
[image: Text

Description automatically generated]4500 SW Research Way
Corvallis, OR 97333-1192
 (541) 766-6819








MEETING MINUTES
Benton County Planning Commission
June 21, 2026, Work Session 
6:00-8:00 P.M. 



I. CALL TO ORDER | ROLL CALL			    			    	Chair Fowler
Benton County Planning Commission Chair Fowler called the meeting to order at 6 P.M. The
meeting was open to the public virtually via a published Zoom link. Chair Fowler confirmed a full quorum of the Commission.

	Benton County Planning Commissioners
Nick Fowler, Chair
Greg Hamann, Vice Chair 
Catherine Biscoe
Sara Cash
Ed Fulford
Evelyn Lee
Andrew Struthers
John Wilson

Absent

	Benton County Staff
Petra Schuetz, Planning Division Manager
Bob Richardson, Community Development Director
Russell Barlow, GIS Coordinator
Marriah De La Vega, Recorder


II. Appointment of Chair Pro Tem
Because the Chair participated remotely, he requested appointment of a Chair Pro Tem.
Motion: Appoint Commissioner Struthers as Chair Pro Tem
Moved by: Staff
Second: Vice Chair Heyman
Vote: Unanimous
Action: Commissioner Struthers assumed chairing duties.

III. Approval of Minutes – June 16, 2026
Minutes included in meeting packet.
Motion: Approve minutes
Moved by: Vice Chair Heyman
Second: Commissioner Fulford
Vote: Unanimous
Action: Minutes approved.

IV. Commissioner and Staff Introductions
Chair Pro Tem asked members to introduce themselves in order to welcome new Commissioner Desiree Tullis.
Action: Introductions completed.

V. Public Hearing – LU‑26‑015 (De Novo Appeal)
Subject: Appeal of Planning Official’s denial of a template dwelling application on ~97 acres of forest land near Marys River Road.
V.A. Procedural Announcements
Chair Pro Tem delivered required quasi‑judicial script:
• Criteria review
• Burden of proof
• Disclosure requirements
• Testimony procedures
• Appeal standards
Result:
• No conflicts or ex parte contacts disclosed
• No challenges from participants

V.B. Staff Presentation 
Bob Richardson presented the Staff analysis and basis for the Staff decision to deny the application that has been appealed to the Planning Commission:
1. Provided an overview of the purpose of the Forest Conservation Zone and reviewed the criteria used to evaluate requests to construct dwellings in this zone.
2. Property qualifies as high‑productivity forest land.
3. Template test requires 11 qualifying parcels in a defined rectangular orientation.
4. Staff applied multiple methodologies to determine if the application satisfied review criteria (historic county process, DLCD guidance, Jackson County approach, enhanced GIS segmented road modeling). In no case were the review criteria satisfied in Staff’s judgement.
5. Staff could replicate applicant’s claimed orientation only by using applicant‑provided tangent points not derivable independently.
6. Staff concluded applicant’s orientation does not align the template to the maximum extent possible, therefore failing the criteria.
7. Planning Commission asked questions of Staff. Russell Barlow, GIS Coordinator responded to questions. 


· Provided an overview of the template test , with examples to help visualize how it is intended to work. 
· The process of testing the applicant’s proposal using the the methods used by the County to determine if a template could meet review criteria, including being aligned to the maximum extent possible to the road. He explained the method County staff used:
· Taking the centroid of the polygon
· Capturing the road section
· Densifying the road into 25 ft sections
· Taking the direction of each section
· Taking the mean of each direction 
· Showing the results of that test (didn't hit 11 parcels)
· Spoke briefly of a completely different way to capture the road direction using the road vertices
· This also didn't hit 11 parcels
· Spoke on the number of possible road directions that could hit 11 parcels (3 of 71 tested)
· Spoke on the reproducibility of a technical GIS-based process and a points-provided process
· Spoke on a refutation of their points being 'representative' of that road section
· The general direction of each road sub-section being up to 30° eastward of the tangent chosen to represent it

V.D. Applicant Presentation
Applicant and engineer provided the following:
1. Proposed engineered spline model capturing road curvature.
2. Identified three tangent points across equal thirds of a one‑mile segment.
3. Demonstrated 11 qualifying parcels, satisfying code requirements.
4. Argued their analysis is reasonable, professional, and replicable, and that the code contains no prescribed methodology, placing burden on applicant to interpret.
V.E. Commissioner Questions
Commissioners asked detailed questions involving:
• GIS data accuracy and update schedule
• Whether county methodology evolved after application submission
• Replicability and transparency of applicant’s tangent selection
• Intent of forest resource protection in template test statutes
• Whether approval would create precedent
• Soil productivity and land‑use conflicts
• Comparable use of template tests in previous cases
Action: Staff and GIS Coordinator answered questions; applicant responded to technical inquiries.

VI. Commission Deliberation
Commission expressed divided perspectives.
VI.A. Arguments Supporting Denial
• Template test exists to protect forest resource land.
• Applicant’s tangent points are not independently reproducible.
• County methodologies are more neutral and transparent.
• Approval could undermine consistent application of template tests.
VI.B. Arguments Supporting Approval
• Code lacks a prescribed methodology; applicant met burden under ambiguous standards.
• Staff reproduced applicant’s parcel count under certain conditions.
• Applicant submitted evidence using professional engineering analysis.
• Fairness concerns: county developed new analytical methods after application submission.

VII. Motion to Deny Appeal
Motion: Deny appeal of LU‑26‑015 and affirm Planning Official’s denial
Moved by: Commissioner Wilson
Second: Commissioner Tullis
VII.A. Roll‑Call Vote
• Lee – Yes (deny)
• Fulford – No (approve)
• Wilson – Yes (deny)
• Biscoe – No (approve)
• Tullis – Yes (deny)
• Struthers – No (approve)
Result: 3–3 tie → Motion fails.
Chair Pro Tem confirmed via bylaws that the chair may vote; quorum present but tie stands.

VIII. Continuation of Deliberations
Due to deadlock, Commission agreed deliberations must continue when more members can be present.
Motion: Table deliberations on LU‑26‑015 
Moved by: Commissioner Biscoe
Second: Commissioner Wilson
Vote: Unanimous
Action: Deliberations will be continued.

IX. Staff Updates
• Petra returned to Community Development; code amendment work resuming.

X. Adjournment
Meeting adjourned at 8:25pm.
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