
  
 

  

 
 

CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Development Review Commission Minutes 

July 7, 2014 

 

Chair Bob Needham called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall. 

Members present:   Chair Bob Needham, Vice Chair Creighton, Brent Ahrend, Ann Johnson, Kelly 
Melendez and David Poulson. Frank Rossi was not present.   

Staff present:    Hamid Pishvaie, Assistant Planning Director; Johanna Hastay, Associate 
Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Janice Reynolds, 
Administrative Support 

MINUTES 
Mr. Ahrend moved to approve the Minutes of March 31, April 7, and April 21, 2014.  Ms. Johnson 
seconded the motion and it passed 6:0.   

FINDINGS 
None. 

PUBLIC HEARING 
LU 14-0031: a request by Goodall Knaus, LLC, for approval of a Master Plan for a 16-lot single 
family residential development. This review was required as part of a Development Agreement that 
was approved by the City Council between the City and the Goodall Knaus, LLC, on May 6, 2014. 
The applicant was also requesting approval to remove 27 trees to accommodate the project.  
Location of Property: 12800 Goodall Road, Tax Lots 500, 502 and 503 of Tax Map 21E 04 BA. 
Continued from June 16, 2014 for additional written testimony and deliberations.  

The staff reported that the applicant had submitted a revised drainage report. If it was accepted 
into the record they would need more time to review it. Mr. Ahrend moved to accept Exhibit F-13 
[Drainage Report dated July 18, 2014] into the record. Ms. Melendez seconded the motion and it 
passed 6:0.   

Applicant  
Mike Robinson, Perkins Coie, LLP, 1120 NW Couch St., Tenth Floor, Portland, Oregon (97209); 
and Jesse Nemec, JT Smith Companies, 5282 Meadows Road, Ste. 171 (97035) asked the DRC 
to reopen the public hearing and continue it to August 4, 2014, for the sole purpose of hearing 
testimony in regard to storm drainage issues. They agreed to extend the 120-day period.    

Mr. Poulson described an email he had sent to staff in which he advised regarding ensuring the 
detention facilities were sized correctly.   

Mr. Poulson moved to continue LU 14-0031 and open the storm drainage section to public 
testimony. Ms. Johnson seconded the motion and it passed 6:0.   

* * * * 

LU 14-0007: a request by First Citizens Bank, for approval of the following in order to construct a 
new building on the site:  

• A Development Review Permit to construct an 8,600-square foot building;  

City of Lake Oswego Development Review Commission 
Minutes of July 7, 2014 Page 1 of 8 



  
 
• One minor and seven major adjustments to the Lake Grove Village Center Overlay District 

standards; and,  
• Removal of six trees.  

Location of Property: 15700 Boones Ferry Rd, Tax Lots 3100 and 3300 of Tax Map 21E 08BD. 

Chair Needham opened the public hearing. Mr. Boone outlined the applicable criteria and 
procedure. The Commissioners each declared her/his business/occupation. Mr. Creighton, Mr. 
Ahrend and Mr. Poulson each reported making a site visit. Mr. Poulson related he was a former 
employee of WH Pacific. No one challenged any Commissioner’s right to hear the application. 

Staff Report 
Ms. Hastay had provided the June 27 staff report. There were two new exhibits in support from 
Mike Buck (G-101) and the Lake Grove Business Association (G-102).  Mr. Buck asked for a 
condition requiring ‘No Parking’ signs along the Lanewood Street frontage of Tax Lot 3300 to 
protect trees. The site was proposed to be developed for bank use, with a parking lot, a drive 
through and a village gathering place at the intersection. The GC zone allowed 45’ maximum 
height, the proposed building is 38’ and includes a tower that was exempt from the height 
standard. The proposed drive-through had to be on Tax Lot 3100 because it could not be in a 
village transition area (VTA) overlay. LGVCO standards required a gathering place and a 
north/south public pathway on the site. The 10-foot build-to line requirement needed to be adjusted 
to accommodate the gathering place. Staff corrected the lot coverage reported in the staff report to 
29% for Tax Lot 3100 and about 10.4% for the overall site, which was well below maximum lot 
coverage of 50%. She advised that nothing in the proposed design precluded compliance of a 
future building or additional parking on Tax Lot 3300.     

The proposed English Arts & Crafts style was permitted; it met the diversity of styles requirement; 
and it featured materials which related to the proposed style and created visually engaging and 
richly textured facades. Most of the roof was steeply pitched, but the applicant asked for a major 
adjustment to roof standards to have a 17-foot high, flat, roof over the drive-through facility instead 
of a 20-foot roof. Noise from the drive-through would be mitigated by the proposed landscaping 
and the distance from adjacent residential areas. Staff found the Building Design standards were 
met with the adjustment. The applicant asked for an adjustment to allow the primary entrance to be 
34 feet from the street instead of 30 feet as the standards required. It would be within 30 feet of the 
street after Boones Ferry Road was widened. They asked for adjustments to allow them to have 
larger wall and façade planes at the front and rear of both wings than the 750 s.f. the standards 
allowed. They asked for adjustments to three Storefront Window standards requiring 25-foot 
breaks in the front plane; 80% fenestration (they proposed 50%) and the display window 
requirement. They explained they were not met because of the bank/non-retail use of the building 
and the architectural style. Staff found Urban Village Design standards could be met with the 
requested adjustments.   

The applicant was to submit a site access master plan. They asked for an adjustment to the 
Parking Facility Edge standard because there was one point where the parking lot was three feet 
from the public pathway when the standard called for five feet. Staff had examined the Landscape 
Plan (Exhibit E-10) and found it did not show the correct number of two-gallon shrubs. The 
applicant was replacing the six trees to be removed with more than enough caliper inches of 
mitigation trees. Staff found that the Site Planning standards were met with a minor adjustment to 
the Parking Facility Edge treatment standard and a condition calling for more shrubs.   
Staff found the adjustments the applicant asked for would allow a design that was better than one 
that met the standards. The special circumstances the adjustments met included proximity to 
residential areas; the village gathering place; the Boones Ferry Road special street setback; 
closure of the existing Boones Ferry Road access point; onsite buffering requirements; the fact that 
the drive-through had to be  entirely located on Tax Lot 3100; and bank security concerns. They 
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were the minimum adjustments necessary. In regard to the major adjustment criterion requiring 
alternatives analysis staff reported the applicant had worked with them on multiple design iterations 
to create a quality proposal that complied with as many of the LGVCO standards as possible while 
still preserving the integrity of the architectural style. Staff concluded that the proposed design was 
the best alternative for the site and the proposed use and the criteria for minor and major 
adjustments were met. They recommended approval subject to the conditions of approval listed in 
the staff report.   

Questions of Staff 
Ms. Hastay confirmed a village gathering place was required on this site and it met the size 
requirement; the 4-foot parking facility edge adjustment was from the pathway, not the residential 
zone; the pathway would be extended through an adjacent parcel when it was redeveloped; and, 
the pathway had been configured to avoid trees and comply with the City’s turning radius 
requirements, which took it closer to the parking lot than the standards allowed. Mr. Ahrend 
predicted people would cut across a turn in the pathway as a shortcut. Staff recalled Mr. Buck’s 
letter asked for no parking and perhaps curb treatments to protect the root zone of trees. A village 
cross street was supposed to have on-street parking but the City Engineer had determined that a 
curb and parking would not be required there. There would just be the edge of the asphalt.    

In regard to whether the applicant might be dedicating more right-of-way than they needed to, Ms. 
Hastay advised that it could be decades before the Boones Ferry Road right-of-way was widened, 
and the intersection had not yet been designed, so it was best to have the applicant install the 
sidewalk and planter strip now. Staff and Mr. Ahrend discussed that the trip generation in the traffic 
study was low because of the type of bank it was. Using the ITE Manual to determine trips for the 
Dolan findings, staff had scaled public improvements for a higher trip level so that if a different user 
were to occupy the building that generated more trips the project had mitigated for them. She 
anticipated any re-use would be office use because it was not a typical retail building. If there was 
a change of use another review and analysis would be required.     

When asked why there was not a lot of parking in front, next to the building, Ms. Hastay explained 
there was a limited amount of space for it due to the build-to lines; the Special Street Setback; no 
access from Boones Ferry Road; a requirement for onsite circulation with abutting properties; and 
the fact the drive-through facility had to all be on the front lot. There was a trash enclosure on the 
adjacent property where a future connection between the site and that property would be, but there 
was no requirement to actually create that connection until the other site redeveloped. She clarified 
that the traffic engineer had not raised any concern about drive-through stacking distance. Mr. 
Ahrend and Ms. Hastay noted the exit from the drive-through was a little closer to a driveway than 
was preferable, but given the volumes it would probably be okay.   

In regard to the conditions of approval staff clarified that the applicant had to either make the 
improvements they were required to make in this approval prior to issuance of the building permit 
or post a bond for them in order to make the improvements during construction. They were not 
required to post a bond for future Boones Ferry Road Phase 2 improvements.   

Mr. Poulson questioned why the pathway was so far back off the street and was concerned the 
pathway light poles were so short they could be easily vandalized. Staff clarified the pathway was 
an LGVCO requirement and the applicant could work with the City Engineer on alternative lighting. 
Mr. Poulson, Ms. Johnson and staff discussed alignment of driveways. An alignment would happen 
when the property to the north was redeveloped. Meanwhile, the low volumes of the access to the 
north and the access to the site would not create any turning problems.    

Mr. Poulson and staff discussed the gathering place, which would have to be reconstructed after 
Boones Ferry Road was widened, which could be decades in the future. It was proposed to be 500 
sf. larger than it was required to be. Staff anticipated at that time the City would work with the 
applicant to ensure the design remained attractive.   
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Ms. Melendez was concerned about the 38-foot height and the massing of the Boones Ferry Road 
façade. She noted the second story was about 11 feet high when a normal second story of an 
office building would be maximum 10 feet. That created a non-pedestrian-village type atmosphere; 
and, when Boones Ferry Road came closer, the building would tower over the road. She compared 
it to similar type buildings between Madrona and Washington Court that had more differentiation in 
the façade planes and lower roof height. She questioned why the applicant had not kept their 
building at 35’ and if they had looked at alternatives to bring the height down. Her concerns were 
exacerbated by the flat façade, with just a downspout breaking it up. She indicated she did not 
think the adjustment criteria were met for several adjustments. Ms. Hastay advised that the 
maximum height for buildings along Boones Ferry Road was 45 feet. The applicant proposed 38 
feet. There was no standard for minimum or maximum height of floors; and, a third story had to be 
pushed back from the street. The applicant had argued incorporating the required façade 
articulation and breaking up the wall planes did not work with the pure Arts & Crafts style. Staff did 
not think the required two-foot articulation would have helped much. She noted the building was 
set back from the street, with landscaping and trees; and, there were tall, deeply recessed, 
windows that broke up that plane from the pedestrian level. Ms. Melendez clarified that the solid 
wall plane was an exacerbating issue and her main concern was that the extra height, the distance 
between arches, and the large windows would seem overpowering to a pedestrian. It was more 
massive than what they currently had along Boones Ferry Road.   

Ms. Hastay described the challenges they had to deal with during design iterations, including the 
challenge of wrapping the building around the corner, meeting the build-to line standards as much 
as possible while having the village gathering place pushing back from the corner, and getting the 
two wings to work together and look connected. She thought the final design worked for a pure 
Arts & Crafts style. Articulation would have provided a little bit more depth to the façade, but 
features such as recessed windows and landscaping helped break it up from a pedestrian 
perspective, so it was a better design than if they had forced articulation of that wall plane.   

Staff clarified that the primary entrance locational standard measured the distance from the street, 
not from the property line. She clarified that flat roofs were only allowed if they were greater than 
20’ high. The applicant chose not to have a pitched parapet there so the structure would step down 
to the street. Mr. Creighton referred to the drawings and clarified that the semicircular windows 
were about 11’ tall from the grade.   

Ms. Johnson moved to add Exhibits G-101 and G-102 to the record. Mr. Creighton seconded the 
motion and it passed 6:0.   

Applicant 
Paul Rizzardi, Senior Vice President of Corporate Real Estate for First Citizens Bank, P.O. Box 
27131, Raleigh NC (27611); Murray Jenkins, Ankrom Moisan Architects, 6720 SW Macadam Ave., 
Ste. 100, Portland, Oregon (97219); and Kevin Atherton, WHPacific, 9755 SW Barnes Rd., Ste. 
300, Portland (97225); advised that the applicant proposed a unique design solution to a very 
challenging property with many constraints. Their architect had a background in historic building 
design; the design reflected who the applicant was; and it was timeless and incorporated symmetry 
and rhythm. They discussed the Arts & Crafts style features of steep roofs, multiple gables and 
dormers and asymmetric design that followed the interior needs of the building. It had a 
commercial uses wing and an office wing with a tower in the middle. The mass stepped down to 
each street. 

The applicant clarified they requested a 4-foot adjustment to the Parking Facility Edge standard. 
They anticipated that after Boones Ferry Road was improved the entrance would meet the Primary 
Entrance locational standard. They explained if the drive-through roof was 20 feet to meet Roof 
standards it would be much larger than it needed to be and inconsistent with the style of the 
building and the neighborhood. They asked to be allowed to make it 17 feet. They noted the wall 
plane standard of 750 sf. was intended to create human scale. They noted the rear walls were over 
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200 feet from adjacent residential use; landscaping would minimize them; and the building would 
be broken up by strong gables and roofs. They indicated they had considered a single story 
building, but a larger footprint was not possible due to site constraints.   

In regard to Commissioners’ concerns, the windows aligned with the style. The banking center 
ground floor was 16-foot floor-to-floor height/15-foot ceilings. The scale of windows and arches and 
gables aligned in both wings. The second story was 10-foot floor-to-floor and typical office height. 
They showed a graphic illustrating where the peaks’ tops broke the 35-foot height level and went 
up to 38 feet. They discussed adjustments to storefront requirements. They proposed 17-foot wide 
bays instead of the required 25-foot bays and they did not have the required 2-foot articulation of 
façade play or 80% display windows. They felt the proposed solution was more in line with the 
proposed architectural style and more true to the use of the building. In regard to the requirement 
for canopies, having an awning for pedestrians was not applicable because the sidewalk was so 
far from the building with substantial landscaping in between. Aesthetically they were still achieving 
the intent of canopies to create repetition on the façade by recessing the storefront windows two 
feet. The 80% display windows requirement was not consistent with the proposed architectural 
style or the banking use.  

Questions of Applicant 
The applicant’s’ representatives clarified that both sides had the same floor-to-floor height on the 
ground floor; and, the width of the windows and detailing of the arches and bays were consistent 
on both wings. They discussed details of the connecting elements to the tower. They explained for 
Ms. Melendez that they were reluctant to lower the windows on Boones Ferry Road. They had 
lowered their typical office ceiling heights to 10’ with a central gallery after they tried to lower the 
building as much as they could. They clarified that the top of arch to bottom of window above it was 
about 18 feet. They related they had conducted a design charrette to get the height and proportion 
of windows correct, and considered many alternatives. They had also looked at lowering the roof 
pitch but found it did not work with Arts & Crafts style. They responded to Mr. Creighton’s 
observations about a flat transition between the shingle siding and brick veneer by clarifying that 
the siding would be flush with the brick because of the style of architecture.     

Mr. Poulson asked the other Commissioners to take note of the brevity of the storm report and 
advised for the record that there needed to be increased detention. He questioned the plan to 
install the piping deep into ground that was rock. He asked why the pathway light poles were so 
short that someone could damage them and why the path was proposed where it was. He asked 
about shared parking. The applicant explained they proposed lights per City guidelines but they 
would prefer to have the lights as high as they could and would work with staff to find out what 
options they had. They said the proposed path alignment was better because it helped separate 
bank and non-bank traffic; was better for security reasons; and neighbors had no objections to that 
location. They anticipated they would negotiate and record a blanket, cross-access, reciprocal 
rights agreement instead of recording a prescribed easement with the owner of the adjacent parcel 
so they could move the travel way between the properties. Mr. Ahrend noted there was a trash 
enclosure where it would be now. He encouraged the applicant to try to have such an agreement 
when they did phase two.   

Mr. Ahrend suggested it would make sense to build the northern half of the pathway in the current 
phase and then build the rest of it when they built the parking lot because the path would not 
connect to anything now. He said it would be nice if they could work with the adjacent property 
owner to remove the fence and open up the area of their trees and courtyard so it did not look like 
a dead area as people approached the building entrance. He advised that although the traffic 
report showed two lanes on Lanewood it really operated as if it were a single lane. If there was a 
different user of the site that would add more trips he would expect staff to ask for an updated 
traffic analysis. The applicant explained they were a commercial bank and the main purpose of that 
lane was to provide customers with a night drop so they did not have to get out of their vehicles in 
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the dark. They confirmed for Mr. Ahrend that they had considered a remote drive-through design 
but found it created problems and did not make sense.     

Public Testimony 
Proponents 
Michael Buck, 3155 Edgemont Rd., represented the Lake Grove Neighborhood Association, which 
had submitted Exhibit G-100. Mr. Buck had submitted Exhibit G-101. He related that he was also a 
member of the Lake Grove Business Association; had worked on the Lake Grove Village Center 
Plan; and served on the Boones Ferry Road improvement advisory committee. He favored the 
pathway but wanted to save the Douglas firs there. He was glad staff recommended having no 
parking there so the street remained two lanes and they did not interfere with the Lanewood Street 
cross section. He said he thought the development was very respectful of the site and it would be a 
very prominent corner. He contrasted the Avery Building of three stories on a very small lot with the 
proposed building on a much larger lot. As Lake Grove development progressed it would fit in and 
look good. He said they liked the flat roof on the Lanewood side because it was a neighborhood 
street and they wanted more dominance on the Boones Ferry Road side. When Boones Ferry 
Road was widened from 70 feet to 90-plus feet, the 38-foot height and the scale of the building 
would be proportional. He said the pathway was intended to provide pedestrian connectivity and 
eventually connect to Lake Grove Avenue. He agreed with Ms. Johnson that those who decided to 
turn left down Lanewood would have to drive a long way around to get back to Lake Grove. He 
explained most damage done in Lake Grove was from accidents, not acts of vandalism. He related 
that the people at the neighborhood meeting liked the proposed masonry and articulation of 
shingles and design elements. They did not find any of the requested adjustments critical or major. 
He said in some ways the Code pretty much directed this to be a commercial/retail establishment. 
He supported with the project.   

Mr. Buck clarified for Chair Needham that the building height limit in the commercial corridor was 
45 feet, not 35 feet. He recalled the planning committee had thought that most front entries along 
Boones Ferry Road should be at the build-to line, not 30 feet away. But the site was on a corner 
and had a plaza so it was a kind of exception that the committee had not looked at. It would be 30 
feet away after Boones Ferry Road improvements. They were happy to have the plaza there as a 
prominent gathering place at the corner.    

Ms. Hastay clarified that the 35-foot standard was for design features that were taller than 35’ or 
2.5 stories. In that case they had to push back the second story. Mr. Buck related the advisory 
committee’s intent was to break up the planes on Boones Ferry Road to fit the scale. It had been a 
compromise between the businesses and the neighborhood. Chair Needham commented that 
people had spent many hours putting together a plan. Giving everyone a pass from the 35’ 
requirement did not accomplish the goal. Mr. Buck said they felt the proposed development fulfilled 
the goals of the Lake Grove Village Center Plan and achieved what they intended on Boones Ferry 
Road in the commercial corridor. They were not going to quibble over smaller points. If another 
building was proposed and they thought it would have a negative impact, especially on the 
pedestrian/street level, they would say so.   

Jerry Marlow 17668 Woodhurst Place, 97034, owner of the adjacent property, indicated he 
supported the proposal, but this was the first time he had heard about a ‘master access 
agreement’. Ms. Hastay clarified there was a condition of approval to create an access master 
plan. Mr. Marlow anticipated they would cross that bridge later. He said he thought this was a good 
project on a very important corner. He liked the architecture. He thought it would be a good 
addition to the neighborhood.   
There was no rebuttal.  No one asked for the record to be kept open for additional testimony. The 
applicant waived their right to ask for more time to submit a final written argument. Chair Needham 
closed the public hearing.   
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Deliberations  
Ms. Melendez indicated it was a very well designed building but she thought the Boones Ferry 
Road façade should be reduced in height. She suggested the applicant could shorten the ground 
floor by a foot and the second story by six inches without adversely affecting the architectural style.  
The building height would then be a smaller exception. It would also improve the proportions of the 
windows. Mr. Creighton observed it was a very heavy building with so much brick and semicircular 
arches of awkward scale. He advised the fiber cement siding would look flat. He commented 
favorably that the roof lines along Lanewood and along Boones Ferry Road played into the 
symmetry. Ms. Melendez commented on the amount of blank wall between the top of one window 
and the bottom sill of another. Mr. Poulson indicated if the Commission started adding fenestration 
he did not know what that would affect internally. He indicated he liked how the architecture would 
look to drivers and from those at the school across the street.   

Chair Needham held that the applicant should be required to meet the height limit. He related he 
was concerned about heavy materials, including the amount of brick, and the massing that drivers 
or pedestrians would see. Ms. Melendez advised that reducing the height of the stories would not 
require a change of floor plan and would maintain nice ceiling height. It would improve the glazing 
to wall mass and people walking by would not have to tilt their heads as much to look at it. 35 feet 
might still be too high but that was what was allowed.   

Mr. Ahrend indicated if the building was right up at the street it would be too tall, but because it was 
set back and had a gathering area in front, and because the widened road would be only five feet 
closer, the massing and scale worked and he could accept the distance from the street to the main 
entrance. Ms. Johnson indicated she had no problem with the massing, which fit the design of the 
building. She was not sure if shortening the stories a foot or two would be that noticeable to those 
driving or walking past. Mr. Creighton agreed a one-foot change would not do much as multiple 
other things related to fenestration and window size; and, the top floor might have to be addressed 
as a result. He noted the proposed height was three feet over allowable height.   

Ms. Hastay clarified the major adjustments were related to the sizes of the façade plane and the 
wall planes, which exceeded the 750 s.f. standard, and would still exceed the standard if the 
building was shortened by a foot.   

During polling none of the Commissioners raised any issue regarding the adjustments related to 
the parking facility edge; the location of the primary entrance; the flat roof; or the size of the 
proposed rear wall elevations. Mr. Ahrend and Ms. Johnson indicated they could agree to the 
adjustment to storefront window standards. She noted this was not a retail business and no one 
would come to look in the windows to see what was for sale. Mr. Creighton indicated that if the 
applicant built the gables shown on Sheet A.3.01 they would be in keeping with the style. Mr. 
Poulson noted the applicant proposed a beautiful slate roof. However, he and Mr. Creighton were 
concerned the siding material would not be the same quality as the roof material. Ms. Hastay 
clarified that the applicant proposed true cedar shingles, not fiber-cement shingles. Since she 
could not cite exactly where they specified that in their application the Commission could make it a 
condition of approval.  

Mr. Poulson discussed that there was an alternative to the detention the applicant proposed. 
Instead of installing a long pipe ten feet under the street in basalt they could use the water quality 
swale for detention. Staff advised that the Engineering staff reviewed whether what the applicant 
presented to them met the Code requirements and they did not question the proposed design. It 
would be examined in more detail in the final construction design.   

Mr. Ahrend suggested conditions of approval calling for no parking on the east end of the 
Lanewood frontage where there would be no frontage improvements. He was concerned that 
because the street there was not wide, drivers would try to park amongst the trees. He also 
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suggested a condition postponing completion of the south end of the pathway until the adjacent 
parking lot was constructed, perhaps requiring an easement for it now. Staff agreed the pathway 
would be a pathway to nowhere for some time as it would end at a fence. However, they 
recommended having the entire path built now. It was hard to predict what was going to happen 
and whether and when the applicants’ future building pad or their neighbor’s parcel would 
redevelop first and have to make the pathway connection, and they were concerned about tracking 
a public improvement over a long period of time. Mr. Ahrend then suggested that the applicant 
work with the adjacent property owner to see if there was a way to remove the fence and connect 
the pathway to the adjacent parcel so there was no dead end.   

Mr. Boone advised that the City Engineer had authority over parking in streets. He suggested if the 
Commission wanted ‘No Parking’ signs on parts of Lanewood they could impose a condition 
requiring the applicant to install and pay for the signs if the City Engineer determined that there 
should be no parking there. Staff indicated that they would report the Commission discussion in the 
findings and work with the applicant and the City Engineer. One potential solution was to 
strategically place landscaping boulders where they wanted to prevent parking and protect the 
trees. Mr. Ahrend withdrew his suggestion for a “No Parking” sign condition. He anticipated what 
would happen would be that if the City determined to be a problem there it would put up the signs.   

Ms. Johnson moved to approve LU 14-0007 with the additional condition calling for true cedar 
shingles. Mr. Poulson seconded the motion and it passed 4:2.  Ms. Melendez and Chair 
Needham voted against. The final vote on the findings was to be at 6:00 p.m. on July 21, 2014.   

GENERAL PLANNING AND OTHER BUSINESS 

Elections  
Mr. Ahrend nominated Bob Needham for another term as chair. Ms. Johnson seconded the 
nomination and Chair Needham was re-elected 6:0. Chair Needham nominated Brent Ahrend for 
vice-chair. Ms. Melendez seconded the nomination and Vice-Chair Ahrend was elected 6:0.   

Hearings schedule 
Mr. Pishvaie and the Commissioners discussed potential hearing dates, start times, and 
determining a quorum for the hearings scheduled in the next few weeks.       

ADJOURNMENT 
There being no other business Chair Needham adjourned the meeting at approximately 9:40 p.m. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Janice Reynolds /s/ 
 
Janice Reynolds 
Administrative Support 
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