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My name is Laura Chris Bailey. I live at 4530 S.W. West Hills Rd., directly
across the street from Safe Camp.

I am a Christian. (What a shame I have to appeal to that.) 

Do I have double authority on this issue? I spent my entire nursing career
(RN, BA, BSN) working with the unhoused or homeless-equivalent in Austin,
San Francisco, Denver and Los Anegles. I also live directly across the street
from Safe Camp.
I had difficulties connecting on Tuesday night. I am sorry about that.

I not affilitated with the neighborhood association, other than living here,
and I've tried to stay independent of my good neighbors' efforts to pursue
some reasonable guidelines/conditions for Safe Camp. They have good
intentions, and they make sense.
I don't understand the downside of working with the neighbors, esp. if their
concerns are relevant.
Something has been imposed upon the neighborhood. The neighbors have
responded. The church rankles. (You'd think the church was being attacked
by heathens.) Please consider allowing the neighborhood to be involved with
this new addition being imposed upon it.

I have heard myself the screaming and cursing from some sad person on a
motorcycle directed at Safe Camp residents.. Does the church think that
comes from the neighbors? It offends me.

Please consider the neighbors and allow their input into Safe Camp.

Chris Bailey

mailto:lchrisbailey@yahoo.com
mailto:Linda.Ray@co.benton.or.us



From: Alice Carter
To: Benton Public Comment
Subject: Safe Housing
Date: Monday, July 20, 2020 1:20:16 PM

I am writing in support of First Congregation Church who are providing safe and well supervised temporary housing
for homeless people. The oversight provided by Safe Place has been excellent. I commend them for providing a
much needed service.
Alice Carter
Member of ORCA
(St. Olga’s Respite Care Association)
Sent from my iPhone

mailto:alicestuartfitzhughcarter@gmail.com
mailto:PublicComment@Co.Benton.OR.US
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Shawn Collins 

7805 NW Siskin Dr 

Corvallis, OR 97330 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify in support of the application in LU-19-091.  My 

testimony will focus on three elements discussed in the staff report and other written testimony, 

regarding fire safety, case management and connections to services, and the WHNA proposal for 

a Community Advisory Committee. 

 

My name is Shawn Collins. In addition to being on the steering committee for Safe Camp since 

October 2019, I’ve been involved with the Corvallis Men’s Shelter since 2016, and was recently 

named the Executive Director of Unity Shelter.  Unity Shelter is a collaborative non-profit 

umbrella organization, which is joining together the Men’s Shelter, Room at the Inn women’s 

shelter, and the SafePlace program.  In addition to Safe Camp, SafePlace currently operates 

microshelters at two Corvallis churches as transitional housing. 

 

The experience of establishing a men’s shelter compliant with local building and fire code in a 

former tire warehouse taught me the importance of safety in congregate living environments, and 

the value of partnership with local building officials and the Fire Marshal to identify the most 

effective means to mitigate fire risk.  Fire safety is a top priority for Safe Camp, and the Steering 

Committee recognizes that the interface between a large wooded area, and any area with regular 

use or residence is a critical zone which must be managed carefully.  The residents, staff and 

Steering Committee of Safe Camp have a shared interest in fire safety with all area residents, and 

we welcome the partnership of the Corvallis Fire Department and the Fire Marshal to create as 

safe an environment as possible. 

 

Removal of ladder fuels, maintenance of grass heights below 10”, and overhead limb heights at 

or above 10 feet, are very reasonable requirements which have been incorporated into regular 

site maintenance activities and will continue going forward.  The layout at Safe Camp has 

recently been reviewed and adjusted to provide a 30-foot distance between the west property 

line, and all tent sites.  All microshelters and related support structures, including a designated 

smoking area and kitchen area are located at greater than 30 feet from the west property line, and 

are on a gravel surface.  10 feet clear space is being maintained between microshelters.  Fire 

extinguishers are available throughout the site, and one is provided for each microshelter and tent 

site. Exit gates are marked, and appropriate exit paths identified on signs being deployed 

throughout the site.  Based on guidance from the Fire Marshal, a fully detailed fire plan is being 

developed for review and approval by the Fire Marshall, and will be provided within the 

timeframe proposed by staff.  We welcome further discussion with the Fire Marshal about 

mitigating strategies that can maintain health and safety for residents, staff, and the surrounding 

properties and, of course, we will ensure that our operations satisfy all fire department 

requirements.  

 

The Safe Camp Steering Committee has been focused from the start on developing strong 

partnerships that support residents’ movement into greater health, wellness, and stable housing.  

Leveraging a collection of partners from an array of community social service organizations, the 

Steering Committee has steadily expanded services available to residents including case 
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management, transportation, participation in programs like Meals on Wheels, and most recently 

health care services provided by SamCare Mobile Medicine.  This approach brings together 

those providers which are best qualified to deliver appropriate services and eliminates efforts to 

“reinvent the wheel” that can drain resources and provide sub-standard care.  The safe and stable 

transitional housing provided at Safe Camp supports the development of stronger, trusted 

connections with service providers which are critical to a return to permanent housing.  

Connecting residents with services in a safe environment not only improves housing and health 

outcomes, it reduces demand for emergency health care and other services which can be 

substantially higher cost and place a burden on critical community resources. 

 

Communication is critical to the success of the operations of Safe Camp, both between staff and 

residents, and between the management of SafePlace and the surrounding community.  The West 

Hills Neighborhood Association is correct in its assertions that timely communication and issue 

resolution can positively impact the success of any shelter or transitional housing program.  First 

Congregational Church members, and members of the Safe Camp Steering Committee take the 

issue of communication seriously and have attempted to provide open and regular 

communications with the neighborhood and WHNA, including establishment of a dedicated 

community liaison role, which serves as a single point of contact for the WHNA, and 

establishing a staff phone number, so that issues of concern by area residents can be raised 

promptly.  As responsible neighbors, Safe Camp and the Church will remain open to dialogue 

with community members about issues and areas of concern.    

 

 

However, the proposed Community Advisory Committee or Joint Advisory Committee (both 

terms are used in the proposal) is problematic.  We are in agreement with the Staff Report 

conclusion that while communication is desirable, a requirement to form a CAC should not be a 

condition of approval, and the capacity of the County to determine compliance or enforce 

appropriate performance of a CAC is not available.  Of further concern is language in the 

proposal that places the CAC in a position to establish a Management Plan that includes details 

of daily operations, case management, and other services, and requires reporting from the 

Management Team to the CAC. 

   

It is inappropriate, and would be highly unusual, for a church or other non-profit entity providing 

social services to submit its operations and case management plans for design and review by a 

committee of neighbors who may have no expertise in social services, have no role in the 

delivery of services, and are not the principle funders of those services.  The primary examples 

cited in the proposal from WHNA (in the Portland and Seattle areas) are for projects which are 

publicly chartered and funded, and as such may have legal requirements for public participation 

and engagement which are not applicable here.  The most relevant publicly chartered and funded 

community forum related to housing and homelessness operating locally, is the Benton County 

Housing, Opportunity, Planning and Equity Board.  Our recommendation is that the proposal for 

CAC’s be shared with that Board for review and consideration.  Further, we agree to continue 

current liaison efforts taking place between interested members of the WHNA, and 

representatives of the Safe Camp steering committee.  While we support improved 

communications, the adoption of the proposed CAC structure and framework is at odds with the 

requirements of providing professional, appropriate services to residents of Safe Camp and the 



 

 

LU-19-091: Testimony in support of applicant: Provided by Shawn Collins  

 

3 

 

SafePlace program, and the independent Board driven governance of both the First 

Congregational Church and Unity Shelter, and should not be a condition of approval. 

 

 

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify in this land use matter.  As summarized this 

evening and explained in our application materials, the use we have requested satisfies each of 

the applicable conditional use approval criteria. Safe Camp will not seriously interfere with uses 

on adjacent property or with the character of the area; and it will not impose an undue burden on 

public services – in fact, it can reduce the burden by connecting Safe Camp residents to services 

they need before emergency care is required, and increasing their stability and physical safety.  

Safe Camp provides what all of our housed neighbors also seek:  a safe, secure and stable place 

to live.  We urge you to approve the conditional use permit so we can continue to provide this 

much needed program. 

 



From: Susan Cook
To: RAY Linda
Subject: Homeless Camps
Date: Thursday, July 23, 2020 1:33:34 PM

Good Day.
I just viewed the article in the GT regarding the “safe camp”.  I wish to express my concern in regards
to the Homeless population in Benton County.
 
I drive into town 4 days a week for work, and 1 day for errands and have the opportunity to pass the

homeless camp on 3rd street across from the co-op and papa pizza’s.  I am under the understanding
that these individuals were given the opportunity to live here with the COVID.  Well I would like to

express it has become a danger zone.  I travel on 3rd street 0625 to 0640 in hopes of not having
someone run across the road and at the end of the day 1925 to 1940.  At first it seemed to be ok but
of late the movement and lack of using the traffic signal has really increased.  Also the amount of
garbage is astounding.  I am a resident of Benton County out side the city limits and find it very sad
that Corvallis has let this issue get so out of control.  You have taken a beautiful community and let it
go.  I think you should reevaluate and move the homeless out of the area before more individuals
cause traffic accidents and increase the amount the taxpayers pay in waste removal.  AT some point
adults need to be held accountable for their actions.
 
Thank you for your time.
Ms. Susan Cook
24670 Dawson Rd
Monroe, Oregon 97456

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or
distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and
destroy all copies of the original message.

mailto:scook@samhealth.org
mailto:Linda.Ray@co.benton.or.us


From: Maggie Cooper
To: RAY Linda
Subject: Safe Camp Testimony for Planning Commission
Date: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 12:25:09 PM
Attachments: Seattle elites show little sympathy for a woman raped by a homeless ...https-www.city-journal.orgseattle-elites-

homeless-crime.webloc
Ridgeway_Effect of Emergency Shelters-v5_1.2.2018.pdf


Dear Commissioners,

Please let me start by thanking you for your service to our community and the courtesy of your attention
in this matter.  

I wish to speak on the permit application made by First Congregational United Church of Christ for
conditional use to run their Safe Camp project for the homeless.  

I am a downtown business person who has been involved in the discussion around homeless services for
more than 5 years now. 

I have spoken in front of City Council on numerous occasions (2016-2019) and last summer arranged for
5 confidential meetings between Commissioner Augerot and the downtown businesses, property owners
and residential neighbors as part of the development of the HOPE Advisory Board.  

Throughout all 5 meetings with Commissioner Augerot, various individuals would bring up complaints
about homeless behaviors; public intoxication, urinating and defecating in public, creating trash piles,
aggressive shouting as well as fighting, theft, vandalized properties and property crimes.  Each time
Commissioner Augerot would immediately reply that the problem is the jail; it's too small, the
police can do nothing to enforce less serious laws because there is no place to incarcerate the offenders.
 

Last fall (either October or November) Mayor Traber spoke at the monthly Downtown Corvallis
Association and reported that he had come to understand that CPD could not provide "consequences"
for homeless behaviors as described above because the jail is too small.  That, after someone
commits an offense, CPR can do nothing beyond cite and release.  

On April 15, 2019, in his report to City Council, Judge Dunfield, reported that his failure to appear rate
was unbelievably high.  Homeless individuals are aware that failure to appear in Municipal Court after
being cited will result in absolutely not a single consequence to them.  During this report, it came to light
that Linn County has declined to take our addicted/alcoholic/ untreated mentally ill offenders when
we try to rent jail space from them.  

On May 13, 2019, a Community Workshop led by Ari Basil Wagner of Greater Oregon Behavioral Health
identified that Good Samaritan hospital was contributing to our homeless problems by releasing
mentally ill homeless people originally from hospitals in Lebanon, Albany, Newport and Lincoln
City into Corvallis rather than returning them to the county from which they came.  This dumping of
patients into Corvallis increases our load of the mentally ill homeless; a group known to be very
difficult to stabilize and manage without severe impacts on the community. 

Retired CPD Chief Sassaman is reported to have lamented that the social service agencies used to
cooperate in the effort to minimize homeless impacts on the community but stopped doing so and without
an ability to jail offenders a certain level of lawlessness has developed.  Law enforcement's hands are
tied by the small jail.  

It appears that our City and County currently have no choice but to tolerate individuals breaking
our laws because our jail is too small to punish offenders.  It also appears that this will be our
situation for some extended period of time as a new jail will take years.  

mailto:mggecooper@yahoo.com
mailto:Linda.Ray@co.benton.or.us
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1 Abstract 
Objectives. We evaluate the effect of emergency winter homeless shelters on property crimes in the 
nearby communities. 


Methods. Every winter between 2009 and 2016, the City of Vancouver, Canada opened shelters to 
protect the homeless from harsh winter conditions. The city opened 19 shelters, but only five to nine of 
them were open in any one winter. Using the variation in timing and placement of the shelters, we 
contrast crime rates in the surrounding areas when the shelters are open and closed. 


Results. The presence of a shelter appears to cause property crime to increase by 56% within 100m of 
that shelter, with thefts from vehicles, other thefts, and vandalism driving the increase. However, when 
a homeless shelter opened, rates of breaking and entering commercial establishments were 34% lower 
within 100m of that shelter. The observed effects are concentrated close to shelters, within 400 meters, 
and dissipate beyond 400 meters. Consistent with a causal effect, we find a decreasing effect of shelters 
with increasing distance from the shelter. 


Conclusions. While homeless shelters are a critical social service, in Vancouver they appear to impact 
property crime in the surrounding community. Shelters may warrant greater security to control property 
crime, but the data suggest any increase in security need not extend beyond 400 meters, about 2 to 3 
blocks, from the shelters. 


Keywords: community design, homeless shelters, property crime, Vancouver 


2 Introduction 
Homeless shelters offer temporary accommodations and social services to those lacking permanent 
housing. Studies suggest that the benefits of this type of public health intervention on its target 
population and surrounding community are numerous. Comparative evaluations of homeless 
populations reveal that both, sheltered youth and women, have better health outcomes than their 
unsheltered counterparts, with these sheltered populations respectively reporting fewer serious health 
issues, and better physical and mental health (Klein, et al., 2000; Nyamathi, Leake, & Gelberg, 2000). 
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Unsurprisingly, occupants of homeless shelters also report greater access to food than their peers on 
the streets (Regional Steering Committee on Homelessness, 2012). While compared to the general 
population sheltered homeless people have a greater mortality rate (Barrow, Herman, Cordova, & 
Struening, 1999; Hwang, 2000), sheltered homeless populations seem to have fewer risk factors for 
mortality in comparison to unsheltered homeless individuals (Montgomery, Szymkowiak, Marcus, 
Howard, & Culhane, 2016).  


Despite the potential benefits of sheltering the homeless, neighborhood stakeholders such as property 
owners, business owners, and residents often oppose the establishment of such shelters in their 
neighborhoods. In addition to concerns about property values and business disruption, the risk that 
shelters might increase crime rates is a primary driver of their reticence. This study addresses this issue, 
providing empirical evidence for the effect of emergency homeless shelters on crime. This paper begins 
with an overview of the existing literature related to homeless shelters and crime. The following 
sections discuss the data used in the study, the difference-in-differences analysis method employed, the 
results, and the conclusions drawn based upon the results. 


3 Prior Literature 
Criminological theories support the possibility of crime increasing after the implementation of homeless 
shelters. Specifically, routine activity and lifestyle victimization theories both propose mechanisms for 
how homeless individuals affect crime rates whereas broken windows theory proposes mechanisms for 
how the built environment of a neighborhood, such as shelters, could influence crime. In accordance 
with routine activity theory, crime might increase after a shelter opening due to the convergence of 
motivated offenders, suitable targets, and the absence of capable guardians (Cohen & Felson, 1979). For 
example, homeless individuals may commit acquisitive crimes due to a lack of basic necessities, be 
suitable targets due to their vulnerability, and may frequent areas with an absence of security. Shelters 
may vary in the degree of police and security presence. Lifestyle victimization theory suggests that the 
opening of homeless shelters could lead to more crime, as homeless individuals tend to experience high-
risk lifestyles that make them easier targets for crimes (Anderson, 2014). High rates of victimization 
(Fitzpatrick, La Gory, & Ritchey, 1993; Kushel, Evans, Perry, Robertson, & Moss, 2003) and offending 
(Redburn & Buss, 1986; Snow, Baker, & Anderson, 1989) among the homeless support these theories. 
Although congruent with the notion that shelters could increase crime, broken windows theory 
proposes that the increase could be due to the social disorder signaled by the existence of a shelter and 
the presence of homeless people in proximity of shelters. According to the theory, crimes can occur 
anywhere once communal barriers, the sense of mutual regard and the obligations of civility, are 
lowered by physical signs of social disorder that seem to signal that “no one cares” (Wilson & Kelling, 
1982) . Therefore, because of its anonymity, the high population turnover, and the past experience of 
“no one caring”, homeless shelters could signal the presence of the breakdown of community controls, 
indicating to potential criminals that the surrounding area is not preoccupied with or has lost control of 
those locations. 


Depending on design and implementation, shelters could reduce crime and the reduction could still be 
consistent with routine activity, lifestyle victimization, and broken windows theories. Routine activity 
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theory suggests that crime could decrease after shelters open as this infrastructure might make 
homeless people less vulnerable and less likely to be motivated to commit crimes out of necessity. This 
theory also proposes that homeless shelters could be linked to a decline in crime rates when paired with 
increased security and/or police presence, as adequate police and security planning could offset the risk 
of any increase in crime or reduce crime altogether. Likewise, lifestyle victimization supports the 
possibility that the opening of homeless shelters could lead to less crime, as the shelter may directly 
address the aspects of a high-risk lifestyle that puts the homeless at greatest risk. Broken windows 
theory also posits that crime could decrease near homeless shelters since these structures could remove 
signs of social disorder and may signal to potential offenders that stakeholders care about their 
community. Altogether, criminological theories suggest that homeless shelters could affect crime, but it 
is unclear in what direction the change would be. 


While prior empirical research has shown that certain features of the built environment affect 
incidences of crime in its surrounding community, it has not extensively covered the effect of homeless 
shelters on crime. Instead, most studies have greatly focused on the topic of abandoned housing, 
transit, business improvement districts, and indigent housing (MacDonald, 2015). Although the topic of 
indigent housing is closely related to that of homeless shelters, indigent housing provides long-term 
stays to those in need and does not provide the same resources as homeless shelters. Thus, applying 
conclusions from indigent housing studies to the topic of homeless shelters would be speculative. 


Since prior research has neither confirmed nor disproven the influence of homeless shelter on crime in 
either direction, our analysis will examine the roll out of emergency winter shelters in Vancouver and 
assess the effect of the activation of these shelters on crime in the surrounding community. 


4 Emergency Winter Shelters in Vancouver 
In 2008, Vancouver’s homeless population numbered 1,570 people, with more than 50% unsheltered 
(Thomson, 2016). That same year, Dawn Bergman, a homeless Vancouver woman, died when her 
shopping cart caught fire. Shelters at the time did not allow shopping carts and, fearing her possessions 
would be stolen, Ms. Bergman refused the efforts of Vancouver police officers encouraging her to stay 
at a shelter during an unusually cold winter night. As a result of her death, Vancouver created a Winter 
Response Strategy to better manage the city’s emergency winter shelter needs. Every year from 2009 to 
2016, as part of its Winter Response Strategy program, the city of Vancouver opened seasonal shelters 
to protect the homeless from the harsh winter conditions. Consequently, although the homeless 
population grew 17% between 2008 and 2016, the percentage of the homeless population who were 
unsheltered declined to 29%.  


Since the start of the program, numerous news articles have discussed the openings of emergency 
winter shelters. In combination with homeless counts conducted on seven occasions between 2008 and 
2016, inclusively, these articles provide details on these facilities and their operation. From the end of 
2008 to 2016, Vancouver opened winter shelters in 19 different locations. The city commissioned seven 
operators to manage the shelters with RainCity Housing and Support Society managing more than half 
of the homeless shelters. The shelters generally operate at or near capacity with the number of beds 
ranging between 30 and 200. In addition, many also offered services such as access to showers and 
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connections to housing options. Although nearly all shelters catered towards a clientele of all gender 
and ages, in practice shelters served a predominantly male and adult population; roughly 70% of shelter 
stays involved homeless men. At the time of their stay in these shelters, an estimated 83% of homeless 
shelter occupants had been homeless for over a month. Approximately 38% of Vancouver’s sheltered 
homeless population reported suffering from mental illness and 53% from an addiction. 


Shelters were mostly located within or in close proximity to Vancouver’s Central Business District, 
although some were in more commercial areas than others. Table 1 shows the timing and locations of 
the shelters. Table 1 shows that several shelters were operational by January 2009, the winter following 
Ms. Bergman’s death, though one had been operational for the winters of 2007 and 2008. For logistical 
and political reasons that are not always clear, the majority of the 19 locations in which shelters were 
opened only hosted a shelter for three or fewer winters. Most shelters typically started operating in 
December prior to the year listed in the column headings in Table 1 and closed towards the end of the 
following April. However, sometimes shelters would not open until late December or January. As a 
result, we focus our attention on January to March when all emergency shelters were operational. 


Table 1: Timing and Placement of Emergency Winter Homeless Shelters in Vancouver 


Shelter Address 
2006 


2007 


2008 


2009 


2010 


2011 


2012 


2013 


2014 


2015 


2016 


134 East Cordova Street  ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
51B W Cordova Street    ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
320 Hastings Street    ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
201 Central Street    ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
1442 Howe Street    ✔ 


 
✔ ✔ 


    


1435 Granville Street    ✔ ✔ 
      


1642 West 4th Avenue    
 


✔ ✔ 
     


747 Cardero Street    
 


✔ ✔ 
     


677 East Broadway Street    
 


✔ ✔ 
     


1648 East 1st Avenue    
 


✔ ✔ 
    


✔ 
518 Richards Street    


   
✔ 


    


2950 Prince Edward Street    
   


✔ 
    


119 East Cordova Street    
   


✔ 
  


✔ ✔ 
1210 Seymour Street    


    
✔ 


   


2610 Victoria Drive    
    


✔ 
   


21 East 5th Avenue    
    


✔ ✔ 
  


862 Richards Street    
    


✔ ✔ 
  


1647 East Pender Street    
      


✔ 
 


900 Pacific Street    
   


    ✔ 
 


The timing and placement of the shelters was not random. The placement often was a result of 
availability and suitability of space and an organization capable of managing the shelter. While current 
crime conditions were not an overt ingredient in the decision to place a shelter, crime could have 
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created conditions conducive to the opening of a shelter. For example, an office building may have 
closed down due to crime, thus providing available space for a shelter to move in. Consequently, in our 
analyses, we treat the shelter openings and closings as exogenous shocks to the community, but we also 
check for signals of crime trends in advance of the shelter openings. 


5 Data and Methods 
Vancouver publishes data on crimes reported to the Vancouver Police Department (VPD) (City of 
Vancouver, Canada, 2017). For every crime incident, the data indicate the type of offense as well as the 
year and the month in which it occurred. The reported crimes fall into eight categories: Commercial 
breaking and entering, residential breaking and entering, homicide, mischief (vandalism or property 
destruction), attacks against a person, theft from vehicle, theft of vehicle, and non-vehicle related theft. 
The dataset also included the geographic location of each property crime by indicating its approximate 
address and geographic coordinates. For privacy concerns, VPD does not make publicly available the 
location of offenses against a person. Therefore, our analysis focuses on property crimes. We included 
data from 2006 through 2016. We started with 2006 to provide three years of data before the start of 
the emergency winter shelter program. 


Combining the crime timing and locations with the shelter openings and locations shown in Table 1, we 
aim to discern whether having an active homeless shelter influences crime in the surrounding 
community. Because shelters open and close at various times and places, we can use each area as its 
own control and contrast crime in an area when the shelter is open and when it is closed. We 
considered an area to have a shelter if it was within a given radius around an active shelter. We used 
radii of 100m, 200m, 300m, 400m, and 500m and report the results for each of these. We included a 
crime in the analysis only if it occurred between January and March (when the shelter program was 
active) and occurred in an area that was within the buffer radius of a location that had a shelter at some 
time during the study period. Figure 1 shows the geography for a 400m buffer radius. These are the 
buffers for all 19 shelters that were active between 2009 and 2016, but not all of them were active in 
every year.  
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Figure 1: Shelter buffers for a 400m buffer radius. White outlines mark areas where shelter buffers 
overlap. 


 


Buffers around each shelter can overlap and occurs to a greater extent when considering larger radii. To 
accommodate the overlap in the analysis we carved the collection of circles into the set of non-
overlapping regions. In Figure 1 this produced 41 non-overlapping regions. A crime occurring in the 
location marked with a diamond in Figure 1 will be labeled as a crime near an open shelter if shelter A is 
open, shelter B is open, or both shelter A and shelter B are open (and not near a shelter if both shelter A 
and B are closed). 


We organized the data so that for each year, for each of the 41 regions, we had an indicator of whether 
there was an active shelter within the buffer radius and the number of crimes reported within the 
region. We used a Poisson regression model to model the crime counts 


y𝑖𝑡~Poisson(𝜆𝑖𝑡) 
log(𝜆𝑖𝑡) = 𝛽1shelter𝑖𝑡 + 𝛼𝑖 + 𝛾𝑡  


(1) 


where yit is the number of crimes reported in region i at time t, shelterit is a 0/1 indicator of whether 
there was an active shelter within the buffer radius for region i at time t, 𝛼𝑖 is a fixed effect for region i, 
and 𝛾𝑡 is a fixed effect for year t, with 𝛾1 fixed at 0 making 2006 the reference year. Since 𝛼𝑖 captures 
the crime rate for region i and 𝛾𝑡 captures the crime trends, exp(𝛽1) measures how many times larger 
the crime rate is with an active shelter nearby. We used a sandwich estimator for the standard errors to 
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account for overdispersion in the crime count outcome, but not to account for spatial or temporal 
correlation. We used a Poisson model with robust standard errors instead of a negative binomial model 
because the former is more efficient and robust (Wooldridge, 2010). We relied on a permutation test to 
address spatial and temporal correlation. 


We conducted a permutation test of 𝛽1 = 0. Confidently estimating the correct null distribution for �̂�1 
using traditional statistical theory is challenging. The null distribution would need to address correlation 
in space and time while also addressing areas that multiple shelters overlap. Permutation tests sidestep 
these issues by simulating the reference distribution under the null hypothesis that shelter timing and 
placement are uncorrelated with crime. Fisher’s exact test for testing the independence of two 
categorical variables is the best known permutation test (Fisher, 1935). In this special case, Fisher 
showed that, rather than having to simulate or enumerate all the possible permutations of the observed 
categories yielding a contingency table matching the observed table margins, the hypergeometric 
distribution could compute tail probabilities over the permutation distribution. 


We cannot enumerate all possible permutations of the timing and locations of shelters. Instead to 
simulate the reference distribution we randomly shuffled the timing and locations of the active shelters, 
effectively randomly shuffling the checkmarks in Table 1. We fixed the marginal distribution of the 
number of open shelters in each year to match the observed number of open shelters that year and 
permuted the shelter openings using Patefield’s algorithm (Patefield, 1981). This restricts the 
permutation test from considering implausible scenarios, such as having all shelters open or all shelters 
closed in a given year. For each permutation, we relabeled all of the regions (like those shown in Figure 
1) as having an active shelter or no shelter. Then we refit the model (1), storing the estimated coefficient 
�̂�1 from each model fit. We repeated this 2,000 times and used the collection of 2,000 estimates of �̂�1 as 
the null distribution. This process generates the null distribution showing us the distribution of �̂�1 we 
should expect when shelter timing and locations are random and unrelated to crime (Figure 2 in the 
results shows an example). 


Permutation tests can be underpowered in designs such as equation (1) when the error structure is 
complex, so permutation test p-values will be conservative (Wang & DeGruttola, 2016). While most 
traditional tests provide a test that the average treatment effect is 0, the permutation test described 
here (as with Fisher’s exact test) provides a test of the sharp null hypothesis that there is no effect on 
crime for any of the shelters (Imbens & Rubin, 2015). 


We conducted these analyses for total property and mischief crime as well as separately for each 
individual crime type. 


6 Results 
We found strong evidence that the presence of a shelter is associated with an increase in property and 
mischief crime, with a decreasing effect with increasing distance from the shelter. When shelters open 
we find that within 100 meters of the shelter total property and mischief crimes increase by 56.3%. The 
permutation test assures us that an effect of this magnitude is outside of what we should expect from 
chance variation. Figure 2 shows the permutation test null distribution for what the model in (1) would 
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estimate to be the percent increase in property crime attributable to a shelter opening if in fact shelters 
and crime were unrelated. When we randomly shuffle the shelter openings (and break any relationship 
between crime and shelters) the histogram in Figure 2 shows the estimates that we should expect if 
shelters have no effect. Estimated effects between a decrease of 30% or an increase of 30% in property 
crime could reasonably occur by random chance. However, our estimate was an increase of 56.3%, 
marked in Figure 2 by a vertical line, well outside the normal random variation we would expect by 
chance. Because we generated the null distribution through simulation, the histogram’s spread properly 
accounts for spatial and temporal correlation and for multiple shelters operating within the same areas. 


Figure 2: Null distribution for the effect of shelters on total property crime within 100m 


 


Table 2 shows the percent increase in crime attributable to the opening of an emergency winter 
homeless shelter for each of the property crime categories. We varied the size of the radius around each 
homeless shelter in order to assess the range of the shelter’s effect. The primary drivers of the increase 
were thefts from vehicles, other thefts, and mischief to some degree. Other thefts appear to double 
after the opening of a shelter compared to years when the shelters are not open. 


Shelters did not affect all crime categories in the same direction. We find strong evidence that rates of 
breaking and entering commercial buildings was substantially lower when a homeless shelter was 
nearby. Within 200 meters of a shelter, the percentage of break-ins of commercial establishments 
declined by 27%. 
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Table 2: Percent increase in crime for areas within a given radius of an open homeless shelters 


 Average 
crime count 


per year 
within 


300m of 
shelters 


Radius around shelters 
 100m 200m 300m 400m 500m 


Total Property 
and Mischief 
Crime 


1780 56.3 
(30.2, 87.7) 


<0.001* 


14.0 
(2.9, 26.4) 


0.005* 


10.8 
(2.9, 19.3) 


0.007* 


8.7 
(1.5, 16.5) 


0.009* 


0.9 
(-5.3, 7.6) 


0.444 
Break and Enter 
Residential 


75  82.5 
(-13.8, 286.3) 


0.009* 


 9.4 
(-22.0, 53.4) 


0.295 


 -0.7 
(-21.6, 25.9) 


0.430 


 -1.4 
(-18.4, 19.1) 


0.444 


 2.5 
(-14.4, 22.9) 


0.433 
Break and Enter 
Commercial 


137  -33.5 
(-58.9, 7.5) 


0.035 


 -27.1 
(-44.4, -4.5) 


0.001* 


 -14.9 
(-30.1, 3.7) 


0.040 


 -2.5 
(-16.7, 14.1) 


0.467 


 0.3 
(-13.8, 16.7) 


0.397 
Theft from 
Vehicle 


538  42.9 
(2.2, 99.9) 


0.007* 


 15.8 
(-1.5, 36.1) 


0.024 


 20.7 
(7.3, 35.8) 


<0.001* 


 15.1 
(2.0, 29.9) 


0.012* 


 12.0 
(0.6, 24.7) 


0.053 
Theft of Vehicle 57  -39.9 


(-72.2, 29.8) 
0.059 


 -19.8 
(-47.7, 23.1) 


0.088 


 -2.4 
(-26.6, 29.9) 


0.376 


 -11.0 
(-29.7, 12.6) 


0.099 


 -9.5 
(-26.2, 11.0) 


0.157 
Other Theft 709  98.1 


(51.0, 159.7) 
<0.001* 


 16.4 
(0.7, 34.6) 


0.023 


 11.5 
(1.0, 23.1) 


0.015* 


 8.5 
(-0.3, 18.0) 


0.040 


 -5.1 
(-12.5, 2.9) 


0.104 
Mischief 264  26.3 


(-9.7, 76.7) 
0.033 


 28.3 
(8.2, 52.1) 


<0.001* 


 8.5 
(-4.8, 23.7) 


0.097 


 7.8 
(-4.0, 21.0) 


0.060 


 2.3 
(-7.9, 13.6) 


0.428 
Note: For each crime type and for each radius we show the estimated percent change in crime 
(100൫exp൫�̂�1൯ − 1൯), a 95% confidence interval accounting for overdispersion (but are not valid since 
they do not account for spatial/temporal correlation or shelter overlap), and the permutation test p-
value (without any adjustment for multiple comparisons). The p-values marked with * remain significant 
after a Benjamini-Hochberg adjustment for multiple comparisons. The second column shows the 
average number of crimes per year within 300 meters of the shelter areas to give the reader an idea of 
the additional number of crimes that occur when shelters open. 


When arguing for cause of an observed effect, the gradient criterion, one of the Hill criteria for providing 
evidence of a causal relationship, suggests that higher doses of a treatment should result in a larger 
corresponding response (Hill, 1965). In the case of shelters, we should see a stronger effect of the 
shelters in areas closest to them and a smaller effect as we expand the radius to include areas farther 
away from the shelters. Indeed, Table 2 demonstrates a decreasing effect with increasing radius. Figure 
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3 shows graphically the Table 2 results for other theft, commercial breaking and entering, and in the 
background, total property and mischief crime. All of these crime categories show that near the shelter 
the effect is strong, but converges toward a null effect once we consider a radius of 500 meters, further 
supporting the conclusion that shelters are causing the changes in crime.  


Figure 3: Percent change in crime as a function of the shelter buffer radius 


 


Note: The figure shows the point estimate and the pointwise 95% confidence intervals 


The observed effects potentially could be attributable to city officials placing shelters in areas that are 
already experiencing crime changes. If this is the case, then the opening of a shelter should be 
correlated with the crime in the prior year. As a falsification test we dropped the data from 2006 and 
replaced the model (1) with a model predicting crime the year prior as shown in (2). 


log൫𝜆𝑖,𝑡−1൯ = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1shelter𝑖𝑡 + 𝛼𝑖 + 𝛾𝑡−1 (2) 


For almost all crime types and at all radii around shelters we find shelters not to be predictive of crime 
levels in the prior year. The one exception might be mischief crimes at 100 meters (p-value = 0.01, but 
Benjamini-Hochberg adjusted p-value = 0.19). That is, increases in vandalism and property damage may 
precede the placement of shelters. Though not statistically significant after accounting for multiple 
comparisons, there is a decreasing relationship with the prior year’s mischief crimes with an increasing 
radius, indicating that disorder already may be developing in places where shelters open. For other 
crime types we see no trend by distance from shelter in the relationship between shelter openings and 
the prior year’s crime, with point estimates equally likely to be positive or negative and generally large 
p-values. 
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7 Discussion 
This study aimed to examine the effect of homeless shelters on crime in Vancouver. The opening of a 
shelter appears to be linked with a significant increase in property crime in the shelter’s immediate 
vicinity. An exception to this finding was that incidences of commercial breaking and entering 
decreased. The effect of the shelter decreases with distance from the shelter offering further support 
that the observed effect is causal. 


In an attempt to further explore the commercial environment and the relationship with commercial 
breaking and entering, we gathered data on the number of business licenses within 200m of each 
shelter location. All but three shelters were in heavily commercial areas with 50 or more businesses 
licensed within 200m of the shelter. While we are interested in uncovering more about the impact of 
siting shelters in different kinds of neighborhoods and how this moderates the treatment effect, the lack 
of variation in Vancouver makes this infeasible. 


Routine activity theory may offer an explanation for the observed decrease in the occurrences of 
commercial breaking and entering. Local businesses may increase security, such as using roll-up sheet 
doors, cameras, and security personnel. It is also possible that by providing shelter to homeless people, 
these individuals may be less motivated to seek shelter in empty businesses during the night. Indeed, 
the CEO of the Downtown Vancouver Business Improvement Association noted that many fewer 
homeless were sleeping in the alcoves of retail storefronts and the downtown had a sharp decline in 
trespassing after the shelters opened (Gauthier, 2017). 


The increase in property crimes could be explained by one or a combination of three mechanisms. First, 
these results may provide support for the broken windows theory. The presence of homeless shelters 
and the potential increase of the homeless population could increase social disorder, which could 
consequently increase crime committed by the homeless and non-homeless. Second, it is possible that 
homeless shelters encourage the convergence of suitable targets, motivated offenders, and a lack of 
guardians, therefore resulting in crime. Third, there is a possibility that homeless shelters generate 
crime by attracting a homeless population whose lifestyle choices put them at risk of being victimized. 
However, because we do not have data on the circumstances leading to each crime, we are not able to 
identify which of these three mechanisms contributed to these changes in crime. 


It is possible that these results do not reflect an increase in new crime. Indeed, crime that would have 
been committed elsewhere in the city might have been displaced to the area surrounding homeless 
shelters. Moreover, crime might have been affected by increased detection associated with changes in 
police presence and in the behavior of the people present in the area near shelters. 


Regardless of the reason for the increase in crime rates, these findings indicate that greater security or 
policing intervention may be necessary to minimize the potential negative effects shelters have on the 
surrounding community and to address crime that was committed, but had remained undetected until 
the implementation of homeless shelters. Police interventions such as place-based interventions 
focusing on crime and disorders associated with the homeless could potentially reduce crime, as it 
appears to have done in Los Angeles (Berk & MacDonald, 2010). Since our research demonstrates a 
rapidly decreasing effect with increasing radius away from the shelters, security measures and police 
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interventions need not be extensive and may be confined to a small area within 400 meters (2 to 3 
blocks in Vancouver) of the shelters. 
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I believe this situation creates a special circumstance relevant for granting of this permit.  

Applications for development usually include the expectation that law enforcement will include the
usual response.  

But, that is not the case here.  Law enforcement (both City and County) admit that they cannot enforce
all of the laws, only some of them and then only for brief periods of time.  And, City/County Leadership
acknowledges that the usual/expected response of enforcement cannot occur because of our lack of an
adequate jail.

Residential homeless facilities are shown to increase crime in the surrounding area for at least 4 blocks.  I
have attached 2 studies; one academic and one from Seattle Police showing this to be factual.  We have
our own example in downtown Corvallis where the Men's Cold Weather Shelter caused such problems
that in January 2016 City Council voted to not support its expansion and later in September 2016 voted to
not provide additional funding after 2016-2017.  

The Planning Commission needs to determine from City/County Law Enforcement that laws can either be
enforced or not.  If laws cannot be enforced, then special arrangements to control lawlessness must be
developed in order to adequately protect the safety and property of everyone, both those housed and
those hoping to be housed.   

I believe that the Commission has a duty of diligence; given that City/County leaders along with Law
Enforcement openly acknowledge that laws cannot be enforced, moving forward with granting the
permit increasing our homeless population without some kind of additional management, creates
further lawlessness.  I cannot imagine that creating lawlessness such as was observed last summer in
Safe Camp when one resident took a baseball bat to another would be the vision of the Commission in
granting this permit.

Deciding to buttress the need for adequate law enforcement by requiring extra oversight and effort on the
part of social service endeavors will be disappointing to many but the question becomes; under what
circumstances does a community justify increasing lawlessness in a neighborhood?  The Planning
Commission will need to decide if they are willing to continue the current approach by City/County
leadership of choosing to be popular by supporting homeless services while openly admitting that we are
already in a state of lawlessness that their actions will serve to worsen.

It is my sincere hope that the Planning Commission would be willing to do better by our community.  

Respectfully submitted,

Maggie Cooper, MS, PT
Corvallis Physical Therapy
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1 Abstract 
Objectives. We evaluate the effect of emergency winter homeless shelters on property crimes in the 
nearby communities. 

Methods. Every winter between 2009 and 2016, the City of Vancouver, Canada opened shelters to 
protect the homeless from harsh winter conditions. The city opened 19 shelters, but only five to nine of 
them were open in any one winter. Using the variation in timing and placement of the shelters, we 
contrast crime rates in the surrounding areas when the shelters are open and closed. 

Results. The presence of a shelter appears to cause property crime to increase by 56% within 100m of 
that shelter, with thefts from vehicles, other thefts, and vandalism driving the increase. However, when 
a homeless shelter opened, rates of breaking and entering commercial establishments were 34% lower 
within 100m of that shelter. The observed effects are concentrated close to shelters, within 400 meters, 
and dissipate beyond 400 meters. Consistent with a causal effect, we find a decreasing effect of shelters 
with increasing distance from the shelter. 

Conclusions. While homeless shelters are a critical social service, in Vancouver they appear to impact 
property crime in the surrounding community. Shelters may warrant greater security to control property 
crime, but the data suggest any increase in security need not extend beyond 400 meters, about 2 to 3 
blocks, from the shelters. 

Keywords: community design, homeless shelters, property crime, Vancouver 

2 Introduction 
Homeless shelters offer temporary accommodations and social services to those lacking permanent 
housing. Studies suggest that the benefits of this type of public health intervention on its target 
population and surrounding community are numerous. Comparative evaluations of homeless 
populations reveal that both, sheltered youth and women, have better health outcomes than their 
unsheltered counterparts, with these sheltered populations respectively reporting fewer serious health 
issues, and better physical and mental health (Klein, et al., 2000; Nyamathi, Leake, & Gelberg, 2000). 
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Unsurprisingly, occupants of homeless shelters also report greater access to food than their peers on 
the streets (Regional Steering Committee on Homelessness, 2012). While compared to the general 
population sheltered homeless people have a greater mortality rate (Barrow, Herman, Cordova, & 
Struening, 1999; Hwang, 2000), sheltered homeless populations seem to have fewer risk factors for 
mortality in comparison to unsheltered homeless individuals (Montgomery, Szymkowiak, Marcus, 
Howard, & Culhane, 2016).  

Despite the potential benefits of sheltering the homeless, neighborhood stakeholders such as property 
owners, business owners, and residents often oppose the establishment of such shelters in their 
neighborhoods. In addition to concerns about property values and business disruption, the risk that 
shelters might increase crime rates is a primary driver of their reticence. This study addresses this issue, 
providing empirical evidence for the effect of emergency homeless shelters on crime. This paper begins 
with an overview of the existing literature related to homeless shelters and crime. The following 
sections discuss the data used in the study, the difference-in-differences analysis method employed, the 
results, and the conclusions drawn based upon the results. 

3 Prior Literature 
Criminological theories support the possibility of crime increasing after the implementation of homeless 
shelters. Specifically, routine activity and lifestyle victimization theories both propose mechanisms for 
how homeless individuals affect crime rates whereas broken windows theory proposes mechanisms for 
how the built environment of a neighborhood, such as shelters, could influence crime. In accordance 
with routine activity theory, crime might increase after a shelter opening due to the convergence of 
motivated offenders, suitable targets, and the absence of capable guardians (Cohen & Felson, 1979). For 
example, homeless individuals may commit acquisitive crimes due to a lack of basic necessities, be 
suitable targets due to their vulnerability, and may frequent areas with an absence of security. Shelters 
may vary in the degree of police and security presence. Lifestyle victimization theory suggests that the 
opening of homeless shelters could lead to more crime, as homeless individuals tend to experience high-
risk lifestyles that make them easier targets for crimes (Anderson, 2014). High rates of victimization 
(Fitzpatrick, La Gory, & Ritchey, 1993; Kushel, Evans, Perry, Robertson, & Moss, 2003) and offending 
(Redburn & Buss, 1986; Snow, Baker, & Anderson, 1989) among the homeless support these theories. 
Although congruent with the notion that shelters could increase crime, broken windows theory 
proposes that the increase could be due to the social disorder signaled by the existence of a shelter and 
the presence of homeless people in proximity of shelters. According to the theory, crimes can occur 
anywhere once communal barriers, the sense of mutual regard and the obligations of civility, are 
lowered by physical signs of social disorder that seem to signal that “no one cares” (Wilson & Kelling, 
1982) . Therefore, because of its anonymity, the high population turnover, and the past experience of 
“no one caring”, homeless shelters could signal the presence of the breakdown of community controls, 
indicating to potential criminals that the surrounding area is not preoccupied with or has lost control of 
those locations. 

Depending on design and implementation, shelters could reduce crime and the reduction could still be 
consistent with routine activity, lifestyle victimization, and broken windows theories. Routine activity 
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theory suggests that crime could decrease after shelters open as this infrastructure might make 
homeless people less vulnerable and less likely to be motivated to commit crimes out of necessity. This 
theory also proposes that homeless shelters could be linked to a decline in crime rates when paired with 
increased security and/or police presence, as adequate police and security planning could offset the risk 
of any increase in crime or reduce crime altogether. Likewise, lifestyle victimization supports the 
possibility that the opening of homeless shelters could lead to less crime, as the shelter may directly 
address the aspects of a high-risk lifestyle that puts the homeless at greatest risk. Broken windows 
theory also posits that crime could decrease near homeless shelters since these structures could remove 
signs of social disorder and may signal to potential offenders that stakeholders care about their 
community. Altogether, criminological theories suggest that homeless shelters could affect crime, but it 
is unclear in what direction the change would be. 

While prior empirical research has shown that certain features of the built environment affect 
incidences of crime in its surrounding community, it has not extensively covered the effect of homeless 
shelters on crime. Instead, most studies have greatly focused on the topic of abandoned housing, 
transit, business improvement districts, and indigent housing (MacDonald, 2015). Although the topic of 
indigent housing is closely related to that of homeless shelters, indigent housing provides long-term 
stays to those in need and does not provide the same resources as homeless shelters. Thus, applying 
conclusions from indigent housing studies to the topic of homeless shelters would be speculative. 

Since prior research has neither confirmed nor disproven the influence of homeless shelter on crime in 
either direction, our analysis will examine the roll out of emergency winter shelters in Vancouver and 
assess the effect of the activation of these shelters on crime in the surrounding community. 

4 Emergency Winter Shelters in Vancouver 
In 2008, Vancouver’s homeless population numbered 1,570 people, with more than 50% unsheltered 
(Thomson, 2016). That same year, Dawn Bergman, a homeless Vancouver woman, died when her 
shopping cart caught fire. Shelters at the time did not allow shopping carts and, fearing her possessions 
would be stolen, Ms. Bergman refused the efforts of Vancouver police officers encouraging her to stay 
at a shelter during an unusually cold winter night. As a result of her death, Vancouver created a Winter 
Response Strategy to better manage the city’s emergency winter shelter needs. Every year from 2009 to 
2016, as part of its Winter Response Strategy program, the city of Vancouver opened seasonal shelters 
to protect the homeless from the harsh winter conditions. Consequently, although the homeless 
population grew 17% between 2008 and 2016, the percentage of the homeless population who were 
unsheltered declined to 29%.  

Since the start of the program, numerous news articles have discussed the openings of emergency 
winter shelters. In combination with homeless counts conducted on seven occasions between 2008 and 
2016, inclusively, these articles provide details on these facilities and their operation. From the end of 
2008 to 2016, Vancouver opened winter shelters in 19 different locations. The city commissioned seven 
operators to manage the shelters with RainCity Housing and Support Society managing more than half 
of the homeless shelters. The shelters generally operate at or near capacity with the number of beds 
ranging between 30 and 200. In addition, many also offered services such as access to showers and 
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connections to housing options. Although nearly all shelters catered towards a clientele of all gender 
and ages, in practice shelters served a predominantly male and adult population; roughly 70% of shelter 
stays involved homeless men. At the time of their stay in these shelters, an estimated 83% of homeless 
shelter occupants had been homeless for over a month. Approximately 38% of Vancouver’s sheltered 
homeless population reported suffering from mental illness and 53% from an addiction. 

Shelters were mostly located within or in close proximity to Vancouver’s Central Business District, 
although some were in more commercial areas than others. Table 1 shows the timing and locations of 
the shelters. Table 1 shows that several shelters were operational by January 2009, the winter following 
Ms. Bergman’s death, though one had been operational for the winters of 2007 and 2008. For logistical 
and political reasons that are not always clear, the majority of the 19 locations in which shelters were 
opened only hosted a shelter for three or fewer winters. Most shelters typically started operating in 
December prior to the year listed in the column headings in Table 1 and closed towards the end of the 
following April. However, sometimes shelters would not open until late December or January. As a 
result, we focus our attention on January to March when all emergency shelters were operational. 

Table 1: Timing and Placement of Emergency Winter Homeless Shelters in Vancouver 

Shelter Address 
2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

2016 

134 East Cordova Street  ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
51B W Cordova Street    ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
320 Hastings Street    ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
201 Central Street    ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
1442 Howe Street    ✔ 

 
✔ ✔ 

    

1435 Granville Street    ✔ ✔ 
      

1642 West 4th Avenue    
 

✔ ✔ 
     

747 Cardero Street    
 

✔ ✔ 
     

677 East Broadway Street    
 

✔ ✔ 
     

1648 East 1st Avenue    
 

✔ ✔ 
    

✔ 
518 Richards Street    

   
✔ 

    

2950 Prince Edward Street    
   

✔ 
    

119 East Cordova Street    
   

✔ 
  

✔ ✔ 
1210 Seymour Street    

    
✔ 

   

2610 Victoria Drive    
    

✔ 
   

21 East 5th Avenue    
    

✔ ✔ 
  

862 Richards Street    
    

✔ ✔ 
  

1647 East Pender Street    
      

✔ 
 

900 Pacific Street    
   

    ✔ 
 

The timing and placement of the shelters was not random. The placement often was a result of 
availability and suitability of space and an organization capable of managing the shelter. While current 
crime conditions were not an overt ingredient in the decision to place a shelter, crime could have 
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created conditions conducive to the opening of a shelter. For example, an office building may have 
closed down due to crime, thus providing available space for a shelter to move in. Consequently, in our 
analyses, we treat the shelter openings and closings as exogenous shocks to the community, but we also 
check for signals of crime trends in advance of the shelter openings. 

5 Data and Methods 
Vancouver publishes data on crimes reported to the Vancouver Police Department (VPD) (City of 
Vancouver, Canada, 2017). For every crime incident, the data indicate the type of offense as well as the 
year and the month in which it occurred. The reported crimes fall into eight categories: Commercial 
breaking and entering, residential breaking and entering, homicide, mischief (vandalism or property 
destruction), attacks against a person, theft from vehicle, theft of vehicle, and non-vehicle related theft. 
The dataset also included the geographic location of each property crime by indicating its approximate 
address and geographic coordinates. For privacy concerns, VPD does not make publicly available the 
location of offenses against a person. Therefore, our analysis focuses on property crimes. We included 
data from 2006 through 2016. We started with 2006 to provide three years of data before the start of 
the emergency winter shelter program. 

Combining the crime timing and locations with the shelter openings and locations shown in Table 1, we 
aim to discern whether having an active homeless shelter influences crime in the surrounding 
community. Because shelters open and close at various times and places, we can use each area as its 
own control and contrast crime in an area when the shelter is open and when it is closed. We 
considered an area to have a shelter if it was within a given radius around an active shelter. We used 
radii of 100m, 200m, 300m, 400m, and 500m and report the results for each of these. We included a 
crime in the analysis only if it occurred between January and March (when the shelter program was 
active) and occurred in an area that was within the buffer radius of a location that had a shelter at some 
time during the study period. Figure 1 shows the geography for a 400m buffer radius. These are the 
buffers for all 19 shelters that were active between 2009 and 2016, but not all of them were active in 
every year.  
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Figure 1: Shelter buffers for a 400m buffer radius. White outlines mark areas where shelter buffers 
overlap. 

 

Buffers around each shelter can overlap and occurs to a greater extent when considering larger radii. To 
accommodate the overlap in the analysis we carved the collection of circles into the set of non-
overlapping regions. In Figure 1 this produced 41 non-overlapping regions. A crime occurring in the 
location marked with a diamond in Figure 1 will be labeled as a crime near an open shelter if shelter A is 
open, shelter B is open, or both shelter A and shelter B are open (and not near a shelter if both shelter A 
and B are closed). 

We organized the data so that for each year, for each of the 41 regions, we had an indicator of whether 
there was an active shelter within the buffer radius and the number of crimes reported within the 
region. We used a Poisson regression model to model the crime counts 

y𝑖𝑡~Poisson(𝜆𝑖𝑡) 
log(𝜆𝑖𝑡) = 𝛽1shelter𝑖𝑡 + 𝛼𝑖 + 𝛾𝑡  

(1) 

where yit is the number of crimes reported in region i at time t, shelterit is a 0/1 indicator of whether 
there was an active shelter within the buffer radius for region i at time t, 𝛼𝑖 is a fixed effect for region i, 
and 𝛾𝑡 is a fixed effect for year t, with 𝛾1 fixed at 0 making 2006 the reference year. Since 𝛼𝑖 captures 
the crime rate for region i and 𝛾𝑡 captures the crime trends, exp(𝛽1) measures how many times larger 
the crime rate is with an active shelter nearby. We used a sandwich estimator for the standard errors to 
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account for overdispersion in the crime count outcome, but not to account for spatial or temporal 
correlation. We used a Poisson model with robust standard errors instead of a negative binomial model 
because the former is more efficient and robust (Wooldridge, 2010). We relied on a permutation test to 
address spatial and temporal correlation. 

We conducted a permutation test of 𝛽1 = 0. Confidently estimating the correct null distribution for �̂�1 
using traditional statistical theory is challenging. The null distribution would need to address correlation 
in space and time while also addressing areas that multiple shelters overlap. Permutation tests sidestep 
these issues by simulating the reference distribution under the null hypothesis that shelter timing and 
placement are uncorrelated with crime. Fisher’s exact test for testing the independence of two 
categorical variables is the best known permutation test (Fisher, 1935). In this special case, Fisher 
showed that, rather than having to simulate or enumerate all the possible permutations of the observed 
categories yielding a contingency table matching the observed table margins, the hypergeometric 
distribution could compute tail probabilities over the permutation distribution. 

We cannot enumerate all possible permutations of the timing and locations of shelters. Instead to 
simulate the reference distribution we randomly shuffled the timing and locations of the active shelters, 
effectively randomly shuffling the checkmarks in Table 1. We fixed the marginal distribution of the 
number of open shelters in each year to match the observed number of open shelters that year and 
permuted the shelter openings using Patefield’s algorithm (Patefield, 1981). This restricts the 
permutation test from considering implausible scenarios, such as having all shelters open or all shelters 
closed in a given year. For each permutation, we relabeled all of the regions (like those shown in Figure 
1) as having an active shelter or no shelter. Then we refit the model (1), storing the estimated coefficient 
�̂�1 from each model fit. We repeated this 2,000 times and used the collection of 2,000 estimates of �̂�1 as 
the null distribution. This process generates the null distribution showing us the distribution of �̂�1 we 
should expect when shelter timing and locations are random and unrelated to crime (Figure 2 in the 
results shows an example). 

Permutation tests can be underpowered in designs such as equation (1) when the error structure is 
complex, so permutation test p-values will be conservative (Wang & DeGruttola, 2016). While most 
traditional tests provide a test that the average treatment effect is 0, the permutation test described 
here (as with Fisher’s exact test) provides a test of the sharp null hypothesis that there is no effect on 
crime for any of the shelters (Imbens & Rubin, 2015). 

We conducted these analyses for total property and mischief crime as well as separately for each 
individual crime type. 

6 Results 
We found strong evidence that the presence of a shelter is associated with an increase in property and 
mischief crime, with a decreasing effect with increasing distance from the shelter. When shelters open 
we find that within 100 meters of the shelter total property and mischief crimes increase by 56.3%. The 
permutation test assures us that an effect of this magnitude is outside of what we should expect from 
chance variation. Figure 2 shows the permutation test null distribution for what the model in (1) would 
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estimate to be the percent increase in property crime attributable to a shelter opening if in fact shelters 
and crime were unrelated. When we randomly shuffle the shelter openings (and break any relationship 
between crime and shelters) the histogram in Figure 2 shows the estimates that we should expect if 
shelters have no effect. Estimated effects between a decrease of 30% or an increase of 30% in property 
crime could reasonably occur by random chance. However, our estimate was an increase of 56.3%, 
marked in Figure 2 by a vertical line, well outside the normal random variation we would expect by 
chance. Because we generated the null distribution through simulation, the histogram’s spread properly 
accounts for spatial and temporal correlation and for multiple shelters operating within the same areas. 

Figure 2: Null distribution for the effect of shelters on total property crime within 100m 

 

Table 2 shows the percent increase in crime attributable to the opening of an emergency winter 
homeless shelter for each of the property crime categories. We varied the size of the radius around each 
homeless shelter in order to assess the range of the shelter’s effect. The primary drivers of the increase 
were thefts from vehicles, other thefts, and mischief to some degree. Other thefts appear to double 
after the opening of a shelter compared to years when the shelters are not open. 

Shelters did not affect all crime categories in the same direction. We find strong evidence that rates of 
breaking and entering commercial buildings was substantially lower when a homeless shelter was 
nearby. Within 200 meters of a shelter, the percentage of break-ins of commercial establishments 
declined by 27%. 
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Table 2: Percent increase in crime for areas within a given radius of an open homeless shelters 

 Average 
crime count 

per year 
within 

300m of 
shelters 

Radius around shelters 
 100m 200m 300m 400m 500m 

Total Property 
and Mischief 
Crime 

1780 56.3 
(30.2, 87.7) 

<0.001* 

14.0 
(2.9, 26.4) 

0.005* 

10.8 
(2.9, 19.3) 

0.007* 

8.7 
(1.5, 16.5) 

0.009* 

0.9 
(-5.3, 7.6) 

0.444 
Break and Enter 
Residential 

75  82.5 
(-13.8, 286.3) 

0.009* 

 9.4 
(-22.0, 53.4) 

0.295 

 -0.7 
(-21.6, 25.9) 

0.430 

 -1.4 
(-18.4, 19.1) 

0.444 

 2.5 
(-14.4, 22.9) 

0.433 
Break and Enter 
Commercial 

137  -33.5 
(-58.9, 7.5) 

0.035 

 -27.1 
(-44.4, -4.5) 

0.001* 

 -14.9 
(-30.1, 3.7) 

0.040 

 -2.5 
(-16.7, 14.1) 

0.467 

 0.3 
(-13.8, 16.7) 

0.397 
Theft from 
Vehicle 

538  42.9 
(2.2, 99.9) 

0.007* 

 15.8 
(-1.5, 36.1) 

0.024 

 20.7 
(7.3, 35.8) 

<0.001* 

 15.1 
(2.0, 29.9) 

0.012* 

 12.0 
(0.6, 24.7) 

0.053 
Theft of Vehicle 57  -39.9 

(-72.2, 29.8) 
0.059 

 -19.8 
(-47.7, 23.1) 

0.088 

 -2.4 
(-26.6, 29.9) 

0.376 

 -11.0 
(-29.7, 12.6) 

0.099 

 -9.5 
(-26.2, 11.0) 

0.157 
Other Theft 709  98.1 

(51.0, 159.7) 
<0.001* 

 16.4 
(0.7, 34.6) 

0.023 

 11.5 
(1.0, 23.1) 

0.015* 

 8.5 
(-0.3, 18.0) 

0.040 

 -5.1 
(-12.5, 2.9) 

0.104 
Mischief 264  26.3 

(-9.7, 76.7) 
0.033 

 28.3 
(8.2, 52.1) 

<0.001* 

 8.5 
(-4.8, 23.7) 

0.097 

 7.8 
(-4.0, 21.0) 

0.060 

 2.3 
(-7.9, 13.6) 

0.428 
Note: For each crime type and for each radius we show the estimated percent change in crime 
(100൫exp൫�̂�1൯ − 1൯), a 95% confidence interval accounting for overdispersion (but are not valid since 
they do not account for spatial/temporal correlation or shelter overlap), and the permutation test p-
value (without any adjustment for multiple comparisons). The p-values marked with * remain significant 
after a Benjamini-Hochberg adjustment for multiple comparisons. The second column shows the 
average number of crimes per year within 300 meters of the shelter areas to give the reader an idea of 
the additional number of crimes that occur when shelters open. 

When arguing for cause of an observed effect, the gradient criterion, one of the Hill criteria for providing 
evidence of a causal relationship, suggests that higher doses of a treatment should result in a larger 
corresponding response (Hill, 1965). In the case of shelters, we should see a stronger effect of the 
shelters in areas closest to them and a smaller effect as we expand the radius to include areas farther 
away from the shelters. Indeed, Table 2 demonstrates a decreasing effect with increasing radius. Figure 



10 

3 shows graphically the Table 2 results for other theft, commercial breaking and entering, and in the 
background, total property and mischief crime. All of these crime categories show that near the shelter 
the effect is strong, but converges toward a null effect once we consider a radius of 500 meters, further 
supporting the conclusion that shelters are causing the changes in crime.  

Figure 3: Percent change in crime as a function of the shelter buffer radius 

 

Note: The figure shows the point estimate and the pointwise 95% confidence intervals 

The observed effects potentially could be attributable to city officials placing shelters in areas that are 
already experiencing crime changes. If this is the case, then the opening of a shelter should be 
correlated with the crime in the prior year. As a falsification test we dropped the data from 2006 and 
replaced the model (1) with a model predicting crime the year prior as shown in (2). 

log൫𝜆𝑖,𝑡−1൯ = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1shelter𝑖𝑡 + 𝛼𝑖 + 𝛾𝑡−1 (2) 

For almost all crime types and at all radii around shelters we find shelters not to be predictive of crime 
levels in the prior year. The one exception might be mischief crimes at 100 meters (p-value = 0.01, but 
Benjamini-Hochberg adjusted p-value = 0.19). That is, increases in vandalism and property damage may 
precede the placement of shelters. Though not statistically significant after accounting for multiple 
comparisons, there is a decreasing relationship with the prior year’s mischief crimes with an increasing 
radius, indicating that disorder already may be developing in places where shelters open. For other 
crime types we see no trend by distance from shelter in the relationship between shelter openings and 
the prior year’s crime, with point estimates equally likely to be positive or negative and generally large 
p-values. 
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7 Discussion 
This study aimed to examine the effect of homeless shelters on crime in Vancouver. The opening of a 
shelter appears to be linked with a significant increase in property crime in the shelter’s immediate 
vicinity. An exception to this finding was that incidences of commercial breaking and entering 
decreased. The effect of the shelter decreases with distance from the shelter offering further support 
that the observed effect is causal. 

In an attempt to further explore the commercial environment and the relationship with commercial 
breaking and entering, we gathered data on the number of business licenses within 200m of each 
shelter location. All but three shelters were in heavily commercial areas with 50 or more businesses 
licensed within 200m of the shelter. While we are interested in uncovering more about the impact of 
siting shelters in different kinds of neighborhoods and how this moderates the treatment effect, the lack 
of variation in Vancouver makes this infeasible. 

Routine activity theory may offer an explanation for the observed decrease in the occurrences of 
commercial breaking and entering. Local businesses may increase security, such as using roll-up sheet 
doors, cameras, and security personnel. It is also possible that by providing shelter to homeless people, 
these individuals may be less motivated to seek shelter in empty businesses during the night. Indeed, 
the CEO of the Downtown Vancouver Business Improvement Association noted that many fewer 
homeless were sleeping in the alcoves of retail storefronts and the downtown had a sharp decline in 
trespassing after the shelters opened (Gauthier, 2017). 

The increase in property crimes could be explained by one or a combination of three mechanisms. First, 
these results may provide support for the broken windows theory. The presence of homeless shelters 
and the potential increase of the homeless population could increase social disorder, which could 
consequently increase crime committed by the homeless and non-homeless. Second, it is possible that 
homeless shelters encourage the convergence of suitable targets, motivated offenders, and a lack of 
guardians, therefore resulting in crime. Third, there is a possibility that homeless shelters generate 
crime by attracting a homeless population whose lifestyle choices put them at risk of being victimized. 
However, because we do not have data on the circumstances leading to each crime, we are not able to 
identify which of these three mechanisms contributed to these changes in crime. 

It is possible that these results do not reflect an increase in new crime. Indeed, crime that would have 
been committed elsewhere in the city might have been displaced to the area surrounding homeless 
shelters. Moreover, crime might have been affected by increased detection associated with changes in 
police presence and in the behavior of the people present in the area near shelters. 

Regardless of the reason for the increase in crime rates, these findings indicate that greater security or 
policing intervention may be necessary to minimize the potential negative effects shelters have on the 
surrounding community and to address crime that was committed, but had remained undetected until 
the implementation of homeless shelters. Police interventions such as place-based interventions 
focusing on crime and disorders associated with the homeless could potentially reduce crime, as it 
appears to have done in Los Angeles (Berk & MacDonald, 2010). Since our research demonstrates a 
rapidly decreasing effect with increasing radius away from the shelters, security measures and police 
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interventions need not be extensive and may be confined to a small area within 400 meters (2 to 3 
blocks in Vancouver) of the shelters. 
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E Y E  O N  T H E  N E W S 	

The Wrong Narrative 
Seattle elites show little sympathy for a woman raped by a homeless man.	
Christopher	F.	Rufo 
May 3, 2019		
Public	safety	
Cities	
The	Social	Order	
A year ago, in Seattle, a man living in a city-funded homeless encampment raped a 
woman in the bathroom of a Volkswagen dealership in the city’s Ballard 
neighborhood. Christopher Teel had arrived from Texas as a transient and was 
evading multiple warrants, but the city-sanctioned encampment welcomed him 
without conducting a criminal-background check. 
The story caused a sensation, with wide media coverage and public demands for 
increased security measures, but the crime victim remained silent and her identity was 
kept secret. Nearly a year later, the victim, Lindsey, contacted me. After being raped, 
she had approached city leaders and met with the sitting councilman for nearly an 
hour but was received, she says, with dismissiveness. Teel’s crime against her did not 
fit the preferred narrative of compassion for the homeless, so the political class 
downplayed it. By the time Lindsey reached out to me, she was ready to speak out. 
Lindsey asked me to create a short documentary so that she could tell her story in her 
own words. I’ve worked for more than a decade as a documentary filmmaker, but my 
interview with Lindsey was one of the most wrenching I’ve ever done. She walked me 
through the details of the attack and her deep frustrations with the political leadership 
that created the conditions for the crime to occur and then resisted making changes 
even after her story broke. 
 
We edited the film together and posted it to Facebook on April 22. That evening, it 
was the lead story on all four local Seattle news networks and had reached more than 
35,000 people on social media. The public renewed its call for warrant checks at city-
sanctioned encampments. Seattle mayor Jenny Durkan condemned the assault and 
commended “the courage of a survivor of sexual violence to speak out.” 
Then came the backlash. Progressive activists launched a counterattack against 
Lindsey on social media. Local journalist Erica Barnett claimed that the story drew 
attention because Lindsey is an “attractive blonde woman” and dismissed the victim’s 
“many tears” as theatrics serving a false narrative that the homeless represent a danger 
to the community. She demanded that the media temper its reporting and be mindful 
that “graphic descriptions of violent rape may be triggering for survivors.” Barnett’s 



message was amplified on left-wing Twitter; Councilwoman Lorena Gonzalez 
claimed that Lindsey’s story would create fear and cause harm to communities “that 
may already be triggered.” 
The reality: city-sanctioned encampments in Seattle have become magnets for crime 
and violence. According to the Seattle	Times, when the city opened a low-barrier 
encampment in Licton Springs, the police recorded a 221	percent	increase	in	
reported	crimes and public disturbances. Neighbors witnessed a dramatic rise in 
property destruction, violence, prostitution, and drug dealing in the area. According 
to King	County	Jail	statistics, homeless individuals are 38 times more likely to 
commit crimes than the average citizen (the homeless represented 0.5 percent of the 
population but 19 percent of jail bookings last year). 
Seattle’s activist class seems, then, to have more compassion for transient criminals 
than for the victims of their crimes. Lindsey’s story should be a clarion call for 
everyone who cares about violence against women. But in the tortured logic of 
intersectionality, the story of a homeless rapist demands “context,” while the white, 
blonde, middle-class target of his assault is an unsympathetic victim. 
Lindsey’s story reveals a fault line opening between elite opinion and public opinion. 
Most private citizens praised Lindsey as a heroic survivor and echoed her call for 
greater safety at homeless encampments. They should reflect on the likelihood that 
their leaders’ contempt for her extends to them, too. The more Seattleites who come to 
that conclusion, the more likely we are to see change. 

Christopher	F.	Rufo	is	a	contributing	editor	at	City Journal.	He	is	a	
documentary	filmmaker	and	research	fellow	at	Discovery	Institute’s	
Center	on	Wealth,	Poverty,	&	Morality.	Follow	him	on	Facebook	here. 
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TO:         Benton County Planning Commission 

FROM:  Wayne Gibson, 4905 SW Dresden Ave, Corvallis, OR 

SUBJ:    Conditional Use Permit Application LU-19-091 

  

Dear Chairman Kenaston and Commissioners, 

I have a few comments based on the Conditional Use Hearing held on July 21. 

I support what the United Congregational Church (UCC) is attempting to accomplish, but cannot support 

the conditional use permit without conditions of accountability, specifically those issues that address 

neighborhood safety and livability.  To me, this seems like such a minor hurdle to overcome. 

Currently the UCC is in control of the operation of Safe Camp (SC), defines its policies, and implements 

those policies through its committees.  Those committees and members are chosen by UCC and SC and 

represent those interests.  The neighborhood is only a peripheral part of that process from the 

standpoint of suggestions to improve the operation, but has no control whether those suggestions are 

adopted or how they are implemented.  The neighborhood has been trying to have a voice in how the 

operations of Safe Camp affect the neighborhood, as well as a voice that ensures that the process of 

how that voice is heard is not one that operates solely under control and implementation by the UCC 

and SC.  Without some independence, it would be a process of self-regulation and monitoring.  Under 

that type of process the UCC and SC has all decision making authority and can choose to stop self-

regulating if or when the conditional use permit would be approved. 

I’d like to restate what is found in my earlier written testimony.  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 discontent or even failure. 

Thank you all for your hard work in navigating the various issues that have been raised during written 

and oral testimony, as well as the thoughtful questions you have raised during the hearing.  I hope that a 

reasonable solution can be found that balances the interest of all. 

Sincerely, 

Wayne Gibson 

 



TO: 
FROM: 
DATE:
SUBJ:

Benton County Planning Commission 
Blair Girard, 5040 SW West Hills Rd, Corvallis
July 28, 2020 
Conditional Use Permit Application for LU-19-091 

Chair Kenaston and Commissioners, 

During the public hearing and throughout the Staff Report, you heard many requests for, 
and read many pages of testimony identifying the need for, additional conditions of 
approval like a CAC that would work to bring the use into compliance with BCC criteria 
and would work to ensure the future livability, safety, use, purpose, and character of the 
area. You have also been presented with a lot of testimony both verbal and written, that 
identifies the many legitimate reasons for needing such additional conditions of approval 
to safeguard this site’s long-term success in the West Hills neighborhood. This evidence 
and insight was provided by hundreds of neighbors, members of the West Hills 
Neighborhood Association Board, and by city and county officials, and clearly shows the 
need for some formal framework that offers touch points and participation opportunities 
for the community members who will be supporting and hosting Safe Camp, should the 
use be approved. 

Commissioners, the Liaison Group that the applicant is proposing concerns me. It does 
not present objective or clear performance measures that county can observe, 
objectively determine compliance with, and enforce if unmet. It is not being presented 
as a formal requirement or condition of approval, and it contains no framework for 
determining compliance.  

There is another concern with the applicant’s proposed liaison group. So far, during the 
two meetings we have had, the only agenda item identified by their liaison group, the 
only topic the liaison group has wanted to discuss, has been “what’s been working well 
at Safe Camp.” That feels pretty tone deaf to me. There was no expressed desire on 
their part to ask or to discover what isn’t going well for the neighborhood, and that pretty 
much is the number one reason we are requesting and in dire need of the additional 
condition of approval of a formalized collaborative body! I have concerns over the 
planning commission leaving the designation of a joint committee that works to mitigate 
negative impacts to the neighborhood solely with the applicant because of this.  

Alternative Proposal to a CAC and/or Additional Measures to the Proposed 
Liaison Group that Would Meet All of the Requirements Provided by Benton 



County Planning Staff as Necessary For a Condition of Approval to Be 
Appropriate and Applicable to This Conditional Use Permit Application: 

If the community solution presented to the planning commission of a CAC is not 
adopted, some alternative to a CAC should be formalized. I conferred with Greg Verret 
on July 24th via email to inquire about the viability of several possible alternatives which 
I present to you today. These alternatives have been confirmed to be “do-able and 
workable” by Greg through this CUP hearing. Would the Chair Kenaston and 
Commissioners please consider these alternative conditions of approval presented 
below to serve as a conduit for joint problem solving and prevention that will ensure the 
use will comply with BCC criteria, should the use be approved?  

The Annual Mailer Proposal- 

Could the planning commission identify an annual mailer as an appropriate condition of 
approval to address the many concerns raised by neighbors? An annual mailer could be 
issued to all neighborhood residents within ¼ mile of the site every year, August for 
example, that would invite up to 4 neighbors to volunteer to serve as members from the 
neighborhood on the already formalized Steering Committee as a condition of approval. 
It could be objectively determined to be under utilization through the very act of the 
mailer. (For example, did the applicant mail the invitation to neighbors or not?) If less 
than 4 neighbors wish to volunteer, that is fine, it could be any number under 4, but no 
greater than 4. This would ensure that the applicant constitutes the vast majority of the 
Steering Committee, and therefore would retain the control of the operation, and of their 
ministry. Decision-making authority would remain with the applicant. If no neighbors 
wish to participate one year, by not responding to the mailer in the period of time given 
by the applicant to respond, then there will be no neighbors on the steering committee 
that year until the process repeats itself, the following August, for example. If the use 
were to discontinue for some reason, the applicant would no longer be required to issue 
the annual mailer and the condition would no longer be required. 

This proposal is the one I presented to you, albeit a million miles a minute!, during the 
hearing. It would meet all of the requirements provided by county planning staff that are 
necessary for a condition of approval to be appropriate for this CUP because:  

● It can be objectively determined to be under utilization as a standard of
performance. (For example, did the applicant mail the invitation to neighbors or
not?)



● It is within the applicant’s ability to meet. Issuing an annual mailer to all neighbors
within a ¼ mile of the site is an action that is solely within the applicant’s ability to
meet.

● It does not substantially burden the religious exercise of the applicant, nor does it
discriminate based on religion, and it does not totally or unreasonably restrict
religious uses and jurisdiction.

● It is something Benton County can observe, and objectively determine
compliance with.

● It can be enforced if unmet. (For example, if the applicant did not issue the
annual mailer, then the county can enforce the condition by following up with the
applicant through requests to issue it.

● Control of the site remains entirely under the applicant.

● It solves staff’s question about failure due to factors outside the control of the
applicant. (For example, the factor of issuing a mailer that invites up to 4
neighbors to serve as members on the steering committee is inside the control of
the applicant, regardless of whether neighbors choose to participate or not.

The Liaison Group Proposal- 

Chair Kenaston asked a number of questions about the proposed liaison group as a 
solution. If indeed this concept is one that is pursued, it is critical that the planning 
commission formalize this through the land use process as a condition of approval. And, 
in order for the liaison group to apply through this CUP, certain performance measures 
must be identified and applied to the current model as proposed.  

For example, is there an objective way of determining compliance? Is it enforceable if 
the condition goes unmet? Is it an action that is solely within the applicant’s ability to 
meet? If it fails, will the applicant be in violation due to factors outside the control of the 
applicant? How can the liaison group as proposed be objectively determined to be 
under utilization as a standard of performance?  

There is a certain performance measure that could be applied to the liaison group as 
the applicant has presented it, that would be a viable solution to the above county 



planning staff requirements needing to be met in order for a condition of approval to be 
appropriately applied to this CUP. One that would work to address the many concerns 
raised by the neighborhood. I have run this additional performance measure by Greg 
Verret. The planning commission could require county facilitation  during these liaison 
group meetings as a condition of approval.  

For example, if the condition of approval identified by commissioners were to require 
facilitation by county staff during the joint meetings between representatives of the 
WHNA and the Safe Camp Steering Committee (or liaison group) for purposes of 
information sharing, problem solving, and conflict resolution, this would provide the clear 
and objective standard of performance that can be determined to be under utilization, 
and according to Greg Verret, “could be a do-able condition of approval.”  

Requiring county facilitation during liaison group meetings would be something that 
Benton County can observe, objectively determine compliance with, and enforce if 
unmet.  

In Conclusion: 

Hundreds of neighbors have cautioned the potential lasting impacts to the use, purpose, 
and character of the area should the use be approved without any mechanism in place 
to address these concerns. I respectfully ask that the commission identify an additional 
condition/s of approval that will address the many concerns of the neighbors, the WHNA 
Board, city and county officials. I’d like Safe Camp to stand as the model of what can 
best be achieved, not as a model of what to avoid in the future.  



From: Lisa Hawash
To: Benton Public Comment
Subject: Testimony from Safe Camp members
Date: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 6:44:28 AM
Attachments: Safe camp members sharing personal stories_ CUP application 7.2020 .pdf

Good morning, 

I have been working with folks at Safe Camp since last fall and recently met with them to
discuss the CUP application and hearing. Six of the Safe Camp members wanted to share
their experiences with you. Please see the attached document. 

I am a resident of Corvallis. My address is 7060 NW Oak Creek Drive, Corvallis, OR 97330. 

Thank you, lisa

Lisa Hawash, MSW
Associate Professor of Practice
MSW Online Option Coordinator  
PSU School of Social Work
1800 SW 6th Avenue, #600
Portland, Oregon 97207
503.725.5018
lhawash@pdx.edu

mailto:lhawash@pdx.edu
mailto:PublicComment@Co.Benton.OR.US
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Jason, a Safe Camp community member: 
Washington state doesn’t have a death with dignity law and Oregon does, 
which my doctor told me about. I was staying at the men’s shelter and was 
in/out of the hospital and my doctor encouraged me to get to a safe camp 
shelter.  It’s a really good thing. Not everybody who is homeless does 
drugs or alcohol and some of us are just terminal and are near the end of 
our life.  This is the best place for me, I’m at a church and on holy ground. 
 
They wanted to help get me into my own apartment, but I am out of time. 
I’m fine with my little micro shelter because I'll probably move into an apt 
and die within two months. Without this I’d be in a tent behind the men’s 
shelter.  
 
I’m very thankful for the micro shelter space - it helps me out immensely.  
I understand that neighbors might be upset - but some of us just want to be 
at peace.  
 
 
RJ, a Safe Camp community member: 
I got to safe camp in March. I was at the men’s shelter where we were put 
out because of the pandemic.  
 
This place has kept me safe, being in this shelter has saved my life as I can 
use my sleep apnea machine now. I am afraid of dying in my sleep without 
this. I cannot walk or stand very well so I have limitations to movement. I 
receive disability and have been homeless for much of the past 30 years. 
I’ve been housed a few times during that time, but mostly have been living 
outside.  
 
The folks here at the church and at Safe Camp have helped stabilize me. I 
have never felt stable in my entire life. I am working with case managers to 
obtain housing and would like to have a place that is on a bus line. I’ve 
been in Corvallis for fifteen years and have played harmonica on 2nd street 
for years - it’s a friendly town.  
 
 







Karen, a Safe Camp community member: 
My name is Karen and I am staying at Safe Camp. There’s a real need for 
a place like this as transitional housing. At age 62 I never in my life thought 
I would be homeless. This place is a good thing for the community. We try 
to have consideration for the neighbors - I like the neighbors and the 
neighborhood. I need safe camp to succeed if I am ever going to have a 
chance at a normal life.  
 
I hope the planning commission really thinks about their decision to allow 
safe camp to be here, it is really important for all of us. If I end up back out 
on the streets I am open to all kinds of bad things to happen - I am at risk 
for violence, for losing my belongings, and will struggle to obtain permanent 
housing.  
 
I am working with Dan, the case manager, to get my birth certificate and 
social security card so then I can get social security for income. I waited at 
least six months to get a spot here at Safe Camp and have been living 
outside for about four years. Before that I was staying with various friends, 
but then ended up living outside. Once I get my ID and social security we 
are going to work on getting me housed - that’s my goal.  
 
Jerry, a Safe Camp community member: 
My name is Jerry and being here at Safe Camp has allowed me to work on 
getting the things I need to get my health needs met - it allows me to have 
access resources. With my current mobility issues I could not do that if I 
was living outside on my own. I work with Dan the case manager. The 
health van comes to visit us here, meals on wheels brings us meals, and 
we have a kitchen where we can cook for each other. I have been living 
outside since 2005 and have been in Oregon since 2010.  
 
There are many members of the original Safe Camp who got housing, and 
one person was able to get their surgery done after they got housed. I will 
now be able to get my hip replaced too since I have been moved into one 
of the micro shelters.  
 
Safe camp has helped a lot of people. My story has always been ‘let’s have 
the neighbors come over and have a cup of coffee.’  







 
 
Angela, a Safe Camp community member: 
I was one of the original members of Safe Camp and think it has been an 
amazing support with the transition process. It has been amazing to watch 
this place be built from the ground up. They have gone above and beyond 
to help us meet our needs and make this a safe place. It’s been an 
amazing learning experience.  
 
 
Robin, a Safe Camp community member: 
Last year we were run out of the woods and the congregation supported 
me and others. Jen said you’re safe as long as you don’t cross this line. 
She stood up for us. The congregation provided us with sanctuary - we 
don’t have to move all the time. Sometimes I have had to move once a 
month, I’ve lost my personal belongings.  
I am working with a case manager (Dan), I just got my birth certificate and 
we are now working on my social security card so I can get housing.  
 
When you are homeless here you are always thinking when will you get 
posted next? Where are you going to have to move next? How will I keep 
all of my belongings? I’ve been living outside for three years here in 
Corvallis and ’m really grateful for this place, for Jen, and for the 
congregation. 
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As people of the Christian faith, the second half of the Great Commandment (you shall) “love your 
neighbor as yourself,” is what we strive for when making any decision in life:  to emulate the teachings 
of Jesus. 

Those of us who worship at First Congregational United Church of Christ have contributed time, talent, 
and treasure towards making a safe place for the least among us.  Our clergy and staff have worked 
tirelessly with various positions within County and City government to comply with all safety 
requirements which would allow Safe Camp to continue to serve those most marginalized in our society.  
Indeed, government has failed on all levels to provide for folks who have no shelter in our communities, 
looking to others to fill that need in our broken society.   

Corvallis is an economically difficult place to live.  We are privileged to be able to maintain our residence 
here, and we realize that every time we vote “yes” to provide additional governmental services our vote 
may force someone else to find another city in which to live.  Corvallis is its own bubble, and we 
contribute to the housing dilemma for many in this way. 

Safe Camp has successfully transitioned ten people to a more stable living environment in a year’s time.  
This is something to be celebrated by all.  We are doing what God calls us to do as the hands and feet of 
Christ.  This is what discipleship is. 

We appreciate the staff’s position in support of the church’s application (with conditions) for a 
Conditional Use Permit to allow us to continue our ministry and hope you will place your trust in their 
recommendation. 

 

Ann Poling Hawkins 
John Hawkins 
2910 NW Taft Avenue, 97330 
541-752-5146 
Members, First Congregational United Church of Christ 

 



From: Terri Homer
To: Benton Public Comment
Subject: Written Testimony for Land Use case number LU-19-091.
Date: Monday, July 27, 2020 5:25:41 PM

Dear Commissioners,

I am a homeowner on Sylvia Street which is right off of West Hills Road about 2
blocks west of Safe Camp. I attended the entirety of the public hearing that you held
online on July 22. I am submitting testimony with concerns about granting the
conditional use permit to the church at this time. 

As residents of this neighborhood, we are extremely concerned about fire safety and
it seems that the plan for Safe Camp as outlined by the church adds to the fire danger
of the neighborhood. Unfortunately, unlike other sanctioned micro-shelter and tent
camps for the homeless in Corvallis, this one has the disadvantage of being
immediately next to and inside a dense, unharvested tree farm. The church’s plan for
Safe Camp includes tent sites to be placed in the woods which is extremely
dangerous and unnecessary. The church owns a large parking lot and if they are so
concerned about housing these residents safely, they could move the tents out of the
woods and into the parking lot. As you heard on July 22, the experts in fire safety are
also very concerned about the proposed setup by the church. Please consider
recommending to the church that they not allow tent sites in the woods but rather
move them to a safer area of their property. At the very least, do not grant a
conditional use permit until all fire safety regulations are met and a schedule for
ongoing inspections is in place. 

Safe Camp is a low barrier encampment for the homeless. This means that sobriety is
not a requirement for living there. The Corvallis men’s shelter which is open 5 months
a year is also a low barrier shelter and it is staffed by experienced personnel
whenever the residents are on site. Safe Camp is staffed about 35% of the time. This
means that here is no one present to enforce the behavior code when the staff is not
on site. As a result, there have been incidents in the neighborhood requiring calls to
law enforcement that might have been avoided had Safe Camp had 24/7 on site
management. If you decide to grant the applicant’s request for a conditional use
permit, please insist that Unity Shelters and/or the church have 24/7 on site
management just as the Men’s and Women’s shelter have. 

Finally, Rev Jen Butler sent an email Message to the congregation of her church the
morning after the public hearing. Rather than quote from it, I have included the
paragraph she wrote concerning neighborhood relations below in red. Please read it. 
“The testimony given by the neighbors may have raised some questions for you -
which I would like to briefly address. The communication between the Church, the
Safe Camp Steering Committee and the West Hills Neighborhood Association
(WHNA) has been difficult. Some of that difficulty has been driven by a persistent
demand from the WHNA that they have decision making capacity regarding our
ministry. After long and thoughtful conversations, the Safe Camp Steering Committee
agreed that having a required set of members on a committee that drives policy and

mailto:terri.homermd@gmail.com
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procedures is inappropriate. Not to mention that many of the members of the WHNA
have clearly expressed their intent to shut down the Safe Camp project. For the last
year we have made ourselves available for any and all conversations with the
neighbors and the WHNA. They have consistently asked for answers to questions in
writing (preferring not to meet in person), scheduling and then cancelling meetings,
and declining our repeated offers to meet with members of the Safe Camp Steering
Committee in a subgroup space meant for dialogue and relationship-building. After
their last cancellation of a meeting in February, we agreed to meet in March - and
then, COVID-19. And so, it was not until June that we finally met on Zoom - the Safe
Camp Steering Committee represented by the Neighborhood subgroup, led by Rev.
Tim Roach. There have been two of those meetings so far. You can rest assured that
we have not been skirting our obligations to be responsible members of the West Hills
neighborhood. However, it is increasingly clear that we may never be able to satisfy
the demands of the WHNA……..”

Rather than engaging in a 'he said, she said' debate about the details of setting up
meetings, I will just say that the WHNA Board tried very hard to set up meetings with
the church steering committee for nearly a year and were turned down. I believe that
the only reason the church steering committee finally agreed to meet with the WHNA
Board (at the Board's request) in June 2020 for the first time since July of 2019 was to
demonstrate due diligence in preparation for the Land use hearing on July 22. If not
for that, I doubt, based on Rev Butler's own words, that the church would have agreed
to meet.
Instead of trying to heal the relationship between the church and the housed
neighbors, Rev Butler (see her words above) has decided to vilify the neighborhood
and label us as hopelessly uncooperative. I believe that she is using this as an
excuse not to work with the neighbors in the future. As it turns out, the majority of the
housed neighbors are in favor of Safe Camp but we share legitimate concerns, some
of which I have shared in this testimony. Does Rev Butler's statement seem as
though it comes from someone who is willing to consider any other point of view other
than her own? What disappoints me most of all is that she is an ordained church
leader and yet she is letting her congregation know that she considers the residents
of the neighborhood as ‘the other’, the group that should be ignored because nothing
the church could do would satisfy us, and furthermore that we we are not credible or
reasonable. This is not the rhetoric of someone who is willing to sanction further
dialog or constructive engagement with the neighborhood. 

If you decide to grant the conditional use permit, PLEASE mandate that the church
steering committee meet with a small designated group of neighbors on a regular
basis. I fear that once the permit is granted, based on Rev Butler’s attitude, the
church will lack the incentive to work with the neighborhood going forward.
I have worked with Shawn Collins (E.D. of Unity Shelters) at the Corvallis Men’s
Shelter. I respect him tremendously and know him to be an expert in this field as well
as someone with a deep understanding of the importance of positive relationships
between homeless shelters/transitional housing/encampments and the surrounding
neighborhood. I ask you to insist that Shawn Collins act as a mediator between the
church and the neighborhood in all meetings going forward. I have no doubt that he
will fulfill this role not only with great competence but also with integrity.



Respectfully submitted by,
Terri Homer, M.D.
1116 SW Sylvia Street
Corvallis, OR 97333
541-272-7188  



 
 
To: Community Development Department Office   July 26, 2020 
Re: Safe Camp.                                                                
 
At the July 21 hearing of the church’s application for a conditional use permit, several 
who expressed disapproval also expressed genuine concern for the occupants of Safe 
Camp. Some even expressed hope that the camp will succeed.  
 
The neighbors sought reassurance that the behavior of the campers and the risk of fire 
be closely monitored and controlled. These concerns are being addressed in ongoing 
discussions between the neighbors and SafePlace (the oversight body for Safe Camp 
and other shelter sites). There also has been close cooperation with county and city 
health, fire, and public safety representatives (contrary to Terri Homer’s statement in the 
July 17 Gazette-Times). 
 
As a member of the First Congregational UCC I fully support our mission to protect the 
life, dignity, and security of all humans. We honor the residents of Safe Camp, its 
neighbors, and our church congregation. I believe that each of us is Jesus in disguise.  
 
In July, 2019, dozens of people were evicted from the tree farm just west of our church. 
They literally landed on our doorstep. Jesus makes it very clear how we should 
respond. With the space our church happens to own, we could no longer truly say we 
are Christians if we also say, “Go away, you are not welcome here.” 
 
Mike Huntington MD 
9083 NW Lessie Place 
Corvallis 
541-829-1182 
 



I would like to offer some further thoughts on the Planning Commission meeting of 7/21.  It was 
a long meeting and 3 minutes is not really sufficient to address all of the issues that were raised. 
There are many points that I agreed with and there were many additional points that I wanted to 
give more thought. 
 

1) This process has been backwards from the get go. The backwardness has led to a lot of 
hard feelings on the part of both the neighborhood and the church. I believe that the 
County must do a review of how this process progressed and do some soul searching 
for lessons learned. This land use was thrust upon the neighborhood (and the church) 
without the usual process. The church has worked diligently with service organizations to 
improve the lives of the residents at SafeCamp. There is no question of that. As time has 
progressed I would say that management has improved and they are now at a space 
where they seem to feel comfortable with opening up to the neighborhood association in 
their limited way, but this is from my limited viewpoint. I can appreciate the need to 
prioritize those receiving services over the neighbors. On the other side the neighbors 
have been left in the complete dark about what is occurring on the property, this is not 
really appropriate, and would not be appropriate for any other standard land use 
application - where citizens can have a say in the process once the application is made. 
If a neighbor wants to do construction there are permits and a time frame etc to work 
within and likely neighbors are talking to one another.  In this case the land use has 
been occurring for a year with limited input from neighbors. 
 
It is easy to see why the church clammed up with the neighbors, there was a lack of 
process and many neighbors turned to what they saw as their only avenue for recourse - 
a lawyer, while I disagree with this approach I can certainly understand the idea of 
feeling a bit outmatched by the applicant - this, of course, drove initial wedges deeper 
and deeper.  It is my understanding that MANY of the neighbors who testified 
respectfully and rallied behind the idea of a CAC were members of this initial group - 
they have done quite a bit of hard work in coming to terms with SafeCamp and are 
looking for compromise.  It does not feel to me that the applicant is ready to meet them 
halfway. 
 
Through this all, the Neighborhood Association Board committed to being a neutral party 
- individual members have their own opinions but, on the whole, the board has looked to 
simply open lines of communication and address issues in a constructive manner.  It has 
only been recently after much prodding and cajoling has the applicants steering 
committee begun to meet with the board. These conversations are headed in a good 
direction but a) many members of the board are NOT hyper local to the issue and would 
like to move on to other topics that they feel more passionate about and b) there is NO 
guarantee that these talks will continue after the application decision is made. Timing is 
everything in terms of building trust and, to be honest, to me this feels like a last ditch 
effort to get more neighborhood support or at least lessen neighborhood animosity. In 
terms of how the neighborhood is perceiving the applicant - I believe that the applicant 



has spent a LOT of time cutting off their noses to spite their faces and has done 
themselves far more harm by being closed off. 
 
Personally, I have had a personal conversation with Rev. Butler when this was all 
starting to blow up and I felt like, in spirit, the right thing was being done in serving the 
residents of SafeCamp. I have attempted to help in my own ways - donations of food and 
clothing et cetera. I share this only to offer insight that I personally am in no way against 
the mission as stated. The big hiccup for me is the process. Sadly that falls to the County 
and the Applicant to address as I feel that the WHNA has made a more than valiant 
effort.  
 
While county staff has been incredibly willing to discuss issues with the neighbors it does 
feel like the balance is weighted toward the applicant. The Neighborhood Association 
has spent countless hours on the Community Advisory Committee proposal and felt like 
it had a real chance at success - the staff report left us flat footed and wondering where 
we went wrong.  
 
It is true that neighbors don’t have to have a good relationship, but what is the harm in 
trying to have something more than a gruff cold shoulder? And aspirationally, what is the 
harm in feeling comfortable to borrow a cup of sugar or be able to have a neighborly 
cookout? (Socially Distanced of course during these times). 
 

2) The applicant painted the entire neighborhood as uncaring for the houseless - which is 
patently false.  It felt rude and demeaning and it reinforced the “holier than thou” 
message the neighborhood has been getting for this entire time. Our neighborhood is full 
of thoughtful, caring and industrious folks, you can see that in the testimony offered both 
last night and, I am certain, in written responses. I really have no other comment to make 
on this as I believe the testimony speaks for itself. 
 

3) The level of information that was displayed last night regarding SafeCamp was 
unprecedented.  I learned more in the nearly five hours that I have in many many hours 
of discussing this issue and trying to navigate it with the WHNA board. If this information 
is fine to put out in application testimony then why was it not offered to the neighborhood 
before? I can only figure that there is something to be gained by being forthcoming with 
the planning commission and not with the neighborhood - which to me is all the more 
reason to implement some sort of neighborhood inclusion in this process. Without feet 
held to the fire I am afraid that communication will go back to the way it was a few 
months ago before the NA was “granted” a liaison.  

 
4) Finally, the suggestion of the HOPE Board as the CAC for this particular project seems 

rather ridiculous at this time. I attended the 7/22 meeting and they are still getting a 
handle on the issue of houslessness and certainly do not appear to be ready, capable or 



willing (at this time) to offer their platform as a source for the type of community 
involvement that WHNA is requesting.  
 

Again, I do believe that all of these issues stem from how this first came about, and I am laying 
that issue squarely on the County and Applicant in their handling of this situation. I can only 
hope that by providing such insight, another neighborhood or similar site host will not have to go 
through this process in this manner again.  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Erica Koenig 
5160 SW West Hills Rd  
Corvallis, OR  



         July 26, 2020 

 Dear County Officials, 

I serve on the Advisory Board to the Benton County Parks and Natural Areas and 
am a proud member of the Corvallis First Congregational United Church of Christ.  
First Congregational has consistently demonstrated concern for others 
(immediate neighbors included) and caring land stewardship by protecting 
riparian habitat, quiet assemblies, varied and numerous community 
services/supports and the installation of a port-o-potty years ago. We were aware 
that campers were using the adjacent property and it was not sanitary. So, we 
stepped in. Our science-sophisticated congregants want to help ”the least of 
these” and as we became aware of the shell game of moving homeless camps 
without progress to address the problem, we stepped in.  

Safe Camp is not a random homeless camp who abuses fire- so it should not be 
compared to the event at Pioneer Park. There are fire safety measures, a case 
manager, volunteer mentors, public health standards and privacy fences.  Most 
importantly: responsible oversight and a required compliance with a social 
contract.  

First Congregational has been working with both the City of Corvallis and Benton 
County for months for a permanent approval of Safe Camp and has cooperated 
with all requests.  I ask that the Community Development Department seriously 
reflect upon the positive impact of Safe Camp to the greater Corvallis and Benton 
County community, including placing ten of the former Safe Camp members into 
permanent housing and creating a social and physical  infrastructure to continue 
this incredibly important work. 

Sincerely, 

Suzanne Lazaro 

6750NW Burgundy Drive    

  Corvallis, OR 97330 



From: Julia Lont
To: Benton Public Comment
Subject: Safe Camp Testimony
Date: Monday, July 27, 2020 5:27:26 PM

 If you would like to provide written testimony addressing how Safe Camp reflects an
essential tenet of your faith and/or how it is critical to our church use, please do so. 

Hello, 

I'm writing to provide testimony to the importance of Safe Camp as a part of the mission of
my church. My name is Julia Lont. I am a member of First Congregational United Church of
Christ and long-time resident of Corvallis. As followers of Christ's teachings, it is an essential
part of the mission of our church to minister to the needy. Right now there is a desperate need
for temporary shelter for people. We were in a housing crisis before the pandemic hit, and now
the situation is even more dire. The Bible is very clear that God expects us to take care of
people in need. There are so many examples you can find, but I'll just mention Matthew
25:31-40:

When the Son of Man comes in his glory, and all the angels with him, he will sit on his
glorious throne. 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. He will put
the sheep on his right and the goats on his left. 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. 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. 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." Then the righteous will answer him,
"Lord, when did we see you hungry and feed you, or thirsty and give you something to
drink? When did we see you a stranger and invite you in, or needing clothes and clothe
you? When did we see you sick or in prison and go to visit you?" 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."

The message is clear: serving people is one and the same as serving God. If we turn our backs
on people who need shelter and fail to offer the space we can provide, we are turning our
backs on God. 

Thanks for the opportunity to provide this input. 

Sincerely, 

Julia Lont

mailto:juliaalont@gmail.com
mailto:PublicComment@Co.Benton.OR.US


From: Hazel Lorane
To: Benton Public Comment
Cc: RAY Linda
Subject: Land Use File No. LU-19-091 Public Hearing - First Congregational Church
Date: Monday, July 27, 2020 10:24:26 PM

Planning Commissioners,

My name is Hazel Stratton
I reside at: 2575 SW 49th Street, Corvallis, OR  97333
I am a member of the First Congregational Church UCC - Corvallis

This is to support the church's Conditional Use Permit application.

Our church did the "right thing" in welcoming and supporting the 
houseless strangers on our doorstep. There was no option. Our
church's ministry is to welcome strangers.

In approximately a year, 10 residents of Safe Camp have found housing.
This is a success and a possible prototype for other safe camps.

This small strip of land has provided a safe, supervised  place for 
its residents. This is in direct contrast to the unsupervised 
campsites in the adjacent woods which present a very real fire hazard. 
Our church provides oversight, a camp supervisor and a set of rules
that must be agreed to and followed by residents. The church has
partnered with social service agencies, law enforcement, medical
services to provide resources to assist the residents in moving toward
homes of their own.

The camp is not an eyesore. It is fenced and barely visible from the
roadway. Portable restrooms, garbage containers. water and electricity
are provided along with an electronic charging station.

Please approve the Conditional Use Permit. Simply put, it is the right 
thing to do. It's a small step in addressing the houseless issue in 
our community.

Hazel Stratton

mailto:lorane42@gmail.com
mailto:PublicComment@Co.Benton.OR.US
mailto:Linda.Ray@co.benton.or.us


Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony in favor of the First Congregational United 
Church of Christ land use file No. LU-19-091.


My name is Marilu Lovan and I am a member of FCUCC.  My father was houseless for a time 
during his early twenties.  He often spoke to us(his family) how religious organizations, such as 
churches and Salvation Army gave him the help and opportunities he needed in order to thrive 
and become independent.  I grew up in a family where “Love your neighbor as yourself” went 
beyond thinking of neighbors as only those who went to our same school, church, or even 
those who lived in our same community. We were taught to believe that our neighbor also 
includes anyone who is in need of help.  People who stopped by our house asking for food 
were given the opportunity to have a meal with us.  If they did not feel comfortable eating 
inside a house, my father would say, “Looks like a great evening for a picnic.”, then he would  
grab some food and take it outside to break bread with them.  We kept a jar in our house 
where we would put any extra money we might have; the contents of this jar, along with more 
food and other necessities were bundled up and sent along with our guests as they continued 
on their journey.


When the subject of Safe Camp arose at FCUCC there was no doubt in my mind that I would 
support this opportunity to honor my father’s legacy.  People at Safe Camp are our neighbors 
in need.  Church does not stop at a physical door, but flows into our world.


Respectfully submitted,

Marilu(Mary) Lovan

2615 NW Ginseng Place

Corvallis, OR 97330
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Conditional Use Application Rebuttal Testimony 

Request for Church Use in Urban Residential Zone (CU 19-091) 

First Congregational United Church of Christ 

July 28, 2020 

 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to present written rebuttal testimony on our conditional use permit 

application. As you know, we propose to extend our ministry to the western edge of our property, in 

order to use that portion of our property to provide managed temporary, transitional shelter for 

otherwise unhoused individuals in our community. 

 

Our written and oral testimony establishes that we satisfy the conditional use criteria, subject to the 

conditions identified and recommended by the staff. This rebuttal testimony addresses the scope of the 

applicable criteria; and the conditions of approval.  

 

Scope of Applicable Criteria 

Significant testimony has been submitted, both written and oral, questioning whether the proposed use 

of our property is an actual church use; whether the use should be permitted as a church use under the 

applicable criteria; and whether, because of the nature of the population our ministry will serve, 

additional conditions are necessary to regulate that ministry and the conduct of those individuals.  

 

As a threshold matter, BCC 51.020(8) allows “activities customarily associated with the practices of the 

religious activity.”  We have applied for a Conditional Use Permit for a church because Safe Camp 

ministry is integrally ‘associated with the practices’ of our religious activity.  As we discussed at the 

hearing and in our written materials, suggestions that, for purposes of the land use code a church must 

be limited to a building with defined parameters, misconstrues the criteria and inappropriately 

constrains the definition of a church.  Our Safe Camp is vital to who we are as a church.  

 

Churches are allowed in the county’s UR zone, subject to approval of a conditional use permit. To obtain 

a conditional use permit Benton County Code (BCC) 53.215 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 require for the 

specific use by this code.[1] 

 

These are the sole criteria by which the county Planning Commission must evaluate our request. And 

significantly, these criteria relate only to the use of the land.   

 
1 As further discussed in our application materials and in oral testimony, the code does not include any additional 
specific criteria related to the proposed church use and, therefore, this provision is not applicable.  
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There has been a significant amount of written and oral testimony regarding the character of the 

neighborhood surrounding the church, and the impact Safe Camp has – and will have – on that 

character.  Much of the discussion of ‘character’, however, addresses the perceived character of the 

people – of both the housed people who live in the neighborhood and the unhoused individuals seeking 

shelter at Safe Camp. But fundamental to the land use regulatory process is that it regulates land uses; it 

does not regulate people – or behavior. Testimony regarding the ‘nature’ and ‘character’ of the 

individuals we serve through our ministry is extraneous to the applicable approval criteria.  

For land use planning purposes, ‘character of the area’ relates to the character of the land – not to the 

character of the people. And the county’s conditional use criteria cannot be used as a vehicle to regulate 

people under the rationale that certain people may negatively impact the area’s social character.  

That the code is intended to regulate the character of the uses of the land – and not the character of the 

people who use the land – is reflected in the code’s description of the types of conditions that can be 

appropriate attached to conditional use permits. BCC 53.220 includes a list of conditions the county may 

impose to mitigate impacts to adjacent property.2 While the list is not exhaustive, it exclusively includes 

only the land uses – and not the people who occupy those uses.  

A group of residents of the West Hills neighborhood signed a petition urging that approval of our 

conditional use permit be conditioned on a list of conditions, prepared by their attorney, that regulate 

the behavior and conduct of the individuals our ministry serves. The attorney argues that the conditional 

use process provides a legitimate means to address “safety concerns.” However, the case he cited, 

Oregon Entertainment Corp. v. City of Beaverton, (19 P3d 918 (Or App 2001)) does not support the 

notion that the conditional use process can be used to regulate people – or human behavior.  

In that case, the city denied a conditional use application to permit a Fantasy Adult Video store to 

operate 24 hours a day.3 The commercial zone in which that business was located allowed the business 

as a permitted use but required a conditional use permit for any business in that zone to operate 

between the hours of 11 pm and 7 am.  One of the applicable conditional use criteria required that the 

 
2 53.220 Conditions of Approval.  The county may impose conditions of approval to mitigate negative 

impacts to adjacent property, to meet the public service demand created by the development activity, or 

to otherwise ensure compliance with the purpose and provisions of this code. On-site and off-site 

conditions may be imposed. * * * Conditions may address, but are not limited to: 

(1) Size and location of site. 

(2) Road capacities in the area. 

(3) number and location of road access points. 

(4) Location and amount of off-street parking. 

(5) Internal traffic circulation. 

(6) Fencing, screening and landscape separations. 

(7) Height and square footage of a building. 

(8) Signs. 

(9) Exterior lighting. 

(10) Noise, vibration, air pollution, and other environmental influences. 

(11) Water supply and sewage disposal. 

(12) Law enforcement and fire protection. 

 
3, 
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applicant demonstrate that “the location, size, design, and functional characteristics of the proposed use 

are such that it can be made reasonably compatible with and have a minimum impact on the livability 

and appropriate development of other properties in the surrounding neighborhood.”  In concluding that 

the applicant had not satisfied that criterion, the City relied on evidence of criminal and other wrongful 

activities occurring in the vicinity of another similar business operating in Beaverton and in another 

adult video business operated by the applicant in Portland. The Oregon Court of Appeals upheld LUBA’s 

determination that the city could rely on evidence of increased crime activity at other similar stores 

operating 24-hours a day to find that the applicant had not satisfied the applicable criterion.  That case 

involved functional characteristics of an adult fantasy video store, and upheld the city’s ability to restrict 

hours of operation. It simply does not support the conclusion that the conditional use process can be 

used to regulate people because of ‘safety concerns.’ 

That case also addressed a criterion applicable to a city commercial zone that is substantively different 

than the criteria applicable to our application. In cases where LUBA and the courts have addressed a 

criterion similar to Benton County’s, uses on adjoining property and “character of the area” have 

consistently and uniformly addressed the character of the land in the surrounding area – the zoning, the 

uses that are allowed and the how the area is developed. They simply do not – and cannot – address the 

“kind” of people who live there or attempt to regulate the individuals’ behavior or justify conditions that 

limit individual civil liberties.4 

 
4 For example, LUBA addressed factors relevant to the ‘character of the area’ in Tylka v. Clackamas County, 34 OR 
LUBA 14, Affirmed Without Opinion, 153 Or. App 414, 960 P2d 397 (1998). That case involved a conditional use 
application for an RV use in a rural residential zone. The applicable criteria included a requirement that the 
proposed use “will not alter the character of the surrounding area in a manner that substantially limits or impairs 
the primary uses in the RR [Rural Residential] zone.” LUBA upheld the county’s finding that even though an RV use 
would be “somewhat out of character with the existing primarily single family residential uses in the area,” the use 
would not alter the character of the area, and that any adverse impacts would not be sufficient to substantially 
limit or impair the use of surrounding properties for the residential and recreational uses allowed in the zone.  The 
county considered visual impacts, which would be screened by vegetation, occasional parking of other RV’s, and 
noise, which would be mitigated by a condition prohibiting portable generators. LUBA addressed the county’s 
criterion by stating that “We agree with the county that ZDO 1203.01(D) [the applicable criterion] is directed at 
conditional uses which substantially limit, impair or preclude the use of surrounding properties for the primary 
uses in the RR zone.” [Emphasis in original.] More recently, LUBA addressed the ‘character of the area’ in a 
comprehensive plan and zoning amendment in Kine v. City of Bend (LUBA No. 2015-068, December 24, 2015). The 
applicable comprehensive plan policy required that “Future development and local development standards shall 
recognize and respect the character of existing areas.” The City Council concluded that allowing different 
residential densities “does not fail to recognize or respect the character of the existing area.” LUBA rejected the 
neighbors’ argument that the city’s findings were required to “describe in sufficient detail the character of the 
existing area, such as how the current residents live, what they do for recreation and whether the area has a 
suburban or urban vibe.” And, earlier this year in York v. Clackamas County (LUBA No. 2019-081 January 9, 2020), 
LUBA upheld a county approval of a conditional use permit approving a 10-acre solar power generation facility in 
an area that includes forest, EFU and Rural Residential zoning. Similar to the Tylka case, the applicable criterion 
required a finding that the conditional use will not “alter the character of the surrounding area in a manner that 
substantially limits, impairs or precludes the use of surrounding properties for the primary uses allowed in the 
zoning district(s) in which surrounding properties are located.”  Surrounding neighbors argued that their 
residential use would be impacted by noise, glare and adverse visual impacts, and that the solar facility is “out of 
character” because it alters the ‘rural character of the area’. Relying, in part, on Tylka, LUBA agreed that the county 
correctly limited the focus of the residential use to actual residential use of the property – in that case, detached 
single family dwellings, and agreed that potential visual impacts did not limit the residential use. 
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For purposes of the evaluation of the applicable criteria as applied to this application, the Planning 

Commission must consider the uses on adjacent property and the character of the area to determine 

whether the proposed church use will seriously interfere with the surrounding uses and character.  And 

the uses and character are defined both by how the surrounding properties are developed – and what 

the applicable code anticipates for the area. 

The property to the west of the subject property is a 100+ acre inactive tree farm located within the 

county and, like the subject property, primarily zoned UR.5  To the south, properties on the south side of 

West Hills Road are located within the City and zoned either RS-3.5 or RS-6.  Both the RS-3.5 and RS-6 

zone implement the City’s low density residential comprehensive plan designation and allow from two 

to six dwelling units per acre. The code describes the residential use types as “family”. The RS-3.5 zone 

describes the residential building types as “single detached (one unit per lot or parcel) and the RS-6 zone 

accommodates “a broad range of lot sizes and varied housing types.” The RS-6 zone also allows smaller 

lots than allowed in the RS-3.5 zone, and allows “group residential”, residential group care” and 

residential care facilities, with 12 or fewer persons. Both zones allow an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) 

on each parcel. Other “civic use types” allowed outright include community recreation and public safety 

services.6  

Significantly, each of these zones describes the land uses and types of structures that are outright 

permitted. None of them address who may occupy those structures. Nor could such attempt to impose 

such regulations pass constitutional muster. Land use zones do not and constitutionally cannot regulate 

who can live in any residential zone.  The permitted uses allowed in each of the adjoining zones also do 

not address the behaviors of the residents of the dwellings allowed in each of the zones – because land 

use law does not, by intent or design, regulate behaviors.  We have a host of criminal and civil laws that 

regulate allowable human behavior and interaction. Those are all beyond the legitimate scope of the 

land use system. 

Implicit in the arguments that the planning commission should regulate the behaviors and interactions 

allowed by the Safe Camp residents is that, because the individuals who will reside on this property do 

 
5 The purpose of the subject property’s UR zone is to “provide for the establishment of areas suitable for future 

urban density residential development.”  
6 The portion of the church property located within the city limits is zoned RS-9, Medium Density 

Residential. That zone allows, as outright permitted uses, from six to 12 dwelling units per acre and is 

intended to provide areas where single detached, single attached, duplex, triplex and fourplex units and 

townhouse may be constructed under various ownership patterns. That zone “provides a higher density 

and more intensive use of land than the Low-Density Residential zones.”  Primary Residential Uses 

permitted outright include family, group residential and group residential/group care and residential 

care facilities with 12 or fewer persons. In addition to the building types allowed in the RS-6 zone, the 

RS- 9 zone allows manufactured dwelling parks.  
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not otherwise have shelter, they are not entitled to the same protections afforded to the housed 

population; that these individuals are in a different ‘class’ of people and that the land use system must 

regulate their behavior to protect the ‘character’ of the uses permitted outright. But the land use system 

does not distinguish or discriminate between types of people. It regulates only the uses allowed. 

As we have addressed in both written and oral testimony, the church use that we have proposed does 

not seriously interfere with the adjacent residential uses or the residential character of the surrounding 

area. This area is characterized by various anticipated densities of residential zoning and residential 

development. Our Safe Camp will not seriously interfere with that residential character. The housing 

may look different; our use does not have the types of dwellings or permanent structures outright 

permitted in the surrounding area, and the residents may not share the same anticipated tenancy or 

socio-economic status as those in the area. Nonetheless, our proposed use is essentially residential: we 

are providing temporary, transitional shelter for individuals within our community. Our use is consistent 

with the residential character of the area, and will not interfere with the adjacent residential uses.  

We recognize that the county’s conditional use criteria do not address some very fundamental issues 

related to our ministry and to the needs of the unhoused population; and we do not minimize the 

trauma that our residents have endured and the challenges they face.  We strongly believe that 

providing regulated and managed shelter is safer for both our residents and the surrounding housed 

community than unregulated, illegal camping either in the adjacent tree farm or otherwise throughout 

our community. We are striving to develop a program that both meets our residents where they are and 

facilitates their transition into more permanent housing. Safe Camp is, at its essence, our effort to begin 

to address the existing, significant gap that currently exists in our community’s ability to provide services 

to this population. And the first step is to secure the land use approval necessary to allow us to develop 

that ministry. 

Conditions of Approval 

As we addressed during the public hearing, with one exception, we agree that the conditions 

recommended by staff in the Staff Report relate to the applicable approval criteria and are warranted to 

ensure compliance with those criteria. In this rebuttal statement, we address two of the staff-proposed 

conditions and offer an additional proposed condition for consideration. 

 Proposed Condition 13 

Proposed Condition 13 states: 

“The applicant shall post a sign with the name, phone number, and email of a person for 

neighbors to report any violations of conditions. The sign must be posted in a location near the 

camp that is clearly visible from the street and must be kept updated, and a copy of the same 

information, along with 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 state that the intent of this condition is to provide a convenient means for timely 

communication and conflict resolution with the neighborhood.   
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We question how this proposed condition relates to, and is necessary to ensure, compliance with any of 

the applicable approval criteria. We also question the county’s intent for the contents of an “official 

process” for handling complaints – or the other “rules and regulations” it envisions. The condition, as 

worded, is unclear.  What is the county’s intended scope of enforcement? Does the county envision that 

it would oversee that process or evaluate the rules and regulations and, if so, how? And, beyond these 

questions over scope and enforcement, we are concerned about the potential impacts of this condition 

on the safety of our residents and management staff. Specifically, because of the potential harassment it 

could invite, we are concerned about directly posting the Safe Camp phone number on the Safe Camp 

fence.  

We fully agree with the importance of communication with individual neighbors, and the neighborhood 

as a whole. To that end, with or without a condition, we intend to continue to post information about 

Safe Camp on both the church’s website and on the Unity Shelter website. From the website, interested 

individuals can obtain the Safe Camp phone number and additional contact information for the Safe 

Camp manager and the designated liaison person.  And, to ensure our commitment to that 

representation, we propose the following condition: 

The applicant shall post a sign in a prominent location, visible from West Hills Road, with the 

Safe Camp website address. The website shall include the Safe Camp phone number and other 

contact information for the Safe Camp office and the Safe Camp Neighborhood Liaison; the Safe 

Camp Code of Conduct; and current program information regarding Safe Camp operations.    

In addition, SafePlace has developed a framework for all current and future SafePlace locations to 

facilitate communication with the surrounding community members. In addition to the information 

included in the above condition language, that framework calls for regular meetings with the housed 

neighbors and, when appropriate, direct mailings to the residents of the surrounding area. To further 

demonstrate our commitment to ongoing communication with our housed neighbors, we would like to 

propose the following additional condition of approval that formally implements that framework: 

“The applicant will maintain a Neighborhood Liaison who shall serve as the established point of 

contact for neighborhood communications. The Neighborhood Liaison will hold regular 

meetings, either in person or remotely, open to all members of the neighborhood, for 

community feedback and dialogue.” 

While beyond the scope of the conditional use criteria, we believe these conditions would address the 

County’s intent and would ensure that all community members have a convenient means to 

communicate with both the management staff and neighborhood liaison.   

Proposed Condition 7 

Proposed Condition 7 states: 

“The applicant shall provide Community Development with written confirmation that the 

Corvallis Fire Department approves the activities and proposed mitigation measures associated 

with the proposed conditional use as compliant with fire code.” 
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As we discussed during the public hearing, we fully agree with this condition. The fire marshal’s 

discussion during the public hearing about the fire dangers of unmanaged ‘homeless encampments’ 

highlights the importance of our ministry as a way to reduce fire danger and improve community safety.  

We are acutely aware of the need to protect our property and to minimize fire risk and, as property 

owners, recognize the importance of fire code compliance in order to minimize those risks. We have 

been and will continue to work with the Fire Department to ensure our grounds and operations fully 

comply with all fire code requirements and certainly agree to the county’s request for written 

confirmation of that compliance.  

In all other respects as well, we agree that the recommended conditions of approval are appropriate to 

ensure that as conditionally permitted, Safe Camp will comply with all applicable approval criteria. 

At present, the county’s development code does not address the sheltering needs of those who do not 

have the financial or other resources to afford any of the housing options identified in the code. 

However, that void in the code cannot be used to justify prohibiting the church from providing shelter 

for those individuals, or using the conditional use process to regulate their behavior. The intent of our 

Safe Camp ministry is to address, in a small way, the enormous challenge facing our community to 

provide shelter for the growing number of individuals within our community who do not have the 

resources to secure traditional housing. 

The conditional use approval is just the first step. The needs of our unhoused community extend beyond 

that which can be addressed through the land use process. With approval of our requested conditional 

use permit, we look forward to collaboratively working with the County and greater community to 

address the urgent and increasing need for services related to the growing population of those in our 

community who are without permanent shelter.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



From: Bill Lunch
To: RAY Linda
Subject: Homeless camp support
Date: Wednesday, July 22, 2020 11:42:31 AM

Dear Ms. Ray:

We are writing today to support granting a use permit for Safe Camp (the proposed
homeless camp near the Congregational church). We applaud the Congregational
church for addressing the needs of the homeless in Corvallis. 

Bill Lunch & Caroline Kerl

mailto:billunch@comcast.net
mailto:Linda.Ray@co.benton.or.us


From: Eileen Marma
To: Benton Public Comment
Subject: CUP application by 1st Congregational Church
Date: Sunday, July 26, 2020 9:16:33 AM

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am requesting the Planning Commission’s approval of the CUP application submitted by First
Congregational Church United Church of Christ. 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 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.
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 mitigates
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. 

Safe Camp rose up abruptly, out of great need for 21 people who had been displaced in the adjacent tree
farm, one year ago. For the past year, the developing camp has become a well-managed camp with staff
and volunteers, including solid partnerships with social service agencies and the Benton County Health
Department to support the residents.

(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. 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. Also, for the past year at Safe Camp,
I am not aware of any fire incidents, calling on the fire department. It’s important to distinguish between
the church-enforced safety and operation of this managed camp in comparison to illegal camps without
this same support. 

This temporary, transitional housing reduces the number of individuals forced to live illegally on other
public or private property. Consider these benefits and current pattern of no additional burden on public
services as you decide on this application. It is a responsible way to address the crisis of people without
housing. Please approve this CUP application. 
Thank you for the work you do.

Sincerely,

Eileen Marma 
455 SE Viewmont Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333

mailto:eileen.marma@gmail.com
mailto:PublicComment@Co.Benton.OR.US


  

 
                                                                                                                                                
 
 
July 27, 2020 
Benton County Planning Commission 
 

Testimony to Benton County Planning Commission re: Micro-shelter Conditional Use Permit 

The League of Women Voters of the United States has a strong position on “Meeting Basic Human 
Needs” that includes the need for shelter. In addition, our local League position on Housing states, in 
part, “Emergency shelter should be available year-round in our community for both women and men. 
Volunteer organizations should be given support for their efforts to meet this need through city and 
county leadership.” 
 
In keeping with our position on sheltering those who lack housing, the League of Women Voters of 
Corvallis supports a Conditional Use Permit for Land Use File No. LU-19-091 as filed by the First 
Congregational United Church of Christ. This 2-year approval creates a needed opportunity to advance 
the coordination and planning of micro-shelters as one tool to get Benton County closer to providing 
housing for all. 
 
We support the County staff’s opinion that the use outlined in the application meets the conditional use 
criteria, and urge the Planning Commission to approve the application submitted. 
 
By providing safe, sanitary shelter, and access to wrap-around services, we can help to uplift the lives of 
those unhoused in our community. It should be noted that 10 individuals who have entered SafeCamp 
have transitioned into permanent supportive housing since the project began in 2019. 
 
We appreciate the due diligence and planning that the First Congregational UCC and service 
organizations have put into meeting the demands of our unhoused community members, and support 
this trial for a potential long-term plan for Benton County and Corvallis in rising to meet the challenge of 
supporting the unhoused in our community. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jessica McDonald, President 
League of Women Voters of Corvallis 

 

LWV Corvallis 
PO Box 1679, Corvallis, OR 97339  
 541-207-5528 •  www.lwv.corvallis.or.us 



This is a slightly revised version of my testimony at the July 21, 2020 meeting of the Benton County 

Planning Commission. 

Good evening, commissioners. 

My name is Mike McInally. I live at 5600 SW Bluestem Place in Corvallis. 

I’m here tonight in part representing the council of the First Congregational United Church of Christ in 

Corvallis. I also serve as a member of the Safe Camp Steering Committee and have been in that 

volunteer capacity since November. 

I’d like to spend just a few minutes addressing one of the specific conditional use criterion – the church’s 

connection to adjacent property and the character of the area.  

First, it’s worth remembering that First Congregational has been a part of the West Hills neighborhood 

for more than a half-century. We are vitally concerned with the character of the neighborhood and have 

been for decades. The church serves as a spiritual home base for hundreds of congregation members 

and, in normal times before the coronavirus, serves as a center for not just worship, but for a number of 

activities during the week – including a variety of events not necessarily officially connected to the 

church that attract Corvallis and Benton County residents of all ages. 

Issues of social justice always have been at the core of First Congregational’s ministry, from racial equity 

to immigration to environmental activism.  In fact, the United Church of Christ believes that part of its 

task is “to continually be engaged with all the difficult issues of life on this planet,” and that certainly 

includes ministries to the homeless. 

To that end, many of the church’s members have been active in issues regarding Corvallis’ unsheltered 

population for years. That’s included work with the Corvallis Men’s Shelter, the Daytime Drop-In Center 

and outreach to unsheltered people seeking refuge in unauthorized camp sites that have been in and 

around Corvallis for years. These sites, of course, include the location in the tree farm adjacent to the 

church that has been occupied, on and off, for at least two decades. (As an aside, it’s worth noting that 

it is absolutely not true that church leaders had been planning for years beforehand to create a facility 

like Safe Camp on church property. All the work to create Safe Camp began after campers in the tree 

farm were rousted by authorities and sought refuge in the church’s parking lot.) 

Corvallis and Benton County have not had a managed camp for the unsheltered until Safe Camp sprang 

into existence, literally overnight, a year ago. Residents at Safe Camp must abide by a code of conduct – 

rules and regulations that are in place not just for the safety and welfare of residents but also for the 

safety of the church and the neighborhood as well. Residents of Safe Camp also get case management 

services and access to social services intended to help them get on the road to permanent housing – 

services that were unavailable to them in other unauthorized camp settings. More than 10 Safe Camp 

residents have made the transition to more permanent housing in the year that the camp has been 

operating. 

As for the adjacent property, remember that it includes the tree farm – and the unauthorized camping 

that has been ongoing there for decades. It is our belief that our use may, in fact, “interfere” with that 

use – but in a positive way – by providing hugely improved safety, both for Safe Camp residents and 

housed neighbors. 



Here’s a related note about that: What our land use is working to provide is simply this: safe, secure and 

stable shelter for neighbors. Isn’t that completely consistent with what housed neighbors want for 

themselves? Isn’t what we are providing as a land use completely in keeping with what our neighbors 

want as the character of this neighborhood? 

We’re not under the illusion that Safe Camp will completely eliminate the use of the tree farm for 

unauthorized camping. But it will reduce the need for unhoused individuals to live in unsafe, 

unsheltered, unauthorized environments -- and that will benefit the entire area. 

Finally, let me note for the record that in the year Safe Camp has been operating, we have adjusted and 

modified the physical elements of its activities and the associated management plans in an continuous 

effort to improve the operation. This work has taken place with the assistance and cooperation of other 

community members and agencies, and this work will continue. 

I appreciate this opportunity to speak tonight to the Planning Commission. I thank the commissioners 

and the county staff for their efforts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



DATE:    July 28, 2020 

TO:  Benton County Planning Commission 

FROM:   Cody Meyer 5040 West Hills Rd, Corvallis 

RE:    Conditional Use Permit Application 

Chair Kenaston and Commissioners, 

In response to the issues raised by commissioners and staff in the hearing of the FC-UCC’s 

conditional use permit considering community solutions to community problems, I would like to 

offer the following. The church has suggested that their recently formed liaison group provide a 

forum for neighborhood involvement that mitigates the issues from the proposed land use. I ask 

that you reject the notion that a voluntary liaison group with zero accountability standards is 

sufficient to ensure that the criteria are met. The West Hills Neighborhood Association still has 

not received any specific information on what the concept of a liaison group actually means. In 

the two times that our groups met over the last year, the only agenda item that this group chose to 

bring to each discussion was “What is going well with Safe Camp?”. The church’s outreach 

efforts to date has only created confusion and conflict in the neighborhood and overburdened the 

neighborhood association to provide a forum for conflict resolution.  

Should you approve the application, I ask that you add as a condition of approval that the church 

meet four times per year with designees from the West Hills Neighborhood Association, Benton 

County Sheriff, Corvallis Fire, and Benton County Community Development. The meetings 

should be facilitated by Benton County staff with the purpose of ensuring that the Operating 

Conditions are being met, that the use does not seriously interfere with the use of neighboring 

properties and that the public services to the area are not overburdened from the proposed use. 

Doing so provides an objective, measurable standard that will provide a neutral forum for 

problem solving and conflict resolution that includes a diversity of stakeholder perspectives. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Cody Meyer 



From: Gretchen Morris
To: Benton Public Comment
Subject: Written testimony land use file No. LU-19-091
Date: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 2:12:23 PM

Benton County Planning Commission
Application of First Congregational Church of Corvallis for a Conditional Use Permit
LU-19-091.

Dear Planning Commission members,

I am writing in support of the application of First Congregational Church of Corvallis for a
Conditional Use permit.   As the Staff Report for this file points out, the Church has satisfied
the criteria for approval of the application.

In addition, there is one unusual aspect of this application.  As the Staff Report also points out
{page 12] this application is unusual because the use has already been occurring for a year. 
This means that your decision can be based not on SPECULATION about how the use
MIGHT work, but on actual data and evidence of how it HAS worked.  

For example, some of the incidents reported by the neighborhood opponents are actually only
one or two incidents, with several different persons referring to the same incident.  Also, most
of these incidents occurred at least three or four or five months ago and the Church's response
explains that those concerns have been dealt with.  In fact, the history of Safe Camp shows
that the Church and other SC supporters have worked continuously to deal with and ameliorate
problems in response to these and other concerns.

One last very important point:  Safe Camp provides shelter for persons who presumably would
otherwise be camping in the Tree Farm property.  The Safe Camp residents have agreed to be
governed by rules of conduct which (among other subjects) address the behaviors the
neighborhood opponents complain about.    In contrast, there is NO protection for the
neighborhood from such behaviors by Tree Farm campers, such as fires or vandalism or
disturbances caused by those campers.  Thus it is reasonable to conclude that the
neighborhood is better served WITH the existence of Safe Camp than without it.

Thank you for consideration of my message.

                Sincerely,
                Gretchen R. Morris

-- 
John & Gretchen Morris
6315 NW Ponderosa Avenue
Corvallis, OR 97333
541-752-3214

mailto:jgmorrishome@comcast.net
mailto:PublicComment@Co.Benton.OR.US


 

 
       Corvallis Housing First 

      2311 NW Van Buren Ave. 
Corvallis, OR 97330 

541-230-1297 
 

 

7/28/20 

To the Benton County Planning Commission; 

We are writing in support of the First Congregational United Church of Christ and their application for a 
conditional use permit to provide safe living accommodations for individuals in need.  

We work on a daily basis with people experiencing homelessness and are constantly struggling with 
locating safe places for people to live. The housing crisis in Corvallis is a huge problem, especially for 
those with very limited income and barriers to being approved for rental housing. 

Last year, we participated in a Point-In-Time Count which indicated there are well over 100 people living 
on the street at any one time in our community. That is unacceptable. Some of these individuals have 
lived in the wooded area adjacent to the church on and off for years. Often times, people camping or 
living on the street move around frequently due to being “posted” for illegally camping, weather 
conditions, safety concerns, and/or access to resources. It is very difficult for our staff and other 
agencies to maintain consistent, helpful contact with clients. We conduct street outreach each week and 
observe all too often people remaining stuck in a cycle of crisis unable to work toward stability simply 
because they have nowhere to be safe, warm, and dry. 

We understand the concern by neighbors for the potential for disturbances and fire in the area of the 
camp. However, it is our observation that providing a structured, managed situation for people at Safe 
Camp significantly reduces these risks compared to these individuals camping without any support or 
structure. Working though fire code requirements in partnership with the Fire Marshall will ensure the 
risk to the neighborhood and community is greatly reduced.  

The service that the church is providing is so essential, especially in this time of COVID and the 
pandemic. The shelters and associated services such as portable toilets, handwashing stations, and 
kitchen area are key to helping people shelter in place, so they can keep themselves and the community 
healthy. Safe Camp also allows us to leverage our scarce resources because we know where clients are 
and can work with them without having to search for their camp, which puts everyone involved at much 
greater risk. Many residents of Safe Camp have moved into permanent housing, which is ultimately the 
goal of all the partners involved in the program.  

We believe in this project and stand behind the church’s efforts. We have committed resources and staff 
to provide case management services to individuals at Safe Camp, assisting them with goals related to 



their self-sufficiency, housing stability, and well-being. Also, we are not alone. There are a number of 
communities across Oregon and throughout the country who are utilizing temporary shelter sites like 
Safe Camp to address homelessness. We are proud to be partners with First Congregational and Unity 
Shelter in helping to bring safety and stability to those most vulnerable in our community.  

Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions about our services or commitment to Safe Camp. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Andrea Myhre 
Corvallis Housing First 
Executive Director 

 

 

Brad Smith 
President  
Corvallis Housing First Board of Directors 
 



From: Jan Napack
To: Benton Public Comment; RAY Linda
Subject: LU-19-091 Comments
Date: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 4:45:55 PM

From:

Jan Napack

4998 SW Hollyhock Circle

Corvallis OR 97333

541-745-5335

As previously stated in earlier comments, I am writing as  a private citizen
and not in my capacity as a Corvallis City Councilor. I also wish to note that
my views will have no relevance to my decisions on any current or future
applications under Corvallis Land Use criteria. I understand the property is
in the urban growth boundary (UGB) and that potential annexation and
development of the property will be in a manner consistent with the
Corvallis comprehensive plan.  

------------------------------------------------------

 

I found it difficult to listen to the hearing on July 21, 2020 and again during
a review of the recorded proceedings due to the obvious distrust between
the applicant and the neighborhood.  

Because of this I am further convinced that some type of prescribed
communication between the two entities is vital for this alliance and the
program to be successful. 

I have two additional items that I would like to bring to the attention of the
Commission:

mailto:jan.napack@gmail.com
mailto:PublicComment@Co.Benton.OR.US
mailto:Linda.Ray@co.benton.or.us


1.       Condition #13 (LU-19-091 Staff Report 7-21-20 PC hearing, page 34)
concerns the posting of a sign “clearly visible from the street”.  The
applicant proposes that the sign be posted “on the property” (2:09:40 time
stamp).  Opinions regarding what useful information should be printed on
the sign may be of less concern than the sign itself being publicly
displayed. 

 

Statements throughout the hearing seemed to imply that visits from the
neighbors to view SafeCamp operations are not advised for privacy
reasons.  If the sign was “clearly visible from the street” neighbors would
not have to intrude. Otherwise the church should be obliged to give blanket
permission for all comers to enter church property in order to clearly see
posted information.

 

The supposition that posting a contact phone number on such a sign would
be used to “harass residents and staff” (2:07:40) or “could increase the
hostile, aggressive conduct toward [SafeCamp] residents” (2:08:08) is
evidence of grave mistrust and exclusion. 

 

Rather, telephoning a camp officer to report a problem, especially
concerning safety, in real time would seem prudent and something that
camp management would wish to promote.

 

2.       My understanding is that campers were trespassed from Mr. Lin’s
property in early summer of 2019 due to fire risk. Since then, largely due to
the actions of the BCSO the number of campsites has diminished.  Although
the trespass order has continued throughout the past year violations still
occur as attested by residents and BCSO records.  Given limited resources,
the on-foot patrols needed to clear the tree-farm of campers is a daunting
task. This is a known risk that is not clearly addressed in the conditions but
still needs mitigation to some extent.

I am in support of SafeCamp and sincerely want it to succeed. Finding an



appropriate and realistic methodology to bring all parties together, while
depending only on objective criteria, is certainly a long reach but necessary.

Respectfully Yours,

Jan Napack

  



DATE:    July 27, 2020 

TO:    Benton County Planning Commission 
FROM:  Claire Pate, SW Timian Street 
SUBJ:    Conditional Use Permit Application  
 
Chair Kenaston and Commissioners, 

Here are some of my final thoughts on the FC-UCC’s Conditional Use Permit application for Safe Camp.  
You should certainly approve the permit, but impose conditions of approval that provide accountability 
to ensuring the livability of our neighborhood.   

It saddens me greatly that Reverend Jen Butler has taken an “us” versus “them” approach to her 
ministry.  She has been her own worst enemy at engendering the distrust that some of the neighbors 
feel, and it detracts from her well-intentioned mission.  I understand that she is “mission-driven,” and 
that there have been some challenging neighbors to deal with.  However, many – if not most – of us 
support and admire her work.  But unless there is more forthright and responsive communication back 
and forth with the neighbors, issues will fester and support will dwindle.  She apparently does not 
believe that her actions, or inactions, have played a role in this. 

An example of HOW to work together with a neighbor is provided by Shawn Collins and Unity Shelter.  
They have done a very good job of engendering good will with the First Alternative Coop, which is 
heavily impacted by the Men’s Shelter encampment.  If West Hills Neighborhood Association could 
appoint a “Safe Camp” advisory subcommittee, perhaps the members of this subcommittee could work 
with either the Safe Camp Steering Committee, or with Unity Shelter, to ensure the success and 
acceptance of Safe Camp as part of the neighborhood.  The intent would not be to “drive policy and 
procedures” for Safe Camp, but only to facilitate communication back and forth and problem-solve 
where needed. 

As the former Fire Marshal for the City, I am also concerned for fire safety issues and requiring that the 
encampment be inspected to ensure they continue to meet the Fire Department’s conditions.  Self-
monitoring has not been effective, since members of the neighborhood identified the existence of a 
propane tank and piles of brush in an area required to be kept clear. 

Thank you for all your work in reading through the voluminous application, report, and testimony, and 
giving serious consideration to how we can make this work for everyone; in order to make Safe Camp a 
successful venture and role model for those that will follow. 

Sincerely, 

Claire Pate, SW Timian Street 

 

 



Commissioners: 

First I would like to thank you all for your time and patience in hearing this case.  It is a very complex and very 
emotional case, and not an easy one to decide. 

In this additional testimony to the Conditional Use Permit # LU-19-091 I wish to express my strongly  held 
opinion about the patent unfairness of the verbal testimony process throughout the July 21 hearing.  Verbal 
testimony is a critical part of the permitting process because it is only here that concerned citizens can express 
themselves with the emotion that can have a real visceral impact on the commissioners.  The Church in their 
testimony took exceptional advantage of this with long emotional expressions of how they felt this was their 
mission to create this camp, and they had unlimited time to do so.  Members of the public wishing to testify had 
only 3 minutes each to express all of the concerns that they had to this permit.  Also, the applicants' faces, and 
thus their body language, could be easily seen and felt, while members of the public’s faces were blacked out 
and again only given 3 minutes to express a multitude of concerns. Furthermore, the applicant was given 
unlimited time in surrebuttal.  Members of the public were given NO surrebuttal opportunity at all.  There were 
many issues that I would like to have responded to or rebutted, but I only had three minutes to testify and no 
rebuttal time. Members of the public had to prioritize their concerns thus leaving out many important issues.  In 
comparison, the City of Corvallis’ Planning Commission process ensures that there is parity between staff’s 
and the applicant’s presentations, setting an appropriate time limit to ensure that the public also has ample 
opportunity to be heard in a more timely fashion. 

Because of this  inequity the commissioners did not hear in detail any of a long list of problems and concerns in 
our neighborhood that neighbors have described stemming from their experiences, some of them traumatizing 
to these individuals. Here are two for your consideration. 

We would have liked to flesh out the “baseball bat” incident where the perpetrator who had a dispute with a 
resident of safe camp over a drug deal  assaulted him with a bat then later was found hiding in one of the tents 
in Safe Camp.  When asked, residents did not tell the police where he was and it was only after the staff got 
involved that the perpetrator was found. A gun and an aggressive  dog were a part of this incident also.  But 
unfortunately we only had three minutes for testimony and no chance at surrebuttal.  ( Please contact  
meghan.gonzalez@co.benton.or.us  and ask for case # 2020000165 for a full police report about this incident.) 

We would also have liked to expand on the woman who for three days over the fourth of July weekend,  settled 
in neighbors front yards, banged on neighbors doors, screamed at neighbors who were trying to help her, and 
yelled at residents living in Safe Camp from across the street.  She was a resident of Safe Camp at one time, 
and was recently expelled and left on West Hills road and, at least to our knowledge,  left without any plans for 
relocation or post-mental health care.   So she moved into the tree farm next door, and sadly returns to the 
neighborhood from time to time and takes it out on the neighbors and residents of safe camp.   In a meeting 
with  the church, I asked about this incident, and in  their response they showed sympathy for the woman, but  
it seemed to me that they really wanted  to  wash their hands of the whole affair.  Details of incidents like this 
couldn’t be heard in verbal testimony because neighbors only had three minutes to describe a considerable 
number of problems.  Neighbors  were and are concerned about this woman’s well being and mental health 
needs, however, we are not mental health experts and feel that since the church accepted her into their camp 
they should do more to see to the well being of those that they accept into their camp even if they are expelled 
later for violations of their code of conduct.. 

These incidents illustrate how the character and use of the area have been negatively impacted, and reflect 
negatively on the requirement that this permit not impact the livability, use, purpose, and character of the zone. 
As I stated in my pre-hearing testimony I’m not opposed to what the church is trying to accomplish here. 
Homelessness is a problem that will be with us for a long time, and it’s great to see churches everywhere 
taking on the challenge. But it is a very complex issue, one that needs to be thoroughly understood, and from 
what I have seen in our neighborhood, there is still a lot of work to be done. 

Neighbors and the West Hills Neighborhood Association have called for the formation of a joint Community 
Advisory Committee having representatives from the church and the neighborhood as an effective solution. 



The goal of  having a say in the activities that affect the livability of your area is a legitimate interest. The 
solution is working together to proactively problem solve as a team. Without a joint committee, these problems 
will continue. If a joint community advisory committee is not made a condition of approval, would it be possible 
for  the Planning Commission to identify an alternative solution that will function to mitigate the potential and 
real impacts on the surrounding community, and that will also function to provide conflict resolution, and 
improve communication between the two entities?  This would go a long way toward the success of a shelter 

like that which the church has proposed.  

Thank you very much for your time and consideration. 

Ken Pate 

1065 SW Timian St
Corvallis, Or. 97333



Post-Hearing Testimony in the case of LU-19-091 

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

July 28, 2020 

Commissioners, 

In this final, brief testimony, I would like to address the issue of neighborhood safety.  

There are no compelling statements in the applicant’s filings or in the staff report that will reasonably 

address the concerns of neighborhood safety. We have learned from experience over the past year that 

Safe Camp is a magnet that attracts other homeless persons from the area.   

Sadly, many homeless persons are mentally ill. Others are drug addicts. There are no meaningful 

controls recommended in the staff report that will ensure the safety of the neighborhood from the 

mentally ill or drug addicted homeless, whether they are the residents of Safe Camp or those attracted 

to the camp from the surrounding area. The data presented in written and oral testimony clearly prove 

an increase in crime calls to Corvallis police since the camp was established; this is not surprising given 

what is occurring elsewhere in Corvallis where the homeless congregate. The violent assault in January 

and the threatening confrontations several neighbors have experienced are but examples of what is 

certain to happen going forward in the absence of effective oversight. It is only a matter of time until 

someone from the neighborhood is injured or worse by a homeless person who is a resident or a guest 

of a resident of Safe Camp. There have been too many close calls this past year to ignore. When this 

happens – and it will – the county will share legal liability with the church.  

Those of us who live close to Safe Camp have seen no evidence to date of effective management or 

oversight of residents by the applicant; testimony to the contrary presented by the applicant’s 

supporters during the hearing at best describes what they aspire to, at worst is untruthful. We have 

seen no effective exclusion of dangerous guests; no effective supervision of residents and guests during 

nighttime hours; no effective limitation of open fires or combustible fuel such as propane on the 

premises.  

If you must approve this conditional use application, and I hope that you do not, I implore you to require 

meaningful conditions that will ensure the safety of the neighborhood. We are depending on you to 

protect us. In my mind, meaningful conditions would include 24/7 on-site supervision, screening and 

exclusion of residents with violent criminal or drug records, close monitoring of guests at all times, and 

regular unannounced fire inspections.  

The applicant’s speakers at the recent hearing painted a picture of neighborhood engagement and of a 

hostile neighborhood. These are patently false allegations. The neighborhood is not anti-homeless; we 

fear for our safety. I myself have been homeless in the past and have seen for myself the random 

violence that can erupt from this population of people, with devastating consequences.  

Thank you for your consideration of our safety.  
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Testimony to Planning Commission 

Rev. Dr. Tim F. Roach 
   1501 NW Dion Street 
   Corvallis. OR. 97330 
 

Planning Commissioners:  My name is Tim Roach.  I am a retired Presbyterian minister, having served 
Presbyterian congregations in the east for over 40 years.  My wife and I now live in Corvallis at 1501 NW 
Dixon Street.  I worship at First Presbyterian Church in Corvallis and, since the late summer of 2019, I 
have been that congregation's representative on the Safe Camp Steering Committee.  Late last spring, 
the Safe Camp Steering Committee designated me to serve in a Liaison capacity between the Steering 
Committee and the West Hills Neighborhood Association.   

 

 Permit me to take a moment to add my own ecclesiastical comments, reinforcing those of Rev. 
Jennifer Butler an Rev. Tyler Connoley.  As a minister in the Presbyterian Church USA, I must tell you 
about a point of emphasis begun within our nation-wide denomination almost a year ago and adopted 
by First Presbyterian Corvallis this past fall.  We have identified ourselves as a Matthew 25 congregation.  
Just to refresh you, in the 25th chapter of the Gospel according to Matthew (31-46), Jesus shares one of 
the most basic of Christian teachings.  He speaks of that time that is to come -- at the end of time -- 
when the Lord will return and gather the peoples of all lands and all times before him... and he will then 
separate them, "as a shepherd separates sheep from goats." (scripture says).  And the Lord proclaims to 
those identified as "sheep:" You have my Father's blessing, come, enter and possess the kingdom that 
has been ready for you..."  But to those who are labeled as "goats," he declares they are "to go away to 
eternal punishment," while the "sheep" are blessed with eternal life.  
 
 Amazed at the blessing that has come to them, the "sheep" inquire as to the basis of their 
judgment... why are they granted eternal life, while others (the goats) are banned to eternal 
damnation???  

 And the Lord declares that when the hungry have been fed... when the thirsty have been given 
something to drink... when a stranger was taken in and cared for... when someone without clothes was 
clothed... when someone who was ill was visited... and when someone imprisoned was visited, these 
righteous "sheep" had, in fact, been ministering to the Lord himself!  Thus they are labeled as 
"righteous" and granted eternal reward/blessing.  YET, by this same standard, others were labeled as 
"goats" and banned to eternal punishment... for they had declined to so serve the Lord, by ministering 
to those in need. 

 So goes the teaching of Jesus in the 25th chapter of Matthew... and so also goes the life and 
witness of God's people across history, into today and in the days to come... and so goes the ministry of 
Safe Camp.  For as Jesus announces in 40th verse:  
"... anything you did for one of my brothers or sisters, however humble, you did for me."   

 Therefore, I would declare that the ministry known as Safe Camp canNOT simply be regarded as 
some "fringe" activity of the church.  Safe Camp is, instead, the very essence of Christian life -- caring 
and compassion put into action (ministry).  Indeed, we at First Presbyterian Church of Corvallis regard 

https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/ecclesiastical
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our support of and involvement in Safe Camp a foremost illustration of our life and witness as the 
people of God... as a Matthew 25 congregation. 

 Now to comment on the specifics of Safe Camp, let me say that we at Safe Camp recognize that 
this ministry does not take place in a vacuum.  We are part of a community.  Indeed, the congregation of 
First Congregational United Church of Christ has been part of the West Hills area for better than fifty 
years, just as numerous unhoused women and men have also been part of this community, living deep 
within the recesses of the Lin tree farm for decades.   

 However, in the summer of 2019, having been rousted from their encampments in the tree 
farm, approximately 20 houseless members of the community sought refuge at First Congregational 
United Church of Christ.   

 With these unhoused neighbors in need, literally, on their door-step, the members of FCUCC 
sprang into action, responding to their homeless neighbors as best they could and engaging other faith 
communities to minister with them in the Spirit of the teachings of Jesus, as found in the 25th chapter of 
Matthew.  So Safe Camp was begun as a congregational ministry, responding to neighbors in need in the 
name of Christ.  Safe Camp has been and continues to be a ministry that is very much a living, evolving 
entity, as the care and tending of women and men were engaged first and foremost... and programs and 
policies... and permits... were developed on the fly... overtime.  Thus, we are here tonight! 

 During the months of Safe Camp's existence, as I've said, the priority has been caring for and 
tending the needs of the residents of Safe Camp... seeing to the primary needs of proper shelter and 
food, health and safety, as well as developing "wrap-around" services to enable these residents to 
better maintain themselves and move toward more permanent housing.   

 But the Steering Committee of Safe Camp, since its early days, has also been and continues to be 
aware of the need to live in a neighborly relationship with all the residents of the West Hills area.  
Within a day of the arrival of better than 20 unhoused folks seeking shelter on church's door step (July 
17, 2019), the staff of First Congregational Church made the first of several inquiries to City Councilor - 
Barbara Bull, seeking her advice as to how to proceed in response to this community need that literally 
had fallen into the church's lap.  Councilor Bull advised the church to communicate with the surrounding 
neighbors through the West Hills Neighborhood Association, which the church did -- emailing the 
Association president - Cody Meyer - on July 23, requesting the neighbors attend a meeting the church 
would host in the immediately future.  Mr. Meyer indicated he would send an email to his Association 
mailing list announcing this meeting.   

 On July 24, (as per Councilor Bull's advice), the West Hills Neighborhood Association was 
informed by email that the church would utilize the Association as the conduit for communicating with 
the neighborhood, rather than attempting to manage its own communications with the neighbors.   

 On July 25, 2019, (a mere 5 days after the arrival the unhoused guests) First Congregational 
Church hosted a neighborhood meeting, outlining the situation and responding to Neighborhood 
questions and concerns.  At this meeting, the church directed attention to its website and phone 
number, indicating that its website would be regularly updated with news and information about Safe 
Camp and that neighbors were encouraged to call the church with questions that might arise.  (I might 
add that this has continued to be the case.) 
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 On July 27, the WHNA sent an email to the church, thanking the church for the meeting (of the 
25th) and indicating that the Association planned to have a meeting of their own and asked the church 
to respond to a list of questions.  On July 29, the church forwarded their responses to the Association's 
questions via email. 

 On August 8, a WHNA meeting was held with representatives of the church and Safe Camp in 
attendance. 

 On November 8, representatives of the church and Safe Camp met with the Executive Board of 
WHNA. 

 During January 2020, there were email exchanges between the church and the leadership of 
WHNA about a meeting of church/Safe Camp leaders and the Neighborhood's Safe Camp subcommittee.   

 On January 20, the WHNA was informed, by the church, of an incident -- an assault -- that 
occurred at Safe Camp.  A series of email exchanges sparked around the incident. 

 On February 3, in an email, the WHNA requested that a member of that Association's board 
serve on the Safe Camp Steering Committee.  The Steering Committee responded -- and still is of the 
opinion -- that, since the SC Steering Committee is composed of representatives of social service 
professions and participating faith communities, this would not be appropriate.  However, Safe Camp's 
Steering Committee indicated then -- and still believes -- that another forum can be created for this 
relationship to be realized, a forum such as the meetings our "Liaison Team" has been having with 
representatives of the Neighborhood Association's Board (more on that in a moment).   

 During this same exchange of email on Feb. 3, a meeting between the WHNA Safe Camp 
subcommittee and the Safe Camp Steering Committee was discussed.  This meeting was set for February 
10.  However, on February 10, the Association's subcommittee contacted the church to cancel the 
meeting. 

 On February 11 the church sent an email to WHNA, announcing what was to have been shared 
at the meeting on Feb. 10th -- that microshelters would be arriving at the church and stored there until 
permission was received from the county for their use.  At that same time, the Association's 
subcommittee sent the church a list of questions that were to have been asked on the 10th.  Over the 
next week, there was an exchange of emails, seeking clarifications and the opportunity for the response 
to be made in person. 

 On February 18, the Association's Safe Camp subcommittee requested to meet with the Steering 
Committee of Safe Camp... and the request was agreed to. 

 On February 25th, a flyer of Safe Camp news and updated information was sent to neighboring 
households by the church. 

 On March 6, the church received an email from WHNA, informing that there'd been a change 
and, rather than communicating with the Association's Safe Camp subcommittee, communications 
should be directed to the WHNA Board.  Following that email, in a phone conversation, Rev. Butler and 
the President of WHNA Blair Girard agreed to try to schedule a meeting between the WHNA Board and 
Safe Camp's Steering Committee. 
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 A second neighborhood flyer was distributed by the SC Steering Committee in March, updating 
Safe Camp events. 

 A third neighborhood flyer was distributed by the SC Steering Committee in April, offering still 
further Safe Camp updates. 

 On May 20, WHNA indicated a desire to meet with the Safe Camp Steering Committee, as issues 
had arisen from some of the neighbors.   

 In addition to myself, a "Liaison Team" of five other members from the Steering Committee was 
formed to meet with the Neighborhood Association.  A meeting was set for June 15 and held via Zoom 
with representatives of both the Association and the SC Steering Committee. 

 On July 1, Blair (WHNA President) and I (Tim Roach, SC Steering Committee Liaison with WHNA) 
exchanged emails, responding to her questions and lining up a July 15 meeting between our two groups. 

 July 2nd, Blair emailed WHNA's desire to form a Community Advisory Committee for Safe Camp.  
Also on the 2nd, Blair shared her email sent to a resident of WHNA, who had, daily, been acting out 
negatively toward the residents of Safe Camp.  (An item that had been discussed at the June 15 
meeting) 

 July 7th, Blair emailed concern for a troubling event which occurred the weekend of July 4th and 
asked for Safe Camp's perspective.  After inquiring into it with Safe Camp staff, I sent an email response 
to Blair on July 8.  (A former SC resident had created a verbal disturbance, appearing out of sorts.  Both 
Safe Camp staff and neighbors reached out to the non-emergency police number for assistance, as 
events were transpiring.) 

 July 14, Blair emailed a neighbor's concern about a "stolen" bicycle.  Another email announced 
the agenda for the next day's meeting between representative of WHNA and the Steering Committee's 
Liaison Team. 

 July 15, representatives of WHNA and the Steering Committee Liaison Team met to discuss 
concerns and questions.  Most agreed the meeting was honest, with real communication taking place.  
Both the WHNA representatives and the Steering Committee's "Liaison Team" agreed that it is desirable 
to have a forum for joint conversation/communication.  However, WHNA continues to urge the creation 
of a formal Community Advisory Committee, while the Safe Camp Steering Committee feels that a 
liaison group, such as we've been having, is the preferable forum.   

 July 16, Tim emailed Blair announcing the Safe Camp contact phone number, which is linked to 
the staff member on duty.  541-730-3013  This number has been communicated to the WHNA... and is 
also available on the Safe Camp website -- http://www.corvallisucc.org/safe-camp... as well as that of 
Unity Shelter -- www.unityshelter.org 
 
 In closing, let me reiterate that, as Safe Camp has been focused on the primary tasks of tending 
to our unhoused neighbors, we have also been and continue to reach out to our neighbors in the West 
Hills Neighborhood Association.  Over time, there have been numerous emails, phone calls, and 
personal interactions between the Neighborhood Association and the church staff and Safe Camp 
Steering Committee (I've note just a few of them here).  Many of these interactions/exchanges have 
been positive/supportive in nature, while some have had a more negative, even antagonistic tone.   

http://www.corvallisucc.org/safe-camp
http://www.unityshelter.org/
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 As you've heard, our Steering Committee has developed and distributed several flyers/news 
sheets to the residents of WHNA.  A specific portion of the FCUCC's website has been/is devoted to the 
ministry of Safe Camp and is regularly updated.   

 A couple of months ago, six of us from the Steering Committee were designated to serve as the 
Liaison Team, to strengthen communications between the Steering Committee of Safe Camp and the 
WHNA, offering to regularly meet with the Neighborhood Association via Zoom, if not in person.  It is 
our desire to serve as a channel of communication -- both ways -- between Safe Camp and the West Hills 
Neighborhood Association... to listen to concerns, to share news & updates, to be a point of information 
and clarification, and to facilitate resolutions where appropriate.  We have offered monthly Zoom 
meetings to those interested... and have had 2 such meetings already... a 3rd is being set for mid-
August.   

 We are looking forward to continuing to build relationship between our Steering Committee and 
WHNA... and being good neighbors. 

 Thank you! 

 

Rev. Dr. Tim F. Roach 
   1501 NW Dion Street 
   Corvallis. OR. 97330 



From: rjbaynum
To: Benton Public Comment
Subject: My story, micro shelter
Date: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 11:46:36 AM

This is me. Fingers crossed ..
But prayers for me and fellow campers,  help in positive vibes is desperately needed,  
They saved my life. After the virus put me out at the wintrr men's shelter, last March,  but
now..  finally.   STABILITY..
After my being almost  30 years of on and off homeless. Ripped off by  alot of ex roommates
in the past, and few adulterous  ex wives, justice systems,  thus always making me, .. instantly
homeless,  several times over, ..I also endured 3 spring  floods  here in Corvallis Or. ,   and I
am an Army vet , hon discharged  too.. buy I denied by my gov, a any benefits,  as a 5 year
vet,  and , and so..  .. after 15 years of trying to get my SSDI,   the third time a charm it went
thru in Delaware,  cause ineeded to be safe, my parents  house for 3 yeaes, and..  because of
them, .. as I got physical issues,  it is also combined with  PTSD with  Anxiety ( because of
being physically beaten badly,  tortured,  and mentally  abused as a kid , by my very
narcissistic parents.. ( Trump lovers).. which continues  absolutely for me, into adulthood,   
trying to fix this personal family problem, a hard slog,..but I left because  of them many years
ago,, age 27.. but the nvisited them a few times. Over the many years,  A few years ,ago 
trying to be The good son.. help out ect. I have always been a good kid, too.. but now finally 
my SSDI.. big help. Now I ha a least a stable income.
but now. ..finally after many years trying to get SSDI,.., and back then,, being homeless, for 15
or more years straight.  Have no money, but begging and busking ,playing my Harmonica, for
change to live on, .. finally, I am alittle better ..but. still very poor,  cause of my disability
income,.  Only 783 a month,,.. I was Always used to be working  up till 37 ,did said to quit. Or
else be crippled.   Cause of the many hard labor jobs I have had,  and also.. I used  owned a
few business too.  But i Went out of business,  lack of stability and money,  cause i had to
move,  lots of times, And While also busting my body for my employers.. back then with no
health care..  no 402 k,  then either..  basically nothing..from employers who didnt care. I also
Went to,  always working 2 ormore jobs and goin to college at night, I got 45 credits now, and
then held a  3.5 GPA .. ( I was  learning  photography. )... I am almost done. Later Became a
pro photographer, pro Landscape  and turf pro, and pool and Ballard's, semi pro, ..)..  so once
in awhile,    I had money. But over and over again,..  Lost it all.  Mostly No fault of my own, 
Because of somebody I had trusted, thought cared about me,  let me down,  quit a few
times,..in life.

12 or so ago,  I was Busking to live, in Corvallis Oregon being homeless last 15 yrs, off and
on, try to be  finding,  food, clothes that fit, .., water,  meds,  camping gear,  shelter, warmth, 
trying to dry,  in a NW. Rainforest climate, .  it really is a full time everyday job,..  and get my
weed, because  ..I am a O.M.M.P, patient,  But Healthcare  does not pay for..
And  all I take besides  .. I do not dronk or smoke.. I take every day, plus the 10 or so meds,
prescriptions
.. so my life in a nut shell..

But.   Now..  there is Hope...I can finally get.. Stability.. love caring, compassion..if this a
fucked red taped Trump world, ..  but..finally, I can breath, relax,  get this done, healthy living,
see docs,, get things done,  i have needed for over 20 years now.. i have place to recover, ..I

mailto:rjbaynum@gmail.com
mailto:PublicComment@Co.Benton.OR.US


now can do for my self, so much more,  plus.. with thier help. I really .need medical tests,
done.. with issues, i have, ..  and then I can safely recover,...
Also, now have 24/7  Internet,   that in itself.  Is a life essential, these days,.. esp with the virus
going on, it has become essential.. also Electric  for my breathing  machine, I must have, or
stop breathing in my sleep ( severe Sleep Apnea)..
(  BUT NOW... with kind and compassionate  help, now,   from the church' pastor,  and others,
too many to mention..
So..

I might Able finish  my schooling,  so maybe can learn, re tool my self for the future, get off
disability  to .. maybe finally be able to save money,.. or fin finish  and get a degree,  or
maybe.. teach?..,  or keep doing my amArt of fine nature photography,  and or sell online,  a
life changing thing for me, )..

We also have food providers like.. ..  a local meals on wheels provider.., and the local food
bank delivers here.. 5 days a week, weekends, fend fir self,  but..
Which has a good Community kitchen,  and fridges,  and porta pots, showers and laundry
twice a week off site. And. Good Samaritan Exspress bus from the local Hospital, with
providers, stop by once a week, for medical help in our community. Everybody wears masks ,
an requirement..for ourselves and others, constantly cleaning, ( we always need cleaning
wipes)
And a requirement to be here,, also is Everybody has a job, cleaning,   ect, and taking care,
plus we pick up after ourselves,  and keep it clean..
Smoke in designated areas ..only.. (fire code)
And as many others here also do..

We have to  learn to live together  and like family it has it's good days and bad days, ,  and
help to those .. who really  actually needs it...  the vulnerable, broken humans..we are.
Hopefulness is planning, like this one,  with 50 or so. On a neighborhood .., for the homeless ,
and for low income, tge Elderly handicap/ mental and physical people.   But on a larger  scale
is much needed. 
Soo..
Prayers need please!

Safe Camp permit goes before Benton County

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone.



Testimony in favor of Safe Camp 
 
I am writing to express my thoughts on, and support for, the Safe Camp that is located on 
property of the First Congregational Church of Corvallis. I have lived in the West Hills 
Neighborhood for 20 years. Over those 20 years there have been homeless people living in 
camps in the tree farm northeast of 53rd and West Hills. I have watched people come and go 
from the 53rd Street side and the West Hills side of the wooded area. They have come and gone 
on foot and on bikes. I’ve walked through the area and observed camps and piles of trash.  

Since the Safe Camp was established I have seen fewer (actually no) people coming and going 
from the 53rd or West Hills sides of the woods. I feel the creation of Safe Camp has greatly 
improved the character of the neighborhood by giving people who don’t have the means to get 
into housing a safe and sanitary place to stay while they work to get into permanent housing. 
Homeless have lived in our neighborhood for the 20 years I have lived here (and likely many 
years before that). However, the character of the neighborhood has greatly improved since Safe 
Camp was established.  

I am not affiliated with the First Congregational Church but I applaud them for their compassion 
for our fellow humans, and for taking the initiative to establish Safe Camp. I hope that a few 
loud voices of opposition (from other West Hills neighbors) don’t take away the opportunity for 
these homeless individuals to get the assistance they need. I am in full support of the Safe 
Camp. 

Laurie Russell 
655 SW 55th Street 
Corvallis, OR 97333 
541.224.1132 



Benton County Planning Commissioners, 
 
Sheriff’s Office written testimony and neighborhood observations make the same point: Safe 
Camp is acting as a magnet to an area already used for illegal camping and further increasing 
neighborhood crime. Our law enforcement agencies are not equipped to take on this 
unnecessary extra burden. 
 
Just as in ENTERTAINMENT CORP. v. City of Beaverton, 19 P.3d 918 (Or. App. 2001), “there is an 
increased potential for criminal activity” and “increased problems with nighttime crime 
prevention in proximity.” The Oregon Court of Appeals found that such evidence supported 
denying a conditional use application.  
 
As we testified, our neighborhood saw and documented the increase in crime during the first 
seven months of Safe Camp’s existence—increases above and beyond what was already 
occurring from illegal camping in the tree farm.  
 
The applicant admits that Safe Camp has not been hosting the full proposed capacity of 21 
campers. As the camp population increases, more people will cycle through the camp. There 
will be more evictions for code of conduct violations, leading to the potential for more people 
with bad behavior setting up camp in the forest, not fewer. Thus, there is significant potential 
for Safe Camp to worsen the very problem it sets out to minimize—especially without 24/7 
management. 
 
Neighbors witnessed this exact situation already this summer: the woman evicted in late June -- 
who harassed their street for days -- was led into the forest, with her belongings, by another 
person. 
 
We support well-considered, managed transitional housing that considers the safety and 
security not only of those in need, but also of those in the adjacent neighborhood. As proposed 
and operated thus far, Safe Camp does not fit these criteria. 
 
Please adopt the conditions requested by 149 neighbors, especially: (1) limit the number of 
total sleeping units to five and (2) require that at least one camp supervisor is physically present 
at the camp site to enforce conditions 24/7. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Judi Saam 
1126 SW Stopp Pl. 
Corvallis, OR 97333 



Dear Planning Commission: 
 
The applicant’s own testimony shows significant fire danger. Please adopt conditions 
supported by 149 neighbors to: (1) limit the total number of sleeping units to five so that 
the current five microshelters can continue but the tents in the trees must be removed 
and (2) require 24/7 camp management. 
 
Cassandra Robertson’s photo #8 clearly shows that tents are erected very close beside 
and under the trees. 

 
 
Jim Swinyard’s photo #1 clearly shows the density of the forested area under which the 
tents are erected.   

 
 
The Fire Chief testified that the recent fire in Pioneer Park had flames shooting 30 feet 
into the trees.  The applicant has indicated that the branches of the trees in the tented 
area has been cleared only to a height of 10 feet. 
 
Neighbor Ken Pate testified that a propane tank was found in Safe Camp.  Not only 
does this speak to the fire danger posed by the camp, but also to the lack of 
supervision.  
 
Gael Sapiro – 1101 SW Stopp Place - Corvallis 



From: Ellen Storm
To: Benton Public Comment
Cc: Church Office; Jennifer L. Butler; Walter Balk
Subject: Benton County Planning Commission for land use file No. LU-19-091
Date: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 11:26:44 AM

Dear Benton County Planning Commission members,

My name is Ellen Christine Storm and I am a member of First Congregational United Church of Christ.
Last summer, a group of people unexpectedly arrived on our church property.
They had been camping on the land known as the Christmas Tree property.
They had to vacate the places where they were living, because the owner wanted them all to be arrested for
trespassing.
As a result, a group of 23 individuals found shelter on the church's land.
As you know, they were able to live on the small strip of land that is located on county land, rather than on city land.
In many ways our church community were given the responsibility of making sure that this group of people could be
comfortable in their new setting.
I chose to be actively involved in different ways to help assure the comfort and safety of this group of people. We
called the camp Safe Camp.
This became a mission that felt like it was given to us by God.
In the words of Jesus. "I was hungry and you gave me food, I was thirsty and you gave me something to drink, I was
a stranger and you welcomed me..."
Our intention was and has been to find alternative housing for the campers.
I had the honor of being asked to be a "Support Person" to one of the young men at Safe Camp.
I was able to help him get his birth certificate, social security number, ID card. He needed to have major surgery.
The doctor's mandate was that the surgery would not be done until our young man had a safe and stable place to
live.
We were able to find a low-income apartment that was appropriate and affordable. That was 8 months ago and he is
still living there.
In getting to know this young man, I have learned and understood more about the acute trauma and overwhelming
experiences that he has lived through.
In trauma work, either a person feels safe or they don't.
We believe that our responsibility is to help people feel safe.
I believe that I was given the opportunity to help someone from Safe Camp, in part to learn what it means to be
compassionate.
To step out of my comfort zone and connect with someone who truly needed my help.
As you continue to consider the conditional use criteria in regard to Safe Camp, I hope you will realize how very
essential it is to our "church use."
I am impressed by your genuine concern and interest in making the best possible choices in regard to
LU-19-09.
Sincerely,
Ellen Christine Storm
4205 SW 53rd St
Corvallis, OR
97333

mailto:ellenstorm@rocketmail.com
mailto:PublicComment@Co.Benton.OR.US
mailto:office@corvallisucc.org
mailto:jen@corvallisucc.org
mailto:walter@corvallisucc.org


From: Jim Swinyard
To: Benton Public Comment
Cc: Swinyard Jim
Subject: Oral Testimony Submitted in Support of Applicant in Planning Commission Meeting July 21, 2020 (LU-19-091)
Date: Monday, July 27, 2020 6:12:59 PM
Attachments: Final-01012018-to-02292020-CPD-Only-Dataset-4515-SW-West-Hills-and-SWWestHills53rd.xls

CrimeData.pdf
CFS-Nature-Codes (3).xlsx
BCSO.pdf
CUP Remarks -JWS.docx

Planning Department Staff,

Attached you will find a written copy of my oral testimony on the evening of July 21,
2020 in support of the applicant in LU 19-091.

 I have also attached copies of the data provided by the Corvallis Police Department
and the Benton County Sheriff’s Office in response to a request from the First
Congregational United Church of Christ for a list of the calls for service for the church
(4515 West Hills Rd) and also West Hills Rd and 53rd Street.

Corvallis Police Department Crime Analyst Tracey Finnegan-Weise provided the
explanation below along with the calls for service data.

The attached file will provide you the CFS taken by the CPD for 4515 SW West Hills
and SW 53rd/SW West Hills (or SW West Hills/SW 53rd) from 3/1/2020-7/6/2020.
Additionally, you will only see Case Numbers listed for those CFS that resulted in a
case number being generated (e.g. if a crime was found or reported). If there is a
case number, then there will also be an offense listed. Finally, keep in mind this set of
data has been ‘scrubbed’ to remove any CFS/Cases that were associated with
confidential information such as those involving minors, Child Welfare Checks,
Deaths, Suicides, Mental/Police Officer Holds, Sex Offenses, etc.

 I considered calls for service only through the end of January 2020 in order to have a
direct comparison with the data provided by the West Hills Neighborhood Association
in their argument in opposition to the Conditional Use permit.

Sincerely, 

 Jim Swinyard

 

mailto:jimswinyard@gmail.com
mailto:PublicComment@Co.Benton.OR.US
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010118-022920 CPD CFS

		CFS #		DATE		TIME		NATURE_CODE		NATURE_DESCRIPTION		Case # (If Applicable)		CASE OFFENSE (If Applicable)		ADDRESS		BUSINESS NAME (IF APPLICABLE)		AGENCY		YEAR		MONTH

		042718-69		04/27/2018		10\:28\:51 AM		BURG1		BURGLARY - COLD		18C02553		BURGLARY 2ND DEGREE		4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2018		Apr

		050918-47		05/09/2018		8\:53\:34 AM		SUSVEH		SUSPICIOUS VEHICLE						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2018		May

		072018-131		07/20/2018		3\:53\:02 PM		WARATL		WARRANT - ATTEMPTED						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD				CPD		2018		Jul

		072718-33		07/27/2018		7\:18\:23 AM		ALARMB		BUSINESS ALARM						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2018		Jul

		081918-24		08/19/2018		8\:32\:57 AM		COUGAR		COUGAR SIGHTING						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD				CPD		2018		Aug

		091018-185		09/10/2018		6\:44\:41 PM		EVENT		EVENT DETAIL						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD				CPD		2018		Sep

		100318-65		10/03/2018		9\:18\:32 AM		ALARMB		BUSINESS ALARM						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD				CPD		2018		Oct

		110718-112		11/07/2018		11\:22\:24 AM		STOLV		STOLEN VEHICLE		18C07338		UNAUTHORIZED USE OF A VEHICLE		4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2018		Nov

		110718-243		11/07/2018		10\:43\:07 PM		CAID		CAID - DRUGS		18C07340		MARIJUANA		4515 SW WEST HILLS RD				CPD		2018		Nov

		112718-37		11/27/2018		8\:30\:07 AM		ALARMB		BUSINESS ALARM						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2018		Nov

		120718-114		12/07/2018		3\:51\:12 PM		EVENT		EVENT DETAIL						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD				CPD		2018		Dec

		121618-106		12/16/2018		6\:02\:38 PM		ALARMB		BUSINESS ALARM						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2018		Dec

		1931319180		3/13/2019		8:02:43 PM		WELF		WELFARE CHECK						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		WEST HILLS CONGREGATION		CPD		2019		Mar

		1903171924		3/17/2019		2:15:44 AM		WELF		WELFARE CHECK						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD				CPD		2019		Mar

		1932119161		3/21/2019		9:36:46 PM		CIT		CITIZEN CONTACT						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Mar

		1900411191		4/11/2019		12:03:09 AM		WELF		WELFARE CHECK						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Apr

		1904211924		4/21/2019		1:45:57 AM		ALARM		ALARM LAW ONLY						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Apr

		2019054499		5/22/2019		2:47:14 AM		RVEH		RECOVERED STOLEN VEHICLE		201903241				4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		May

		2019061998		6/2/2019		3:45:05 PM		ALARM		ALARM LAW ONLY						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Jun

		2019065379		6/7/2019		7:41:27 PM		FDOG		FOUND DOG						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Jun

		2019084149		7/6/2019		10:15:11 PM		T		TRAFFIC STOP						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Jul

		2019085498		7/9/2019		3:40:44 AM		CIT		CITIZEN CONTACT						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Jul

		2019085500		7/9/2019		3:48:29 AM		T		TRAFFIC STOP						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Jul

		2019094823		7/23/2019		4:51:36 PM		EVENT		EVENT DETAIL WCMF AND CRCC						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Jul

		2019095253		7/24/2019		11:06:07 AM		PA		PERSON ASSIST						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Jul

		2019108316		8/13/2019		11:24:45 AM		SHOTS		SHOTS HEARD						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Aug

		2019112733		8/20/2019		1:47:33 PM		ALARM		ALARM LAW ONLY						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Aug

		2019114854		8/23/2019		2:45:46 PM		HANGUP		911 HANG UP CALL						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Aug

		2019118434		8/29/2019		7:50:30 AM		ALARM		ALARM LAW ONLY						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Aug

		2019121825		9/3/2019		8:11:23 AM		ALARM		ALARM LAW ONLY						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Sep

		2019133517		9/20/2019		11:37:42 PM		AOA		ASSIST OTHER AGENCY						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Sep

		2019133520		9/20/2019		11:40:21 PM		DRUNK		INTOXICATED SUBJECT						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Sep

		2019133592		9/21/2019		4:11:16 AM		SCREAM		PERSON SCREAMING FOR HELP CRCC						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Sep

		2019134091		9/22/2019		12:23:08 AM		POCKET		POCKET DIAL LCSO AND CRCC						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Sep

		2019135899		9/24/2019		9:07:21 PM		AOA		ASSIST OTHER AGENCY						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Sep

		2019136515		9/25/2019		9:07:45 PM		NOISE		NOISE DISTURBANCE						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Sep

		2019137674		9/27/2019		5:31:10 PM		CAMP		ILLEGAL CAMPING LCSO AND CRCC						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Sep

		2019144942		10/9/2019		7:31:07 PM		ARGUE		ARGUMENT CRCC						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Oct

		2019147867		10/14/2019		6:57:56 PM		THREAT		THREATS		201906748		INFO-OTHER DOCUMENTATION		4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Oct

		2019153807		10/25/2019		10:57:51 AM		PA		PERSON ASSIST						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Oct

		2019165114		11/14/2019		11:00:57 AM		SHOTS		SHOTS HEARD						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2019		Nov

		2020002457		1/5/2020		4:43:14 PM		DOGVIC		VICIOUS DOG CRCC						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2020		Jan

		2020006495		1/12/2020		10:48:48 PM		HARASS		HARASSMENT						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2020		Jan

		2020008595		1/16/2020		11:19:11 AM		ASLT		ASSAULT		202000326		AOA-PERSON CRIME		4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2020		Jan

		2020009866		1/18/2020		1:24:16 PM		TRESP		TRESPASS						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2020		Jan

		2020012807		1/23/2020		2:59:30 PM		POCKET		POCKET DIAL LCSO AND CRCC						4515 SW WEST HILLS RD		FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH		CPD		2020		Jan

		2020017162		1/31/2020		12:31:54 AM		VEH		OUT WITH A VEHICLE						SW 53RD ST/SW WEST HILLS RD CORVALLIS				CPD		2020		Jan

		2020024826		2/12/2020		2:32:26 PM		T		TRAFFIC STOP						SW 53RD ST/SW WEST HILLS RD CORVALLIS				CPD		2020		Feb

		2020031718		2/24/2020		8:18:15 PM		T		TRAFFIC STOP						SW 53RD ST/SW WEST HILLS RD CORVALLIS				CPD		2020		Feb
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Good evening; my name is Jim Swinyard and I served in the Benton County Sheriff’s Office for 14 years in the positions of emergency program manager, under-sheriff and sheriff.  In those assignments I worked closely with local law enforcement agencies and fire departments to develop and implement public safety policies to protect those who live, work and visit Benton County.

Safe Camp is an attempt by a faith group to fill a vacuum created by the inability of our community to meet the housing needs of those who currently lack the resources to secure shelter.  The primary focus of Safe Camp is “harm reduction”.  The conditions in Safe Camp are far less than ideal, but they are also far better than anything else currently available to unhoused individuals in the community.

The West Hills Neighborhood Association has submitted materials in opposition to our request for a conditional use permit.  Among other things, they base their opposition on the adverse impact that Safe Camp will have on the adjacent properties and the negative impact on the ‘character of the area’.

The property adjacent to the church on the west (the tree farm), has served as an unauthorized camping area for at least two decades that I am personally aware of.  That situation will likely remain unchanged baring the property being cleared prior to development.  The sheriff’s office has extensive experience with serving warrants and taking enforcement actions with individuals who have camped on the property during that period.  Safe camp is an attempt to address a long-time negative characteristic of the neighborhood (unauthorized camping in the tree farm) by providing a legal, managed alternative that is safer for the campers as well as the West Hills neighborhood.

The alternative to a supervised, managed Safe Camp would likely be up to 21 additional individuals living illegally in the adjacent tree farm without ready access to potable water, toilet and garbage facilities.  Additionally, there would be NO control over smoking, or open fires for cooking or for warming.  These conditions present a substantially greater threat to the adjacent neighborhoods than Safe Camp.

The Benton County Sheriff’s Office has suggested that Safe Camp will place an undue burden on their ability to respond to calls for service throughout the county.  Using statistics provided by the sheriff’s office and the Corvallis Police Department (see attachments), I reviewed the calls for service for the church address (4515 West Hills Rd) and also for the adjacent West Hills Rd and 53rd St area.  I did not include things like alarms, DUIs, traffic stops, welfare checks. I did include crimes such as assault, trespassing, theft ,harassment, as well as warrant service and noise complaints.  During the period July 15th through January 2020 (5 ½ months), the BCSO received nine calls for service and the CPD received 12. BCSO calls resulted in 4 case numbers and CPD calls resulted in 2.  Without access to the police reports, there is no way to determine how many, if any of those cases involved Safe Camp residents.  Regardless, this level of activity (approximately 2/month/agency) does not constitute an undue burden for either CPD or BCSO.

Safe Camp staff will continue to coordinate with law enforcement and community corrections officers to facilitate contact with camp occupants in an effort to minimize the burdens on these agencies.  As opposed to a tent encampment located in the middle of the tree farm, Safe Camp provides a controlled setting where law enforcement and community corrections can contact individuals in a relatively open setting that provides protection from adverse weather and is adjacent to paved parking.  That setting is safer and also more convenient for all. 

As another harm reduction initiative, Safe Camp provides occupants secure storage for their property, thus reducing the chances of theft and the resulting verbal and physical confrontations between camp occupants that can lead to a law enforcement calls for service.

Fire safety is a high priority in Safe Camp.  Staff and campers understand the threat that fire poses, and in response, Safe Camp staff have removed ladder fuels throughout the fenced area and are configuring the site to meet or exceed the fire marshal’s recommendations.  Other initiatives include a probation in the Code of Conduct regarding smoking outside of the designated smoking area, fire extinguishers in each micro-shelter and occupied tent, a kitchen constructed in a gravel parking lot where occupants can prepare hot meals without open fires, and a Safe Camp fire safety/evacuation plan.  (Call for 3 slides of the GIS View of the camp and the fire evacuation plan.)  Again, from the standpoint of harm reduction, these initiatives constitute a substantially safer option than uncontrolled camping.

As I pointed out in my written testimony, the proposed use in this application does not impose an undue burden on limited public services, but rather allows those resources to be used more effectively.  The Congregational Church’s Safe Camp supports the community’s desire to address homelessness and also reduces the impact on the entire criminal justice system by making what has historically been illegal, now legal.

Thank you for the opportunity to speak in support of this application.  



Jim Swinyard



CFS # DATE TIME NATURE_CODE NATURE_DESCRIPTION Case # (If Applicable) CASE OFFENSE (If Applicable) ADDRESS BUSINESS NAME (IF APPLICABLE) AGENCY YEAR MONTH
042718-69  04/27/2018 10:28:51 AM BURG1 BURGLARY - COLD 18C02553 BURGLARY 2ND DEGREE 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2018 Apr
050918-47  05/09/2018 8:53:34 AM SUSVEH SUSPICIOUS VEHICLE #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2018 May
072018-131  07/20/2018 3:53:02 PM WARATL WARRANT - ATTEMPTED #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD CPD 2018 Jul
072718-33  07/27/2018 7:18:23 AM ALARMB BUSINESS ALARM #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2018 Jul
081918-24  08/19/2018 8:32:57 AM COUGAR COUGAR SIGHTING #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD CPD 2018 Aug
091018-185  09/10/2018 6:44:41 PM EVENT EVENT DETAIL #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD CPD 2018 Sep
100318-65  10/03/2018 9:18:32 AM ALARMB BUSINESS ALARM #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD CPD 2018 Oct
110718-112  11/07/2018 11:22:24 AM STOLV STOLEN VEHICLE 18C07338 UNAUTHORIZED USE OF A VEHICLE 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2018 Nov
110718-243  11/07/2018 10:43:07 PM CAID CAID - DRUGS 18C07340 MARIJUANA 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD CPD 2018 Nov
112718-37  11/27/2018 8:30:07 AM ALARMB BUSINESS ALARM #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2018 Nov
120718-114  12/07/2018 3:51:12 PM EVENT EVENT DETAIL #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD CPD 2018 Dec
121618-106  12/16/2018 6:02:38 PM ALARMB BUSINESS ALARM #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2018 Dec
1931319180 3/13/2019 8:02:43 PM WELF WELFARE CHECK #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD WEST HILLS CONGREGATION CPD 2019 Mar
1903171924 3/17/2019 2:15:44 AM WELF WELFARE CHECK #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD CPD 2019 Mar
1932119161 3/21/2019 9:36:46 PM CIT CITIZEN CONTACT #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Mar
1900411191 4/11/2019 12:03:09 AM WELF WELFARE CHECK #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Apr
1904211924 4/21/2019 1:45:57 AM ALARM ALARM LAW ONLY #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Apr
2019054499 5/22/2019 2:47:14 AM RVEH RECOVERED STOLEN VEHICLE 201903241 #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 May
2019061998 6/2/2019 3:45:05 PM ALARM ALARM LAW ONLY #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Jun
2019065379 6/7/2019 7:41:27 PM FDOG FOUND DOG #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Jun
2019084149 7/6/2019 10:15:11 PM T TRAFFIC STOP #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Jul
2019085498 7/9/2019 3:40:44 AM CIT CITIZEN CONTACT #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Jul
2019085500 7/9/2019 3:48:29 AM T TRAFFIC STOP #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Jul
2019094823 7/23/2019 4:51:36 PM EVENT EVENT DETAIL WCMF AND CRCC #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Jul
2019095253 7/24/2019 11:06:07 AM PA PERSON ASSIST #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Jul
2019108316 8/13/2019 11:24:45 AM SHOTS SHOTS HEARD #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Aug
2019112733 8/20/2019 1:47:33 PM ALARM ALARM LAW ONLY #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Aug
2019114854 8/23/2019 2:45:46 PM HANGUP 911 HANG UP CALL #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Aug
2019118434 8/29/2019 7:50:30 AM ALARM ALARM LAW ONLY #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Aug
2019121825 9/3/2019 8:11:23 AM ALARM ALARM LAW ONLY #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Sep
2019133517 9/20/2019 11:37:42 PM AOA ASSIST OTHER AGENCY #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Sep
2019133520 9/20/2019 11:40:21 PM DRUNK INTOXICATED SUBJECT #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Sep
2019133592 9/21/2019 4:11:16 AM SCREAM PERSON SCREAMING FOR HELP CRCC #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Sep
2019134091 9/22/2019 12:23:08 AM POCKET POCKET DIAL LCSO AND CRCC #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Sep
2019135899 9/24/2019 9:07:21 PM AOA ASSIST OTHER AGENCY #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Sep
2019136515 9/25/2019 9:07:45 PM NOISE NOISE DISTURBANCE #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Sep
2019137674 9/27/2019 5:31:10 PM CAMP ILLEGAL CAMPING LCSO AND CRCC #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Sep
2019144942 10/9/2019 7:31:07 PM ARGUE ARGUMENT CRCC #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Oct
2019147867 10/14/2019 6:57:56 PM THREAT THREATS 201906748 INFO-OTHER DOCUMENTATION 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Oct
2019153807 10/25/2019 10:57:51 AM PA PERSON ASSIST #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Oct
2019165114 11/14/2019 11:00:57 AM SHOTS SHOTS HEARD #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2019 Nov
2020002457 1/5/2020 4:43:14 PM DOGVIC VICIOUS DOG CRCC #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2020 Jan
2020006495 1/12/2020 10:48:48 PM HARASS HARASSMENT #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2020 Jan
2020008595 1/16/2020 11:19:11 AM ASLT ASSAULT 202000326 AOA-PERSON CRIME 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2020 Jan
2020009866 1/18/2020 1:24:16 PM TRESP TRESPASS #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2020 Jan
2020012807 1/23/2020 2:59:30 PM POCKET POCKET DIAL LCSO AND CRCC #N/A 4515 SW WEST HILLS RD FIRST CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH CPD 2020 Jan
2020017162 1/31/2020 12:31:54 AM VEH OUT WITH A VEHICLE #N/A SW 53RD ST/SW WEST HILLS RD CORVALLIS CPD 2020 Jan
2020024826 2/12/2020 2:32:26 PM T TRAFFIC STOP #N/A SW 53RD ST/SW WEST HILLS RD CORVALLIS CPD 2020 Feb
2020031718 2/24/2020 8:18:15 PM T TRAFFIC STOP #N/A SW 53RD ST/SW WEST HILLS RD CORVALLIS CPD 2020 Feb















OLD CODE NEW CODE DISCRIPTION

911, CELL, TEXT HANGUP 911 HANG UP CALL
ABAN AVEH ABANDON VEHICLE
ABANF AVFU ABANDONED VEHICLE FOLLOW UP
ACCFTL FATAL FATAL INCIDENT
ACCHR HR HIT AND RUN
ACCINJ PMVCI MVC INJURY LAW ONLY
ACCNON MVC MVC NON INJURY
ALARMR, ALARMB, ALARMP, ALARMC, ALARMO ALARM ALARM LAW ONLY
ANIMAL ANIMAL ANIMAL COMPLAINT

AOA AOA ASSIST OTHER AGENCY
ARGUE ARGUE ARGUMENT ‐ CRCC
ARMPER WEAPON WEAPON OFFENSE
ARSON ARSON ARSON INVESTIGATION
ASLT1, ASLT3 ASLT ASSAULT

ASSPUB PA PERSON ASSIST
ATL ATLPER ATL PERSON
ATL ATLVEH ATL VEHICLE
ATTSUI SUIC SUICIDAL SUBJECT
BAR BAR BAR CHECK ‐ CRCC
BIKE THEFTB THEFT OF BICYCLE APD & CRCC
BIKEF BIKEF FOUND BIKE ‐ CRCC
BITE DBITE DOG BITE
BJUV BJUV BENTON COUNTY JUV CALLOUT ‐ CR
BMH BMH BENTON MENTAL HEALTH CALLOUT
BOAT ‐ RENAMED TO FBOAT BOAT BOAT ACCIDENT
BPW BPW BENTON PW CALLOUT ‐ CRCC
BURG1, BURG3 BURG BURGLARY

CAID DRUGS NARCOTICS OFFENSE
CAMP CAMP ILLEGAL CAMPING LCSO & CRCC
CHILD CABUSE CHILD ABUSE REPORT
CIVIL CIVIL CIVIL DISPUTE REPORT
CODE5 CODE5 STAKE OUT ‐ CRCC
COUGAR COUGAR COUGAR SIGHTING ‐ CRCC
CPW CPW CORVALLIS PW CALLOUT ‐ CRCC
DEATH DEATH DEATH INVESTIGATION
DHS DHS DHS FAX REPORTS
DISCON1, DISCON3 DISCON DISORDERLY CONDUCT
DISTUR DIST DISTURBANCE

DOGATL DAL DOG AT LARGE APD & CRCC
DOGBRK DBARK DOG BARKING APD & CRCC
DOGCUS DOGCUS DOG IN CUSTODY ‐ CRCC
DOGVIC DOGVIC VICIOUS DOG ‐ CRCC
DOMEST1, DOMEST3 DOM DOMESTIC DISTURBANCE
DRE DRE DRUG RECOGNITION EXP
DROWN PDROWN DROWNING LAW ONLY  ‐ CRCC
DRUNK DRUNK INTOXICATED SUBJECT
DUII DUII DUII



DWS DWS DRIVING WHILE SUSPENDED ‐  CRCC
ELUDE ELUDE ELUDE

EPOL PTEST POLICE TEST CALL ONLY
ESCAPE ESCAPE ESCAPE REPORT
ESCORT ESCORT PERSON ESCORT ‐  CRCC
EVENT EVENT EVENT DETAIL WCMF & CRCC
FALSE FALSE FALSE INFO ‐ CRCC
FBOMB ‐ OLD MEANING SD SUSPICIOUS DEVICE
FDOG FDOG FOUND DOG
FI FI FIELD INVESTIGATION ‐  CRCC
FIGHT1, FIGHT3 FIGHT FIGHT DISTURBANCE
FIREWK FW FIREWORK COMPLAINT

FOLLOW FU FOLLOW UP
FORG FORG FORGERY

FRAUD FRAUD FRAUD

FYI INFO INFORMATION ONLY REP
GANG TAG TAGGING GRAFITTI APD & CRCC
GREEK GREEK GREEK HOUSE EVENT ‐ CRCC
GSW PSHOOT SHOOTING LAW ONLY
HARASS HARASS HARASSMENT

HOM HOM HOMICIDE ‐ CRCC
HOME PHV PROB HOME VISIT
HOTDOG HOTDOG DOG IN A HOT VEH ‐ CRCC
IHUNT GAME GAME VIOLATION
JUV JUV JUVENILE COMPLAINT

K9 K9 K9 ASSIST OTHER AGENCY
KIDNAP1, KIDNAP3 KIDNAP KIDNAPPING

LDOG LDOG LOST DOG
LEDS LEDS LEDS TRANSACTION ‐ CRCC
LIQLAW OPEN OPEN CONTAINER
MARINE MARINE MARINE INCIDENT
MENACE1, MENACE3 MENACE MENACING

MENTAL MENTAL MENTAL HEALTH
MIP MIP MINOR IN POSSESSION ALCOHOL
MISPER MPERS MISSING PERSONS
MOTOR DVEH DISABLED VEHICLE
MOTOR MA MOTORIST ASSIST
MSGDEL EMSG EMERGENCY MESSAGE

MUSIC, PARTY NOISE NOISE DISTURBANCE
NEW ADIST ARMED DISTURBANCE
NEW AROB ARMED ROBBERY
NEW ASHOOT ACTIVE SHOOTER OR THREAT
NEW BEAT BEAT CAR INFO
NEW BIN BOAT HULL INSPECTION
NEW BOLO BOLO

NEW BT BIKE TRAFFIC
NEW BUII BUII

NEW CMV CRIMINAL MISCHIEF TO VEH APD



NEW CODE0 OFFICER NEEDS HELP
NEW COUNT COUNTER TRAFFIC
NEW CURFEW CURFEW VIOLATION
NEW CUST CUSTODIAL INTERFEREN
NEW CYBER CYBER CRIME

NEW DENY FIREARMS DENIAL APD & CRCC
NEW DISPUT NEIGHBORHOOD DISPUTE
NEW DOG DOG COMPLAINT

NEW EABUSE ELDER ABUSE
NEW EVID EVIDENCE YARD
NEW FAIL FAIL TO REGISTER SEX OFFENDER
NEW FANIM FOUND ANIMAL

NEW FOOTPA FOOT PATROL
NEW FOREST FOREST LAW VIOLATION
NEW FPAT FOREST TIMBER PATROL
NEW FPERS FOUND PERSON
NEW ID IDENTITY THEFT
NEW JAILI JAIL INCIDENT REPORT
NEW LANIM LOST ANIMAL

NEW LITTER LITTERING VIOLATION
NEW LOCK LOCKOUT CIVIL PROCES
NEW MAIL MAIL THEFT
NEW MIPM MINOR IN POSSESSION MARIJUANA

NEW MIPT MINOR IN POSSESSION TOBACCO
NEW MISUSE MISUSE OF 911 SYSTEM
NEW MPAT MARINE PATROL
NEW NEG NEGLECT

NEW NO NON 911 ISSUE
NEW PARKS PARK ORDINANACE VIOLATION APD
NEW PBOMB BOMB THREAT LAW ONLY
NEW POCKET POCKET DIAL LCSO
NEW POH POLICE OFFICER HOLD
NEW PPAT PARK PATROL
NEW PPLANE PLANE INCIDENT LAW ONLY
NEW PPTOW PRIVATE PROPERTY TOW
NEW PS PERSON STOP
NEW PSTAB STABBING LAW ONLY
NEW PTJ PRISONER TRANSPORT JUV
NEW PTRAIN TRAIN INCIDENT LAW ONLY
NEW PV PROBATION VIOLATION
NEW PWIRE WIRE DOWN LAW ONLY
NEW PWTRES WATER RESCUE LAW ONLY
NEW RBURN RECKLESS BURNING
NEW REPO REPOSSESSED VEHICLE
NEW RIDER CITIZEN RIDER
NEW RPER RECOVERED/RETURNED PERSON
NEW SAFE SAFEKEEPING

NEW SEXREG SEX OFFENDER REGISTRATION



NEW SFU SUSPECT FOLLOW UP
NEW STAND CIVIL STANDBY ORDER
NEW THAZ TRAFFIC HAZARD
NEW TIN TRUCK INSPECTION
NEW TRACE REVERSE ANI ALI SEAR
NEW TRACK TRACKER APD
NEW TRANS TRANSIENT COMPLAINT

NEW WASTE HUMAN WASTE ORDINANCE APD & CR
NEW WR WARRANT SERVICE ‐ RELATED
NEW WTROTH WATER OTHER
NEW WTRREC WATER RECOVERY
NOCRIM NOCRIM NON CRIMINAL ISSUE ‐ CRCC
NOINS NOINS NO INSURANCE TOW ‐  CRCC
OD POD OVERDOSE LAW ONLY
ODOT ODOT ODOT CALLOUT ‐ CRCC
OPEN = MEANING CHANGED UNSEC UNSECURE PREMISES ‐ CRCC
OTCRIM OTCRIM OTHER CRIMINAL ‐ CRCC
OTORD CITY CITY ORDINANCE VIOLATION
OTTRAF TRAF TRAFFIC COMPLAINT

OUT CIT CITIZEN CONTACT
OUT VEH OUT WITH A VEHICLE
PAPER CIVP CIVIL PROCESS
PARKC PARK PARKING COMPLAINT

PASTOR PASTOR PASTOR CONTACT ‐ CRCC
PATROL XPAT EXTRA PATROL
PHONE  PMSG PHONE MESSAGE ‐ CRCC
PHONE ‐ MEANING CHANGED PHONE PHONE HARASSMENT

PPW PPW PHILOMATH PW CALLOUT ‐ CRCC
PROPC CPROP CONFISCATED PROPERTY ‐ CRCC
PROPF FPROP FOUND PROPERTY
PROPL LPROP LOST PROPERTY
PROPR RPROP RECOVERED PROPERTY
PROWL PROWL PROWLER

PROWLC PROWLC CALL PROWL IN PROGRESS ‐ CRCC
PUBSAF OHAZ HAZARD OTHER
RAPE RAPE RAPE

RDKILL RDKILL ROAD KILL
RECKDR RECKDR RECKLESS DRIVING ‐  CRCC
RESCUE ‐ NEW MEANING RESCUE RESCUE

RO VO VIOLATION OF ORDER
ROB1, ROB3 ROB ROBBERY

RUNJUV RUN RUNAWAY

SAFEKIT KIT SEX ASLT FORENSIC EVID KIT
SCREAM SCREAM PERSON SCREAMING FOR HELP ‐ CR
SEARCH SEARCH SEARCH

SEXOFF SEX SEX OFFENSE
SHOPLF SHOP SHOPLIFT

SHOPS SHOPS OUT AT SHOPS ‐ CRCC



SHOTFR SHOTS SHOTS HEARD
SRN SRN SPECIAL RESPONSE NOTICE ‐ CRCC
SRO SRO SRO ACTIVITIY ‐ CRCC
STALK STALK STALKING COMPLAINT

STOLV UUV UUMV

STOLVR RVEH RECOVERED STOLEN VEH
SUICID PSUICI SUICIDE LAW ONLY ‐ CRCC
SUSACT SC SUSPICIOUS CIRCUMSTANCE

SUSPER SP SUSPICIOUS PERSON
SUSVEH SV SUSPICIOUS VEHICLE
SWARR SWARR SEARCH WARRANT

SWAT SWAT SWAT CALLOUT
TAP1 TAP1 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 1 ‐ CRCC
TAP10 TAP10 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 10 ‐ CRCC
TAP11 TAP11 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 11 ‐ CRCC
TAP12 TAP12 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 12 ‐ CRCC
TAP13 TAP13 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 13 ‐ CRCC
TAP14 TAP14 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 14 ‐ CRCC
TAP15 TAP15 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 15 ‐ CRCC
TAP16 TAP16 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 16 ‐ CRCC
TAP17 TAP17 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 17 ‐ CRCC
TAP18 TAP18 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 18 ‐ CRCC
TAP19 TAP19 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 19 ‐ CRCC
TAP2 TAP2 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 2 ‐ CRCC
TAP20 TAP20 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 20 ‐ CRCC
TAP21 TAP21 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 21 ‐ CRCC
TAP22 TAP22 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 22 ‐ CRCC
TAP23 TAP23 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 23 ‐ CRCC
TAP24 TAP24 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 24 ‐ CRCC
TAP25 TAP25 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 25 ‐ CRCC
TAP3 TAP3 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 3 ‐ CRCC
TAP4 TAP4 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 4 ‐ CRCC
TAP5 TAP5 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 5 ‐ CRCC
TAP6 TAP6 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 6 ‐ CRCC
TAP7 TAP7 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 7 ‐ CRCC
TAP8 TAP8 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 8 ‐ CRCC
TAP9 TAP9 TACTICAL ACTION PLAN 9 ‐ CRCC
THEFT THEFT THEFT

THEFTV UEMV UEMV

THREAT THREAT THREATS

TRESPA TRESP TRESPASS

TRF T TRAFFIC STOP
UNK UNK UNKNOWN PROBLEM
VAND CM CRIMINAL MISCHIEF

WARATL WANT WANTED SUBJECT LOCATION
WARR WARR WARRANT SERVICE
WELFAR WELF WELFARE CHECK
XPORT PTA PRISONER TRANSPORT ADULT















Good evening; my name is Jim Swinyard and I served in the Benton County Sheriff’s Office for 

14 years in the positions of emergency program manager, under-sheriff and sheriff.  In those 

assignments I worked closely with local law enforcement agencies and fire departments to 

develop and implement public safety policies to protect those who live, work and visit Benton 

County. 

Safe Camp is an attempt by a faith group to fill a vacuum created by the inability of our 

community to meet the housing needs of those who currently lack the resources to secure 

shelter.  The primary focus of Safe Camp is “harm reduction”.  The conditions in Safe Camp are 

far less than ideal, but they are also far better than anything else currently available to 

unhoused individuals in the community. 

The West Hills Neighborhood Association has submitted materials in opposition to our request 

for a conditional use permit.  Among other things, they base their opposition on the adverse 

impact that Safe Camp will have on the adjacent properties and the negative impact on the 

‘character of the area’. 

The property adjacent to the church on the west (the tree farm), has served as an unauthorized 

camping area for at least two decades that I am personally aware of.  That situation will likely 

remain unchanged baring the property being cleared prior to development.  The sheriff’s office 

has extensive experience with serving warrants and taking enforcement actions with individuals 

who have camped on the property during that period.  Safe camp is an attempt to address a 

long-time negative characteristic of the neighborhood (unauthorized camping in the tree farm) 

by providing a legal, managed alternative that is safer for the campers as well as the West Hills 

neighborhood. 

The alternative to a supervised, managed Safe Camp would likely be up to 21 additional 

individuals living illegally in the adjacent tree farm without ready access to potable water, toilet 

and garbage facilities.  Additionally, there would be NO control over smoking, or open fires for 

cooking or for warming.  These conditions present a substantially greater threat to the adjacent 

neighborhoods than Safe Camp. 

The Benton County Sheriff’s Office has suggested that Safe Camp will place an undue burden on 

their ability to respond to calls for service throughout the county.  Using statistics provided by 

the sheriff’s office and the Corvallis Police Department (see attachments), I reviewed the calls 

for service for the church address (4515 West Hills Rd) and also for the adjacent West Hills Rd 

and 53rd St area.  I did not include things like alarms, DUIs, traffic stops, welfare checks. I did 

include crimes such as assault, trespassing, theft ,harassment, as well as warrant service 
and noise complaints.  During the period July 15th through January 2020 (5 ½ months), the 

BCSO received nine calls for service and the CPD received 12. BCSO calls resulted in 4 case 

numbers and CPD calls resulted in 2.  Without access to the police reports, there is no way to 

determine how many, if any of those cases involved Safe Camp residents.  Regardless, this level 



of activity (approximately 2/month/agency) does not constitute an undue burden for either 

CPD or BCSO. 

Safe Camp staff will continue to coordinate with law enforcement and community corrections 

officers to facilitate contact with camp occupants in an effort to minimize the burdens on these 

agencies.  As opposed to a tent encampment located in the middle of the tree farm, Safe Camp 

provides a controlled setting where law enforcement and community corrections can contact 

individuals in a relatively open setting that provides protection from adverse weather and is 

adjacent to paved parking.  That setting is safer and also more convenient for all.  

As another harm reduction initiative, Safe Camp provides occupants secure storage for their 

property, thus reducing the chances of theft and the resulting verbal and physical 

confrontations between camp occupants that can lead to a law enforcement calls for service. 

Fire safety is a high priority in Safe Camp.  Staff and campers understand the threat that fire 

poses, and in response, Safe Camp staff have removed ladder fuels throughout the fenced area 

and are configuring the site to meet or exceed the fire marshal’s recommendations.  Other 

initiatives include a probation in the Code of Conduct regarding smoking outside of the 

designated smoking area, fire extinguishers in each micro-shelter and occupied tent, a kitchen 

constructed in a gravel parking lot where occupants can prepare hot meals without open fires, 

and a Safe Camp fire safety/evacuation plan.  (Call for 3 slides of the GIS View of the camp and 

the fire evacuation plan.)  Again, from the standpoint of harm reduction, these initiatives 

constitute a substantially safer option than uncontrolled camping. 

As I pointed out in my written testimony, the proposed use in this application does not impose 

an undue burden on limited public services, but rather allows those resources to be used more 

effectively.  The Congregational Church’s Safe Camp supports the community’s desire to 

address homelessness and also reduces the impact on the entire criminal justice system by 

making what has historically been illegal, now legal. 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak in support of this application.   

 

Jim Swinyard 



My name is Rev. Linda Tucker.  I am the pastor at First United Methodist 
Church here in Corvallis, the location of the Room at the Inn Women’s 
Shelter.  Historically, the church has stepped up in times of urgency and 
need.  FUMC is always looking for ways to connect our resources to 
current need. The micro shelters are an important compassionate piece 
that meets the present need.  They are also a visual sign that FUMC is not 
only a beautiful worship space but a congregation of people who see 
beauty in responding to the needs of the most vulnerable in our 
community. 

It is an outward sign of an inward value.  The church has the following 
core values: 

 We are committed to deepening our trust in the unconditional love of God,
shown to us through the life and teachings of Jesus. We celebrate that this
great love is open to everyone.

 Among the ways we experience this love of God are sharing in worship,
music, service, study, intergenerational friendships, common meals, play,
and opening our space to others. All are invited.

In opening our spaces to others, we added 4 new structures to our campus. 
Tiny houses have been used elsewhere to not only offer a roof, but storage, 
security, and community.  They are stepping stones of hope.  Hope is no 
small thing.  We at FUMC partnered with SafePlace because of our values 
and our commitment to this community. We at FUMC actively support 
microshelters so that any possible judgment of the poor can be 
transformed into compassion.  We do this so that the unhoused are no 
longer hidden in the bushes but brought closer to us.  We do this so that 
we have more understanding of the needs of others.  We do this so we can 
no longer look away. We do this so that our hearts remain soft and open 
rather than cold and restrictive. Acts of love can transform the giver as 
much as the receiver. 

Rev. Linda Tucker
Pastor, First United Methodist Church
A Reconciling Church
1165 NW Monroe Ave 
Corvallis, OR 97330



I wasn’t able to attend the meeting the other night, so I wanted to provide some of my concerns.  I have several. 

One concern is fire.  If there is a fire on Mr. Lin’s property, it would basically be all over.  There is so much dry 

brush in there; it’s like a tinder box.  I have to deal with an area behind my house that is owned by the city.  They 

are supposed to come and mow it down every year, and that doesn’t always happen.  I can never go anywhere on 

the 4th of July because I’ve had college kids living on Philomath Blvd. and was afraid of fireworks going astray, 

once they started celebrating. 

We have basically one road in and one road out.  If there was a fire, we’d all be exiting on West Hills Road.  There is 

the one side road, Timian, but the residents don’t like us cutting through their street.  

I think there was a letter sent to the commissioners complaining about a recent event, when a woman was on our 

block with her belongs on lawns, and then her banging on doors.  We have several elderly people living on this 

block and they shouldn’t have to deal with this type of activity.  We’ve also had people going through our trash 

cans late at night, before trash day. 

I have one additional concern.  When you come to the Y in the road and veer off to go on West Hills Rd., you come 

to a hill where you lose sight of what’s coming on the other side.  I’ve had several close calls with Safe Camp 

residents coming up that hill in the middle of the street.  There is no side walk, and they don’t really stay to the 

sides.  They are either on bikes or walking. 

If Safe Camp remains in its current location, I think it will continue to be an issue.  I understand that the Sheriff’s 

Dept. does not have the necessary resources to support the Church’s conditional use permit.  Since that’s county 

property, it’s an issue.  The police won’t do anything if it’s on county property.  The police were called when the 

woman was on our block, but didn’t do anything.  They talked to her, and said they knew who she was and left, 

saying that she’d most likely be back.  This per the information we received about the letter sent to the 

commissioners.  We pay taxes, and would hope that if there was an issue it would be dealt with, by the proper 

authorities.  The people, who run the camp, take care of their property, not ours. 

I think, in the long run, it will also affect our property values, should we want to sell our homes.  I’m not sure I 

would want to move into a neighborhood, knowing there was a homeless camp at the end of the block.  I just think 

that there has to be another option.  We have City and County Planners, can’t they come up with a better 

solution/location?  I’m all about helping people out, and giving them a hand.  It just seems to me that there would 

be a better, long term solution to this current problem.  Could something be set up at the fairgrounds?  They have 

facilities there, that aren’t used year round.  How about setting up a campground, or a tiny house campsite? 

Thanks for the opportunity to give feedback. 

V. Bourne 



L. C. OLARRY'WEYMOUTH
415 NW Merrie Drive
Corvallis, OR 97330
Phone (541) 619-2418
lcweymouth@peak.org

July 27,2020

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:

Several comments made at the public hearing in opposition to approval of the CUP
application did not address the approval criteria in that the comments focused on the
behavior (alleged or doctrnented) of camp and non-camp houseless people. These
comments would imply establishment of them as a discriminated class. Your lawful
decision must be based only on the land-use criteria.

It is illuminating to consider, and you should note, that if the applicant chose to build
housing as allowed outight by the Urban Residential zone (no CUP required), such
housing could lawfully become partly or wholly occupied by persons of this o'class." In
that situation, there would be no public, neighborhood, or personal recourse under law for
any behavioral problems associated with residents of that development other than normal
civil litigation or criminal proceedings.

During the normal course of real estate transactions, as people sell or rent their homes
and newpeople move into aneighborhood, no one should think it acceptable for a
neighbor to try, especially by force of law. to dictate to anottrer home owner the "type of
person" who is acceptable to live in the neighborhood.

Dialogue among neighbors is essential to communicate concerns about incompatible
activities and behaviors. And it is said, "Good fences make good neighbors." The
applicant has testified it has and will continue to do its part. As I submitted earlier, the
CUP application should be approved. Thank you for your thoughtful consideration.



From: Ruth Hennessey
To: RAY Linda
Subject: safe camp, safe place - support
Date: Thursday, July 23, 2020 7:09:04 AM

As a permanent resident of the West Hills neighborhood I support Safe Camp and the
Safe Place programs. It is much better to have the homeless helped in a controlled
setting than living in squalor under bridges, on highway medians and in the scrub
brush in our city. 
The folks helped by these programs are screened and assisted, unlike others
wandering in and out of this neighborhood. I have found them to be friendly enough
and not causing as many issues as the complainers who would rather not see or hear
them while passing by. I would like to see these programs given permanent status,
expanded. We are being given a valuable tool to deal with a portion of the homeless
issues in our community. Lets support it as progress in the right direction to a problem
that is not going away.

The issues of public safety are much greater in the "100 acre wood" next door where
dozens of folks have been illegally camped for years as the landowner ignores liability
issues and good management practices. Why is nothing being done to press the
landowner of the "100 acre wood" to properly manage his situation? Their warming
fires have the potential to destroy housing along SW West Hills Road as prevailing
winds blow across this woodland in that direction.

It is in the best interests of the city and county to support the Safe Camp and Safe
Place programs while doing regular sweeps of illegal encampments for hardened
criminals. 

Daniel Wood
4940 SW Dakota Ave
Corvallis OR

mailto:changedaniel@comcast.net
mailto:Linda.Ray@co.benton.or.us


From: ardra3@comcast.net
To: Benton Public Comment
Subject: Conditional Use Permit Sought by the First Congregational Church of Corvallis (UCC), LU-19-091 
Date: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 9:46:17 AM

Dear Planning Commission:

They say a picture is worth a thousand words, but in this case a few words of explanation are 
necessary.

This photo shows the propane tank that was found next to the tents in the forested area of Safe 
Camp, as referenced in Ken Pate's oral testimony.

Not only does this photo illustrate the fire danger at Safe Camp, but also speaks to the lack of 
oversight and management at the site.

Denise Young
1101 SW Stopp Place
Corvallis, OR

mailto:ardra3@comcast.net
mailto:PublicComment@Co.Benton.OR.US
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RAY Linda

From: Ruth Rose Hennessey <hennesseyre3@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2020 7:45 AM
To: RAY Linda
Subject: Approve Safe Camp permits

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Dear Benton County Commissioners, I am writing in support of Safe Camp and Safe Safe Place as operated by 
the Congregational Church on West Hills Road. I have owned my 5 properties in the West Hills/Timian 
neighborhood for over 33 years. And I've been a landlady in this neighborhood for 33 years. I've been a public 
library librarian for 22 years here in Corvallis, and thus I have daily first-hand experience with the issues that 
those without homes face. I walk my dog every day including around the church property.  
With that background in mind, please understand that I have tremendous vested interest and a long history in 
the neighborhood.  
I believe that Safe Camp and Safe Place are the best things that have happened to this neighborhood since West 
Hills Road was widened a bit to add a shoulder. Stability and consistent shelter for those living rough is 
essential for their successful progress through life. Issues regarding mental illness and other disabilities can be 
addressed once a person has assistant shelter.  
What the church is doing and requesting permanent approval for is the right thing to do to make progress in our 
struggle with homelessness. It is not a danger because of the careful protocols and processes that they have in 
place. The danger in our neighborhood comes from the trespassers in the faux tree farm on the north side of 
West Hills Rd.  
Please approve the permit for Safe Camp! 
Thank you for your time! 
Most sincerely,  
~ Ruth Rose Hennessey, property owner, landlady, librarian 
Bare land at the end of Dresden St. 
4940 SW Dakota St. 
4940 SW West Hills Rd. 
4930 SW West Hills Rd. 
1120 SW Timian St. 
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