smoking/drug paraphernalia,
cooking, and arson.

CFD must operate under the assumption that there will be a fire in this encampment at some point. Our intent is to prepare
the site to control potential ignition sources and to contain the spread of an unwanted fire. This proposal is also unique in
that this approval is for a County parcel, but some of the amenities will be on the neighboring City parcel. This is a
County process and these conditions apply to activity on the County parcel, and were written with the best interests of
the community and the camp residents in mind. CFD found a way within the OFC to allow the proposed activity in as safe
a manner as possible. It may be more restrictive than the applicants have proposed, but it is a way to move forward safely.
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Oregon Fire Code
304.1.2 Vegetation. Weeds, grass, vines or other growth that is capable of being ignited and endangering property, shall
be cut down and removed by the owner or occupant of the premises. Vegetation clearance requirements in urban-wildland
interface areas shall be in accordance with the International Wildland-Urban Interface Code.
307.1.1 Prohibited open burning. Open burning shall be prohibited when atmospheric conditions or local circumstances
make such fires hazardous.
Smoking
310.2 Prohibited areas. Smoking shall be prohibited where conditions are such as to make smoking a hazard, and in
spaces where flammable or combustible materials are stored or handled.
310.7 Burning objects. Lighted matches, cigarettes, cigars or other burning object shall not be discarded in such a
manner that could cause ignition of other combustible material.
310.8 Hazardous environmental conditions. Where the fire code official determines that hazardous environmental
conditions necessitate controlled use of smoking materials, the ignition or use of such materials in mountainous, brushcovered or forest-covered areas or other designated areas is prohibited except in approved designated smoking areas.

Wildland Urban Interface Code
Definitions:
1. Defensible Space. An area either natural or manmade, where material capable of allowing a fire to spread
unchecked has been treated, cleared or modified to slow the rate and intensity of an advancing wildfire and to
create an area for fire suppression operations to occur.
2. Fuel Break. An area, strategically located for fighting anticipated fires, where the native vegetation has been
permanently modified or replaced so that fires burning into it can be more easily controlled. Fuel breaks divide
fire-prone areas into smaller areas for easier fire control and to provide access for firefighting.
3. Fuel Modification. A method of modifying fuel load by reducing the amount of nonfire-resistive vegetation or
altering the type of vegetation to reduce the fuel load.
4. Wildfire. An uncontrolled fire spreading through vegetative fuels, exposing and possibly consuming structures.
5. Wildland. An area in which development is essentially nonexistent, except for roads, railroads, power lines and
similar facilities.
6. Wildland-Urban Interface Area. That geographical area where structures and other human development meets
or intermingles with wildland or vegetative fuels.

Fire Protection Requirements
601.1 Scope. The provisions of this chapter establish general requirements for new and existing buildings, structures and
premises located within wildland-urban interface areas.
601.2 Objective. The objective of this chapter is to establish minimum requirements to mitigate the risk to life and
property from wildland fire exposures, exposures from adjacent structures and to mitigate structure fires from spreading to
wildland fuels.

Defensible Space
603.2 Fuel modification. For buildings or structures constructed in compliance with the conforming defensible space, the
fuel modification distance shall not be less than 30 feet to the lot line. Distances are allowed to be increased by the code
official because of a site specific analysis based on local conditions and the fire protection plan. Note: A table provides
three different levels of defensible space (30’, 50’, or 100’) based on the fire hazard. Tents are considered a structure
under this section as they are providing semi-permanent shelter for the residents.
2
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603.2.2 Trees. Trees are allowed within the defensible space, provided the horizontal distance between crowns of
adjacent trees and crowns of trees and structures, overhead electrical facilities or unmodified fuel is not less than 10 feet.
603.2.3 Groundcover. Deadwood and litter shall be regularly removed from trees. Where ornamental vegetative fuels or
cultivated ground cover, such as green grass, ivy, succulents or similar plants are used as ground cover, they are allowed
to be within the designated defensible space, provided they do not form a means of transmitting fire from the native
growth to any structure.

Maintenance of Defensible Space
604.2 Modified area. Nonfire-resistive vegetation or growth shall be kept clear of buildings or structures in such a
manner as to provide a clear area for fire suppression operations.
604.4 Trees. Tree crowns extending to within 10 feet (3048 mm) of any structure shall be pruned to maintain a minimum
horizontal clearance of 10 feet (3048 mm). Tree crowns within the defensible space shall be pruned to remove limbs
located less than 6 feet (1829 mm) above the ground surface adjacent to the trees. Note: The IWUIC intent is to provide
the necessary clearance to keep the ground fuels from igniting tree limbs. This requirement was increased to 10 feet in
order to provide the necessary clearance from an erected tent.
604.4.2 Deadwood removed. Deadwood and litter shall be regularly removed from trees.

Appendix A General Requirements
A101.1 Scope. The provisions of this appendix establish general requirements applicable to new and existing properties
located within wildland-urban interface areas.
A101.2 Objective. The objective of this appendix is to provide necessary fire-protection measures to reduce the threat of
wildfire in a wildland-urban interface area and improve the capability of controlling such fires.

Ignition Source Control
A104.2 Objective. Regulations in this section are intended to provide the minimum requirements to prevent the
occurrence of wildfires.
A104.3 Clearance from ignition sources. Clearance between ignition sources and grass, brush or other combustible
materials shall be maintained a minimum of 30 feet.
A104.5 Equipment and devices generating heat, sparks or open flames. Equipment and devices generating heat,
sparks or open flames capable of igniting nearby combustibles shall not be used in wildland-urban interface areas without
a permit from the code official.
Exception: Use of approved equipment within inhabitated premises or designated campsites that are a minimum
of 30 feet from grass-, grain-, brush- or forest covered areas.

Outdoor Fires.
A104.7.1 General. No person shall build, ignite or maintain any outdoor fire of any kind for any purpose in or on any
wildland-urban interface area, except by the authority of a written permit from the code official.
Exception: Outdoor fires within inhabited premises or designated campsites where such fires are in a permanent
barbecue, portable barbecue, outdoor fireplace, incinerator or grill and are a minimum of 30 feet from any
combustible material or nonfire-resistive vegetation.
A104.7.3 Restrictions. No person shall use a permanent barbecue, portable barbecue, outdoor fireplace or grill for the
disposal of rubbish, trash or combustible waste material.
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A104.8 Incinerators, outdoor fireplaces, permanent barbecues and grills. Incinerators, outdoor fireplaces, permanent
barbecues and grills shall not be built, installed or maintained in wildland-urban interface areas without approval of the
code official.
A104.9 Reckless behavior. The code official is authorized to stop any actions of a person or persons if the official
determines that the action is reckless and could result in an ignition of fire or spread of fire.

OFC Appeal Process
If an aggrieved person would like to appeal the CFD decision there is an appeal process through the OFC.
109.2 Limitations on authority. An application for appeal shall be based on a claim that the intent of this code or the
rules legally adopted hereunder have been incorrectly interpreted, the provisions of this code do not fully apply, or an
equivalent method of protection or safety is proposed. The board shall not have authority to waive requirements of this
code.
Alternative Methods
An alternative method of fire protection may be approved where the proposed alternative complies with the intent of the
provisions of this code, and the method of fire protection is not less than the equivalent of that prescribed in this code in
effectiveness, fire resistance, and safety.

Respectfully,

Jeff Prechel
Division Chief - Fire Marshal
Corvallis Fire Dept
541-766-6970
541-766-6938 (FAX)
Jeffrey.Prechel@corvallisoregon.gov

Disclaimer: This e-mail message is a public record of the City of Corvallis. The contents may be subject
to public disclosure under Oregon Public Records Law and subject to the State of Oregon Records
Retention Schedules. (OAR:166.200.0200-405)
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Request for Church Use in Urban Residential Zone (CU 19-091)
First Congregational United Church of Christ
Response to Corvallis Fire Department Comments
June 16, 2020
Benton County issued a Staff Report on March 10, 2020, on a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Application
submitted by the First Congregational United Church of Christ (CU 19-091). The church has requested to
use its property located within Benton County for church use. A CUP hearing, originally scheduled for
March 17, 2020 was postponed because of the corona virus pandemic. Benton County has now initiated
a hearing schedule for the requested CUP and intends to issue a revised Staff Report to address
comments submitted by the Corvallis Fire Department in response to its March 10 staff report. The
church appreciates the opportunity to respond to the CFD’s comments.
The City of Corvallis Fire Marshal responded to the County’s staff report on March 12, 2020, objecting to
the County’s failure to recommend a 30-foot fire break between the tents and the west property line.
On March 16, 2020, the Fire Marshal submitted additional comments, which reiterated all of the CFD’s
initially requested conditions and quoted excerpts from the Corvallis Fire Code, the Oregon Fire Code
(OFC) and the International Wildland-Urban Interface Area Code (WUIC) as the basis for its
requirements.1
As discussed in the Staff Report, the church has agreed to most of the CFD’s requested conditions, and
the staff recommends that they be made conditions of the county approval. However, as discussed in
the church’s March 3, 2020 Application Supplement and in the Staff Report, contrary to the CFD’s
request, the church proposes to provide a designated kitchen for cooking, which will include a
barbeque, and a designated smoking area, both located entirely on asphalt or in a graveled area. In
addition, while the church agrees that a setback and removal of ladder fuels is appropriate and
warranted, we do not agree that a 30-foot setback (fire-break) from the property line is legally required.
With regard to the CFD’s requested prohibition on outdoor cooking and smoking, we agree that cooking,
and any other fire sources, including smoking, must be prohibited within the tent sites and
microshelters. However, an area for Safe Camp residents to prepare meals in a safe environment is
critical to the church’s ministry, as is a designated smoking area. We do not believe the requested
1

The initially recommended comments, which the March 16th email states are required for the unimproved camping area in a
Wildland Urban Interface zone included:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Unobstructed fire access. A dedicated Fire Lane along the curb in front of the camping zone.
No open flames of any kind, at any time.
No outdoor cooking, no recreational/warming fires, no fire pits, no candles, no matches, no BBQ’s, etc.
No smoking at any time.
Wildland Urban Interface Code (WUIC) requirements:
a. A 30’ fire break separating the church parcel from the contiguous privately owned open space.
b. No tents within 30 feet of the property line (within the fire break).
c. Tents separated by at least 10 feet of non-combustible ground cover in all directions.
d. All grasses maintained at a height of less than 10”.
e. Remove all ladder fuels in the camping area; i.e., deadfall, brush, snags, solid waste, etc.
f. Tree limbs cut to a height of 10 feet above the ground.”
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disparate treatment between otherwise unhoused individuals on the church property and housed
individuals in the adjacent neighborhood with regard to outdoor cooking and smoking is warranted.
The church explained our position in our March 3, 2020 application supplement, stating:
“The fire marshal has requested that there be no recreational/warming fires, no fire pits, no
candles, no matches and no BBQ’s within the safe camp area; and has also requested that
smoking be prohibited at all times. A warming fire or fire pit would provide needed warmth
during cold weather, and is generally permitted in residential zones. However, in order minimize
fire risk, we would instead agree to limiting our use of warming fire to a propane zubri or similar
patio heater, which are common in outdoor restaurant and public gathering areas, and are
permitted in residential areas. Such a unit would be located within the fence-enclosed, gravel
parking area, more than 30 feet from the west property line. In addition, because BBQ’s are
generally permitted in residential areas, we would agree that BBQ’s be permitted only adjacent
to the kitchen area, within the fence-enclosed, gravel parking area, also set back more than 30
feet from the west property line.
The requested prohibition on smoking would be a significant burden on our ministry. In addition
to the disparate treatment between the otherwise unhoused individuals and housed individuals
in the adjacent neighborhood, it and potentially have a significant impact, not only for the
sheltered individuals, but for the surrounding community. If individuals are prohibited from
smoking on-site, they will leave the site – and smoke either in the adjacent unrelated tree farm,
or in the surrounding neighborhood, which could increase fire risk. While a smoking prohibition
in individual shelter units is acceptable and appropriate, we cannot agree to a request that
smoking be prohibited on the entirety of the county jurisdictional portion of our church
property. Rather, to minimize fire, as noted above, we will provide a designated smoking area
on the graveled or pave portion of the property, and otherwise prohibit smoking outside that
area, including in sleeping units.”
We believe the requested outdoor cooking area within the designated kitchen and the designated
smoking area both comply with all OFC regulations.
The CFD’s requested 30-foot fire-break/setback is a requirement for buildings or structures located
within a Wildland Urban Interface Area. However, as noted in our Application Supplement, while the
portion of the church’s property where the Safe Camp tents are located (as well as the adjacent
undeveloped property) are wooded, we have found no indication that the subject property or the
adjacent property are located within a designated Wildland Urban Interface area.
The WUIC is a model ordinance for state and local jurisdictions. When adopted, it applies to areas
designated by the locality as wildland-urban interface areas. Both the CFD and the OFC require
compliance with applicable provisions of the WUIC. However, by its terms, the WUIC applies only to
specific areas that the local jurisdiction has officially designated as a wildland-urban interface area.2 We
2

Section 302 (Wildland-Urban Interface Area Designations) of the WUIC states:
302.1 Declaration
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have been unable to locate any determination by Benton County, based on findings of fact and recorded
on maps, that designates the subject property as being within a wildland-urban interface area. Without
that designation, the specific requirements of the WUIC do not constitute mandatory requirements for
the church use of the subject property.
However, while we do not agree that the subject property is located within a designated area subject to
the WUIC, we recognize and agree that the church must be mindful of the wooded area in which the
Safe Camp tents are located and that the WUIC regulations provide valuable guidance. And we believe
the location of the tents within our proposed use complies with the intent and language of that code.
The language of the WUIC upon which the CFD relies for the requirement that there be a 30’ setback
between the tents and the west property line does not appear to require that setback. As summarized in
the CFD’s March 16, 2020 response, WUIC Section 603.2 Fuel Modification (for Defensible Space) states
that “buildings or structures constructed in compliance with the conforming defensible space category
of Table 503.1 [which addresses ignition-resistant construction] shall comply with the fuel modification
distances contained in Table 603.2. [That table includes the 30’ fuel break upon which the CFD relies.]
For all other purposes the fuel modification distance shall not be less than 30 feet (91.44 mm) or to the
lot line, whichever is less.” (emphasis added.)3
The CFD comments state that “Tents are considered a structure under this section as they are providing
semi-permanent shelter for the residents.” However, we have been unable to locate any language in
the WUIC that indicates that the construction of buildings or structures for purposes of Section 600,
applies to tents. By its terms, the “buildings or structures” to which Section 603.2 refers are those
described in Section 500 of the WUIC, which addresses building construction. It does not contemplate
or address or provide any requirements for “semi-permanent shelter” as described by the CFD. In fact,
the church’s requested CUP does not propose ANY construction of any kind. Even if applicable at all, the
final sentence of Section 603.2, which addresses’ “all other purposes,” would appear relevant to the
Safe Camp tents. That section specifies that the fuel modification distance is the lesser of 30 feet or to
the lot line. The church’s proposed use of its wooded area includes a setback that minimizes the fuel
load between the tents and the west property line.
As proposed, the church has included a 15-foot setback from the west property line for all tent sites.
Section 3103.8 of the OFC generally requires a 20-foot setback between regulated tents and adjacent lot
The legislative body shall declare the wildland-urban interface areas within the jurisdiction. The wildland-urban
interface areas shall be based on the findings of fact. The wildland-urban interface area boundary shall correspond to
natural or man-made features.
302.2 Mapping.
The wildland-urban interface areas shall be recorded on maps available for inspection by the public.
302.3 Review of wildland-urban interface areas.
The code official shall reevaluate and recommend modification to the wildland-urban interface areas in accordance
with Section 302.1 on a 3-year basis or more frequently as deemed necessary by the legislative body.
3

As defined in the WUIC (and noted in the CFD comments) ”Fuel Modification” is “a method of modifying fuel load by reducing
the amount of non-fire resistive vegetation or altering the type of vegetation to reduce the fuel load.”
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lines, with an exception to that requirement when tents are not used for cooking. Because no cooking
will be allowed any tents, we believe a 15-foot setback is permitted. However, the church would agree
to relocate all proposed tent sites to ensure a minimum 20-foot setback if the CFD determines the OFC
requires the additional setback. In addition, as required under the county’s proposed conditions of
approval, the church agrees with the CFD and the staff recommended condition that requires that all
ladder fuels within the wooded area must be removed and the area be maintained to prevent ladder
fuels in that area.
To reduce fire risk, the Safe Camp Code of Conduct prohibits all cooking, smoking, candles or any other
open flames or flame-producing devices or other ignition sources in any tent (or microshelter). This
requirement is included in the staff’s recommended conditions and will further reduce the potential for
fire in the church’s wooded area. Further, while not expressly articulated in our original application
materials, all tents will be composed of flame-resistant materials, as certified with permanently affixed
labels as required under OFC Section 3104; and all tents will be equipped with a portable fire
extinguisher.
We agree with the CFD that unregulated camping can create a substantial fire risk. Our proposed Safe
Camp provides regulated temporary shelter for otherwise unhoused individuals, through tents and
microshelters, in an environment intended to provide a stable environment from which participants are
able to transition to more permanent housing. The regulated environment, and the Code of Conduct to
which all participants must adhere, distinguishes Safe Camp from the ‘homeless encampments’ that are
the basis for the CFD’s concerns and minimizes the incidence of unwanted fires.
We appreciate the opportunity to respond to the CFD’s concerns and look forward to working with the
County and the CFD to ensure compliance with all regulations and a safe environment for our requested
church use.
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