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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 
Planning Commission and 

Commission for Citizen Involvement 
Minutes 

April 14, 2014 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
Chair William Gaar called the meeting to order at 5:45 p.m. in the Council Chamber of City 
Hall, 380 A Avenue, Lake Oswego, Oregon. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 
Members present were Chair William Gaar, Vice Chair Randy Arthur and Commissioners Puja 
Bhutani, Adrianne Brockman and Bill Ward.  Commissioners Ed Brockman and Todd Prager 
were excused.  Council Liaison Jeff Gudman was also present. 
 
Staff present were Scot Siegel, Planning and Building Services Director; Scott Lazenby, City 
Manager; Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Sarah Selden, Neighborhood Planner; Erica 
Rooney, Assistant City Engineer; Amanda Owings, Traffic Engineer; Jordan Wheeler, 
Assistant to the City Manager; Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, 
Administrative Support. 
 

3. WORK SESSION 

3.1 Transportation System Plan (TSP) – Periodic Review (LU 14-0015) 

Review additional background on the TSP process and product. 

Ms. Rooney and Ms. Owings noted that most of the city’s roadway system was built out and 
about as big as most people would like it to be and Metro modeling had only identified a few 
hot spots on Highway 43 and Bryant.  They advised that in terms of numbers of projects both 
the existing (1997) and proposed TSPs listed more bike/pedestrian projects than roadway 
projects.  They indicated that staff and the Transportation System Plan Advisory Committee 
(TSPAC) had updated and fine-tuned the existing TSP, which listed 160 projects; only 45 of 
them had been done.  They reported that the proposed TSP listed 208 projects with an 
estimated total cost of $216 million: 28% roadway/70% bike-pedestrian/3 transit projects.  
They clarified that a TSP did not address pavement preservation and maintenance. 
 
Staff pointed out they had requested and then compiled responses by neighborhood 
association chairs in the Comment Sheet Summary; they had received input from 12 of the 23 
neighborhood associations so far.  They said they were scheduled to meet with the 
neighborhood association chairs and ask for more input.  They asked how the Commission 
would deal with a handful of projects that people did not want. 
 
Commissioners asked how the input from comments could be factored into the prioritization of 
projects in the TSP.  Staff advised they would be captured in the project file for each project.  
Staff noted that the TSP was a high-level document and all TSP projects would be put in the 
Capital Improvement Plan and prioritized annually during the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) 
process. 
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Commissioner A. Brockman pointed out that citizens had written to say that a very dangerous 
location near the Hunt Club, which was listed as a CIP project to be done in five years, should 
be moved up to a higher priority.  She indicated she was not content to just have 
neighborhood comments in the project files.  She advised that the point system was good for 
identifying projects but each neighborhood knew how they lived and moved about their 
neighborhood.  Commissioner Bhutani indicated that neighborhoods questioned how 
prioritization was done and the ranking should be defensible so it was very clear how projects 
were scored and why they were categorized as high, medium and low.  Staff indicated they 
were also informed by a lot of data including citizen complaints and safety issues reported by 
Police.  Staff explained that they had purposely lumped projects into buckets called ‘high’, 
‘medium’ and ‘low’ in order not to quibble about specific points for each project.  When asked 
why TSP projects over the longer term needed to be prioritized if CIP projects were prioritized 
annually, Ms. Rooney advised it was there because some people wanted a prioritized list.  She 
said they could spend a lot of time talking about how it was prioritized but in the end there was 
not enough money to do many of the projects anyway.  She clarified that there was only one 
funded pathway project in the CIP.  She referred to the Laurel-Hallinan pathway project as an 
example of how a low-priority, multi-million dollar, project with a low cost benefit ratio could get 
done.  She noted that the neighborhood had suggested it was the right time to build that 
pathway when the water project went through. 
 
Chair Gaar recalled the Commission had tried to stay out of the weeds of project specifics and 
that at some point in the future when money was available there would be a policy decision.  
Commissioner Bhutani noted City Council minutes indicated the point of the $200,000 study 
was to establish priorities and inform them how to best spend dollars.  She advised that meant 
implementing the projects that provided the greatest benefit to the greatest number of people. 
She questioned, for example, prioritizing building pathways on both sides of a street when 
there was an existing pathway on one side.  Staff explained they had factored in which 
projects had a high likelihood of being done by developers, by a county/regional project, or 
would be paid for by funds they expected to come from somewhere else. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani commented the TSP was well organized and easy to read; however, 
certain things needed to be tightened up a bit.  She indicated that the introduction to complete 
streets should clarify it was about having streets that were usable for all modes, including cars.  
She questioned why 80% of the projects to be funded were medium priority and why Boones 
Ferry Road (a town center) was listed as medium priority when the Comprehensive Plan land 
use strategy was to direct growth to centers.  She suggested the evaluation criteria should 
favor projects that provided the most benefit for the greatest number of people.  In regard to 
Boones Ferry Road Ms. Rooney noted that people had differing ideas about where to spend 
transportation money.  She reported that many people had called to say Lakeview needed to 
be addressed.  She advised that the question was should the city spend millions of dollars to 
make a roadway safer that served a small percentage of persons, or spend the money on 
making existing Boones Ferry Road facilities better and safer for the volumes of people who 
used it every day.  She indicated that because of differing opinions staff had tried to stick very 
close to the Comprehensive Plan goals in the prioritization process.  In regard to choosing to 
spend money on the improvements that would benefit the greatest number of people she 
explained that state safety models looked at the number of accidents per user.  She noted that 
even at 30 accidents per year, Boones Ferry Road’s rate was relatively small compared with 
how many cars used it; however, two accidents on Lakeview would make that roadway’s crash 
rate much higher because a lot fewer people were using it.  Ms. Owings advised evaluation 
criteria scoring considered the goals related to safety, accessibility, economic vitality and well-
being (for example land uses such as parks and schools) and the number of people they 
affected.  Ms. Rooney clarified that a lot of the listed projects came from neighborhood plans. 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of April 14, 2014 Page 2 of 9 



 APPROVED:  06/30/2014 
 

 
Chair Gaar indicated that the point system seemed to create confusion and disconnect 
because people assumed if a project was ranked high it would get funding.  He and Vice Chair 
Arthur each noted that the TSP was a land use plan and the political vetting and the real 
decisions would be made in the future by the City Council when money was available.  For 
example, taking into account all factors, a project ultimately might be approved even though 
the chosen project might have a low-priority ranking on the TSP. 
 
Ms. Rooney advised that staff could take off the high, medium and low rankings; they had 
been intended to be a starting point for dialogue.  She advised that all TSP projects – ranked 
or not - would be put in the CIP to offer a sense of future needs, until a time when there was 
money available and the city made a decision about what project to do next.  She recalled that 
after the city did the E Avenue pathway feasibility study in response to strong community 
desire to do that pathway half of the property owners continued to want it and half did not.  
She noted that it was still on the list as a low-priority project because it was a missing link to a 
complete street. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman confirmed she was asking staff to factor neighborhood input into 
the ranking system.  Commissioner Bhutani suggested that staff rerun the matrix, factoring in 
neighborhood comments, and favoring areas with high walkability scores such as Westlake 
Drive and Fosberg Road.  She commented that would mean they would be getting the most 
bang for the buck by spending it to provide the most benefit to the most people.  She 
contrasted the high walkability areas with Kerr and McNary Parkways, where it was difficult to 
walk.  Ms. Rooney framed the choice as giving priority to funding making existing sidewalks 
better in areas where it was easy to walk or providing sidewalks to folks in areas that did not 
have any sidewalks now. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman then suggested a solution to simply add information to the 
existing document that briefly described the neighborhoods and said the TSP should be 
considered within the context of the input they got from the community.  She indicated that 
what people wanted and valued would be documented for the benefit of future councils and 
staff. 
 
Commissioner Ward indicated he was uncomfortable with up-classifying so many streets; the 
Kittleson report only recommended up-classifying Carman and Bryant.  He pointed out that the 
Waluga Neighborhood, for example, did not support reclassification of Daniel Way, Foothills 
Road, Lakeview Boulevard, Waluga Drive and Firwood Road.  He suggested the document 
could be amended during future periodic reviews or any other time in the future if necessary 
and at that time it would be easier to add a roadway than to remove one.  Staff advised that 
most roadways proposed for up-classification were already operating at the higher level 
classification.  Staff reported that they had avoided up-classification of roads with a lot of 
residential driveways on them.  They clarified that they did not propose to up-classify Stafford 
and McVey because there was no growth planned for that area yet. 
 
Commissioner Bhutani explained the concern about upclassification was because of its effect 
on livability and community character.  Her neighborhood had found they could not put a stop 
sign/cross walk across their major collector and some neighborhoods did not want bike lanes 
on both sides of a street due to various impacts.  She suggested the street cross sections 
should be more reflective of existing conditions.  Staff advised cross sections were a guide 
and should reflect the ideal situation; the proposed cross sections were much more flexible 
than the currently used cross section.  Staff explained that whenever they developed a project 
they looked at what existed and worked back from the ideal standard section.  Staff then  
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offered to put a statement back in the draft to the effect that these were typical sections, 
subject to change based on prevailing conditions and subject to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer. 
 
Staff clarified the city was not going to upgrade streets by forcing Local Improvement Districts 
(LIDs).  They suggested keeping projects as placeholders for future citizens instead of 
removing them.  They confirmed the plan anticipated the city would continue to have all of the 
existing TriMet lines.  Ms. Rooney asked the Commission to clarify their direction to staff.  
Chair Gaar summarized what he had heard.  Staff was suggesting looking at more than just 
traffic volume in regard to reclassifying a roadway; they should look at the other aspects of the 
Comprehensive Plan; and, if a roadway was up to the end of its capacity they should not bump 
it into the next level if it was not there yet because the city could come back and amend the 
plan to up-classify it at a later point in time.  Chair Gaar observed the consensus was to take 
the neighborhood responses and revisit the seven points in the matrix to make sure they were 
considering neighborhood input.  Commissioner A. Brockman confirmed she would like to see 
them include a description of each neighborhood.  Commissioner Bhutani clarified she wanted 
staff to also look to the land use policies of the Comprehensive Plan for direction; factor 
walkability into evaluation criteria; and have some kind of placeholder for all the pathway 
modifications people had identified as not needed.  Staff indicated that another draft would be 
brought back to the Commission on May 12. 
 

4. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Councilor Gudman remarked on the Commission’s good discussion on trying to work out 
priorities with neighborhoods.  He reported on a recent Metro Policy Advisory Committee 
(MPAC) meeting.  He announced an event to celebrate David Donaldson's selection as 
director of the Seattle Zoo.  He reported the Council had unanimously approved the Isolated 
Tree Grove legislation; discussed, but took no action on wetlands designation; appointed a 
new Planning Commissioner; and heard an appeal of the Development Review Commission’s 
Oswego Summit decision.  He noted that bids for elements of the water project were coming in 
at or below estimates. 
 

5. CITIZEN COMMENT (Regarding issues not on the agenda) 

None. 
 

6. MINUTES 
Chair Gaar moved to approve the Minutes of January 27, 2014 as amended by Vice Chair 
Arthur and Commissioner Bhutani.  The motion passed 5:0. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman moved to approve the Minutes of February 10, 2014.  Vice Chair 
Arthur seconded the motion and it passed 4:0:1.  Commissioner Bhutani abstained. 
 

7. COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT – PUBLIC MEETING 

7.1 Annual Review 

Discuss the City’s program for citizen involvement in land use planning processes.  Focus on 
three Citizen Involvement Goals for 2014: 

• Public Process 
• Broaden Public Participation 
• Planning Commission Outreach 
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Citizen Input 
Carole Ockert, Cumberland Road, Lake Oswego, 97034, related there was staff disrespect 
towards neighborhood associations and their neighborhood plans.  She quoted staff 
comments at a recent advisory board meeting as an example of staff mocking streets in 
FAN/Forest Hills as ‘goat paths’ and indicating that in terms of pedestrian facilities staff would 
accomplish what staff thought was right over time.  She stated that staff seemed to perceive 
neighborhood groups as the vocal minority when they were City-sanctioned entities.  She said 
they had validity, credibility and could perform a valuable service if they had more cooperation 
and collaboration with City staff.  Ms. Ockert had some ideas about how to positively address 
this situation by having offending staff persons apologize; directing them to control their 
behavior in the future; and by the City Manager going over appropriate engagement with 
neighborhood associations with them. 
 
Lisa Volpel, Kenny Street, Lake Oswego, 97035, related she had a problem finding documents 
on the website because they were not identified by date or revision numbers.  She related her 
fear that after she had spent many hours preparing and submitting neighborhood comments 
on the proposed TSP it would wind up in a file and never be read.  She stated that there had 
been no indication that anyone had opened and read her email or that they would do anything 
with the information.  She related that up-classification was a big issue; trucks cut through the 
neighborhood on Kenny because there was a corner on Lakeview they could not negotiate.  
She advised that a traffic change or light was needed at Jean Way/Jean Road.  She asked Mr. 
Siegel how to stop the random upzoning in her neighborhood where property that was shown 
on the Comprehensive Plan as R-10 was brought into the city as R-7.5 and could be 
partitioned into multiple lots.  Mr. Siegel said he would follow-up the next day to find out the 
status of her comments. 
 
Dianne Cassidy, Wren Street, Lake Oswego, 97034, indicated the city had a huge problem 
with citizen involvement which she characterized as an ‘us versus them’ attitude.  Staff did not 
show respect for citizens or there was a communication problem.  She submitted written 
suggestions for improvements, indicating they included getting new faces on citizens’ advisory 
committees instead of recycling the same people; a more open and inclusive selection process 
advertised as an open invitation to all citizens to apply, stakeholders or not; making the 
decision on a separate day than the public hearing; making it easier for citizens to find and 
obtain public records, such as the draft TSP; offering people the full picture of how plans fit 
together, what the code changes would mean, and where the growth was to occur related to 
proposed upclassification of roadways; presenting both sides of proposals, not just the staff 
ideas; and staff should clarify that Metro ideas were guidelines, not absolutes.  She suggested 
the City should have some kind of customer service gauge. 
 
Jim Bolland, 5th Street, Lake Oswego, 97034, Co-Chair of LONAC, recalled that when the City 
solicited stakeholders with differing positions to be representatives on citizens’ advisory 
committees it had been effective; however, now it seemed the concern was an assured 
outcome.  He talked about what was not working in regard to citizen involvement.  He referred 
to the up-classification of streets and that they were clearly not supported by the people who 
lived in those areas.  He pointed out that the Kittleson report only recommended looking at two 
streets and that the overall TSP seemed to be focused on regional connections when what the 
community wanted was more important.  As examples, he pointed out that Foothills and 
Highway 43 projects, shown as top priorities, did not reflect the positions of the community and 
the City Council.  He added that giving Boones Ferry Road mid-level priority did not reflect that 
it was a Council priority; the project had been supported by the community for ten years; the 
$5 million bond measure vote; and that they had received a $4 million grant for it.  He 
indicated the point system was obviously biased toward a more regional system.  He clarified 
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the E Avenue Pathway and making 10th Street a green street was not in the neighborhood 
plan. He reported that the neighborhood did not support those projects because they did not 
address drainage; none-the-less the 10th Street project had been done and the pathway 
project was listed as a top pathway project.  He indicated the City could do better; the 
community had many sharp people; and it did not sit well to have bureaucratic folks saying 
they knew better than the people. 
 
Cheryl Uchida, Quarry Road, Lake Oswego, 97035, in regard to the pre-application 
conference phase of the process she asked for clarification regarding whether both the Lake 
Grove Business Association and the two recognized neighborhood associations in that area 
were legally required to be invited to the conference.  She recalled in most cases the planner 
said it was okay for the business and the other neighborhood’s representative to participate if 
the applicant said they could.  She wanted to know what the concern was.  She held the 
business association should always be involved.  She noted the developer’s side typically 
brought a whole team to the conference.  In regard to the neighborhood meeting she 
suggested it needed to be clearer that if notice to those within 300 feet did not reach at least 
50 property owners the notice area had to be expanded.  In regard to the step to email a 
courtesy notice of a land use application to the neighborhood chair, she wanted to know if the 
chairs could be sent either a copy of the completed application or the most important parts of 
it. 
 
The Commission recessed for ten minutes and reconvened. 
 

Staff Report 
Ms. Selden reported there was particular interest in citizen involvement related to City-initiated 
zone changes, receiving and processing public testimony, and engaging youth in the planning 
process.  She pointed out that the attachments to her staff memo titled ‘IAP2 Spectrum of 
Public Participation’ was widely used and the other attachment titled ‘Public Notice and 
Opportunities for Comment – Development Review Process (Public Hearing)’ outlined the 
process for quasi-judicial hearings.  She also asked the Commission for Citizen Involvement 
(CCI) to indicate what they wanted to talk about when they met with the City Council. 
 
Mr. Lazenby shared his thoughts about using new technology as a tool for improving current 
techniques for citizen involvement and picking the tool that was most appropriate for each 
situation.  In regard to controversial issues he suggested they could strive for some sort of 
better public listening process to get all viewpoints on the table.  He indicated that he and the 
City Council wanted to see individuals in the community and neighborhood associations 
valued.  He agreed it was important to have processes that empowered neighborhoods in 
regard to public improvements.  He indicated that empowerment was also an important tool 
when the City undertook a project, such as the North Anchor Project.  He recommended two 
books about how to do that:  Community and The World Café.  He encouraged the CCI to be 
innovative and figure out better ways to do it.  He offered examples that the City used Open 
City Hall and Ms. Selden had recently used the Nextdoor platform to get information to 
neighborhoods.  Mr. Wheeler explained Open City Hall was a quasi-social-media platform run 
by Peak Democracy and the city used it to email questions and surveys and to receive and 
post responses.  He noted that there were about 600 subscribers. 
 
Commissioners suggested offering training for Commissioners, staff and those who would 
testify; that the City Council and the City Manager should make it clear to the community that 
they wanted the input and were going to listen to it in order to dispel a perception that the City 
did not care or listen.  They also suggested reevaluating the existing processes to see if they 
were working; demonstrating that citizens’ and advisory boards’ input was received, addressed 
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and incorporated; demonstrating they had heard citizens’ testimony in quasi-judicial decisions 
by addressing it in the conditions of approval; requiring an applicant to pay an additional fee to 
get a continuance in order to create an incentive for them to negotiate with citizens; removing 
an applicant’s incentive to see what they could get away with by writing code that was more in 
the interest of the community and more definite about what the applicant was required to do.  
They wanted to know how to reach youth.  They wanted to know if there was staff to distill the 
information received from the public and provide summaries for the decision makers.  One of 
the Commissioners related that Ms. Ockert’s comments rang true to him as some planning 
staff needed to be reminded to be a lot more courteous to people on the other side of the 
counter. 
 
Mr. Lazenby cautioned against creating false expectations that someone could change 
something that was allowed outright or that a Council decision would reflect polling results 
when it was the Council’s right to decide otherwise.  Mr. Boone advised that in a quasi-judicial 
hearing the applicant had a right to request a continuance but the reviewing body did not have 
to agree to it.  He clarified that any party who had testified had a statutory right to request a 
continuance.  He advised the goal of both the applicant and those who testified should be to 
ensure the project met the applicable criteria.  He related that staff built additional time into the 
schedule in case there was a continuance and that time could be used for making the decision 
after the public hearing.  Mr. Siegel related that they regularly asked for feedback using 
comment cards and the feedback was getting better.  He also explained to people who called 
to comment on a project how they could present their case to the Planning Commission.  He 
added that staff also took the initiative to solicit feedback from people when they saw 
something in a draft they would possibly be interested in.  He said if someone was being 
disrespectful and mocking that was going to stop. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman recalled it had caused a problem when staff called one person 
and did not call others.  Commissioner Bhutani recalled that people appreciated that Ms. 
Selden met with a new neighborhood association chair and it built better communication and 
trust.  Commissioner A. Brockman suggested addressing neighborhood interface and 
neighborhood quality as part of each project. 
 
When asked if the City could cut the written testimony submission time so the Commissioners 
could have more time to digest it prior to a hearing, Mr. Boone advised the legislative process 
was a little less constrained than the quasi-judicial process when it came to deadlines for 
receiving materials.  However, he asked what the Commission was going to do when 
someone walked up to submit written material at the hearing.  Chair Gaar suggested that the 
City could offer training on testimony and encourage people to provide their written testimony 
at least 48 hours prior to the hearing; the Mayor could make that an agenda item for his 
meeting with neighborhood associations.  Mr. Siegel suggested that staff could publish city 
proposals and electronically-received or scanned applications on the website even before the 
staff report was published.  He observed that while the law meant they might have to allow 
people to submit comments up to the time of the hearing, there was no reason why they could 
not email an alert to the public to give them advanced notice in regard to a summary of 
upcoming issues related to a new application and urge the public to provide feedback by a 
certain time. 
 
Ms. Selden related that Commissioner E. Brockman had expressed interest in how individual 
Commissioners could go out into the community to talk about planning processes and help 
solicit feedback from the community.  Ms. Selden confirmed that staff could verify the 
neighborhood association was actually going to meet at their scheduled date and time.  
Commissioner Bhutani related that she had encouraged Westlake to become a neighborhood 
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association by explaining how useful and beneficial it would be for them.  Ms. Selden had 
helped by providing the information. 
 

8. COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT – WORK SESSION 
8.1 Metro and ODOT Grant Review 

Review public process related to Metro grant for SW Employment Area and the Oregon 
Department of Transportation (ODOT) grant for a Lake Grove Parking Study. 
 
Lake Grove Parking Study 
Mr. Wheeler related this was the next piece of the Lake Grove Village Center Plan.  He 
explained that the study would identify up to three public parking facilities in the district and 
come up with a parking management plan.  He indicated that the project was funded by an 
ODOT grant with an in-kind match by the City.  He asked for Commission feedback on the 
public involvement part of the project and the makeup of the stakeholder advisory committee.  
He advised that the neighborhood associations, the Lake Grove Business Association and the 
Boones Ferry Road advisory group had already been contacted about participating and he 
would also be going to go to the Transportation Advisory Board and the Sustainability Advisory 
Board for feedback.  He noted that other public involvement elements of the plan included 
open houses, a project tour, briefing to neighborhood and business associations, Open City 
Hall, and an email list.  Mr. Wheeler asked the Commission to review the draft plan before it 
went to the City Council.  Chair Gaar suggested that the plan be vetted with various boards 
and stakeholders before it was brought to the Planning Commission.  Commissioner Bhutani 
suggested having a representative of the Planning Commission and the City Council serve on 
the technical committee.  Mr. Siegel suggested asking former members of the Lake Grove 
Village Center Advisory Committee to participate.  The Commission agreed to be briefed 
earlier in the process at milestones/trigger points if the briefing was focused and it was 
specified what guidance was wanted from the Commission. 
 
SW Employment Area 
Ms. Selden reported the project was funded by a Metro grant with a City match.  She 
explained that the goal was to remove barriers to private investment; provide opportunities for 
redevelopment and job growth in the district; and create a framework for district improvements 
that would benefit the property owners, businesses, surrounding neighborhoods and the 
broader community.  She indicated that they were interviewing consultants, but staff would be 
taking on the public involvement task.  She asked for feedback on the draft public involvement 
plan.  The Commission recommended that the plan should be feasible to fund; should reflect 
lessons learned from the Comprehensive Plan Advisory Committee process in regard to what 
would or would not work well; they should go to where the people were; and they should 
involve the Chamber of Commerce. 
 
As to the composition of the stakeholder advisory committee the Commission suggested: 

• Both businesses and residents because stakeholders were people with vested interest; 
• Much of the district abutted single-family neighborhoods that there should be more 

than two neighborhood representatives; 
• Members of other, relevant, boards and commissions, such as NRAB, the Planning 

Commission and City Council should serve on the committee. 
 
The Commission indicated that they would discuss the Public Involvement Activities schedule 
in Attachment 1 later.  Mr. Siegel reported that there were three consultant candidates and that 
one of the qualifications the City was looking for was experience in dealing with industrial/low 
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density residential interface, and plans/processes that actually resulted in implementation in 
terms of investment and redevelopment.  Commissioner A. Brockman emphasized a key 
aspect was how people felt about how they were treated and how they felt about the 
neighborhood. 
 

9. SCHEDULE REVIEW 
Chair Gaar indicated that he and Mr. Siegel would work on the schedule. 
 

10. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 
The Commissioners welcomed new Planning Commissioner Bill Ward. 
 

11. ADJOURNMENT 
There being no other business Chair Gaar adjourned the meeting at 9:45 p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Iris McCaleb  /s/ 
Iris McCaleb 
Administrative Support 
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