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PLANNING COMMISSION       
REGULAR MEETING 
CITY HALL – COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
SEPTEMBER 28, 2010 
 
ROLL CALL: Present:  Keith Fakkema, Kristi Jensen, Julie Dale, Gerry Oliver and Jeff 

Wallin. 
  Absent:  Bruce Neil and Greg Wasinger. 
  Staff Present:  Development Services Director, Steve Powers; Senior 

Planners, Cac Kamak and Ethan Spoo; Associate Planner, Melissa Sartorius 
and City Engineer, Eric Johnston. 

 
Commissioner Fakkema called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  
None. 
 
MINUTES: MS. DALE MOVED, MS. JENSEN SECONDED, MOTION CARRIED TO 

APPROVE THE AUGUST 24, 2010 MINUTES AS PRESENTED. 
 
Commissioner Fakkema announced that agenda item number 4 – Adult Entertainment Interim 
Ordinance and agenda item number 6 – 2010 Comprehensive Plan Amendments were moved 
to the top of the agenda.  
 
ADULT ENTERTAINMENT INTERIM ORDINANCE – Public Hearing 
Mr. Powers requested the Planning Commission continue this agenda item to the Planning 
Commission’s October 26, 2010 meeting so that staff has additional time to gather the research.  
Since the public hearing has been opened on this item it is necessary for a motion to continue 
the public hearing. 
 
ACTION: MS. JENSEN MOVED, MR. OLIVER SECONDED, MOTION CARRIED TO 

CONTINUE THE ADULT ENTERTAINMENT INTERIM ORDINCE PUBLIC 
HEARING TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION’S OCTOBER 26, 2010 
MEETING. 

 
2010 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS – Public Hearing 
Mr. Powers reported that staff needs additional time to compile information to present to the 
Planning Commission.  Since the public hearing has not been opened, a motion is not 
necessary.  This public hearing will be re-advertised for the October 26, 2010 agenda and the 
Planning Commission will be asked to open the public hearing at that time. 
 
SHORELINE SUBSTANTIAL DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT – SE PIONEER 
WAY – Public Hearing  
Mr. Powers announced that this item is a quasi-judicial proceeding. As such, the appearance of 
fairness doctrine and the need to disclose any ex-parte communication relative to the permit is 
necessary.  To assist the Planning Commission in making a determination as to whether there 
is any potential for appearance of fairness issues Mr. Powers asked Mr. Spoo to display slides 
showing the shoreline jurisdiction, the portion of the Pioneer Way project area that falls within 
the shoreline jurisdiction and the 300 foot area around the portion of the project that falls within 
the shoreline jurisdiction while asking the following questions of each Planning Commission 
member. 
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Mr. 
Fakkema 

Mr. Wallin Ms. Dale Ms. Jensen Mr. Oliver 1. Do you have 
any interest in 
the property or 
application?  

No No No No No 

2. Do you own 
property within 
300 feet of the 
subject 
property? 

No No Yes Yes No 

3. Do you stand to 
gain or lose any 
financial benefit 
as a result of 
the outcome of 
the hearing? 

No No No No No 

4. Do you have 
any personal, 
family or other 
connection to 
any party such 
that your ability 
to be impartial 
might be called 
into question? 

No No No No No 

5. Can you hear 
and consider 
the application 
in a fair and 
objective 
manner? 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

6. Have you had 
ex-parte 
communication 
regarding the 
Shoreline 
Substantial 
Development 
Conditional Use 
Permit 

No No No No No 

 
Mr. Powers handed out a letter that was received today from Mr. Aramburu, Attorney at Law, 
addressed to the Planning Commission and the City Council entitled “Pioneer Way 
Improvements and SEPA Determination and Shoreline Conditional Use Permit” (Attachment 1). 
Mr. Powers summarized the letter’s content for the Planning Commission.  Mr. Powers stated 
that it is staff’s opinion that the first three sections are not directly related or relevant to the 
permit decision before the Planning Commission, keeping in mind that the permit is whether or 
not a portion of the proposed street project is consistent with the City’s adopted Shoreline 
Master Program.  The decision making process for past policy or legislative decisions regarding 
redevelopment of the downtown or street design issues are not relevant to the permit.  Section 
four of the letter asserts that the conversion of Pioneer Way from a two-way to a one-way street 
involves significant adverse environmental impacts requiring preparation of an environmental 
impact statement.  Staff’s comment in that area is that the City has gone through the required 
SEPA analysis process.  An Environmental Checklist was prepared and has been reviewed and 
routed for comments.  The City issued a mitigated determination of non-significance in which 
there was a public comment period, no public comments were received.  At the closing of the 
comment period there was an appeal period and no appeal was received.  It is staff’s opinion 
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that the appropriate level of environmental review has been done for the project that is subject 
to the permit.  Section number five does get to the issue of whether or not something is 
consistent with the Shoreline Master Program.  Mr. Powers urged the Planning Commission to 
look at the comments and to come to their own conclusion as to whether the points raised are 
points which should be taken into consideration when making a recommendation to the City 
Council. 
 
Ms. Jensen commented that she has received much information from the City that has 
discrepancies from the materials received [in the Planning Commission staff report] which 
makes her have a bias against some of the issues but it doesn’t have to do with the area that 
falls within the shoreline jurisdiction but it does have to do with her having called for records 
from the City and they are different than some of the information related to this item.  She 
asked, since she has strong opinions about some of the project, does she have to recuse 
herself?  Mr. Powers said that the answer to her question lies in whether she can hear and 
consider the application in a fair and objective manner.  Ms. Jensen said that she knows that the 
application only deals with the portion of the street within the shoreline jurisdiction yet 
throughout the permit a lot of information is about the design of the street and on the SEPA 
application, much of it is about the total redesign of the street and not just the portion within the 
shoreline jurisdiction.  Mr. Powers explained that the SEPA checklist and analysis and 
determination cover the entire street project and a description of the intended improvements 
within the project area is necessary.  The information presented in the staff report for the 
Shoreline Master Program permit (Substantial Development Permit) necessarily addresses and 
describes what the intended project is.  When we say that the design is not the subject of the 
permit what we are referring to is that when we look at those conditions or those criteria that are 
in the Shoreline Master Program, what we are reviewing is a transportation facility against those 
regulations and policies.  Whether there is two-way traffic or one-way traffic is not a reviewing 
criterion in the Shoreline Master Program.  
 
Ms. Jensen stated that the SEPA application pulls in the entire project and the application is 
also based on the information given in the SEPA which doesn’t correspond to information that 
was received in her requests for City documents.  Mr. Powers asked if Ms. Jensen could be 
more specific about what the discrepancies or differences were.   He also stated that staff does 
not believe that there is any inherent conflict between the fact that the SEPA analysis and 
determination covers a broader area than the Shoreline Permit and that is not uncommon 
because it is typical to have a project which is not totally located within the shoreline area itself. 
Mr. Powers used a storm drain as an example of such a project.  Saying that we may have a 
storm drain project that the length of the pipe is much longer than the portion that is inside of the 
shoreline environment so the SEPA analysis covers the entire length of the project and the 
portion that is subject to the shoreline permit would only be that piece that is within 200 feet of 
the shoreline.  Mr. Powers stated that the underlying question is whether you are able to sit in a 
fair and objective manner, given what you think about information that has been provided to you 
and how that might affect your decision making process. 
 
Ms. Jensen stated that she didn’t think that she could listen fairly because there is too much 
information in the application that doesn’t just apply to the portion of the project that falls within 
the shoreline jurisdiction. 
 
Mr. Powers stated that if it was her decision, it would be appropriate to recuse herself and leave 
the room and the Chair would call her back once the Commission had completed their work on 
this item.   
 
Ms. Jensen asked what the protocol was for her to address the discrepancies.  Mr. Powers 
indicated that someone would have to speak on her behalf.  Ms. Jensen asked if she could 
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request that the application be moved to the next meeting.  Mr. Powers stated that it would be 
highly unusual for someone that has put on the record that they have a conflict to ask for the 
body who is intended to conduct the public hearing, and make a recommendation on that item 
to continue the item so that you would have the opportunity to have someone else present your 
case.  You are [essentially] making a request that you have the opportunity to influence the 
body that you are leaving. 
 
Ms. Jensen recused herself and left the chambers. 
 
Mr. Spoo presented the Shoreline Substantial Development Conditional Use permit staff report.  
Mr. Spoo explained that the purpose of the presentation is to give the Planning Commission a 
summary of staff’s review of the Shoreline Substantial Development Conditional Use permit 
against the relevant criteria in the City’s Shoreline Master Program (SMP). Cities have the 
authority under State law to administer their own shoreline master programs and the City’s SMP 
designates the Planning Commission as the hearing body for shoreline substantial development 
applications. 
 
Mr. Spoo displayed a map of the City’s shoreline environments as adopted into the Shoreline 
Master Program.  Mr. Spoo pointed out that Pioneer Way is located in the urban shoreline 
environment. Transportation facilities are conditional uses in this shoreline environment. 
 
Mr. Spoo reported that staff reviewed the project against the following sections of the SMP, 
which move from more general to more specific.  

• 4.02 applies to all projects in the Urban Environment. General regulations apply to all 
projects, period.  

• 5.19 applies only to transportation facilities,  
• 5.20 applies to utility facilities and  
• 7.03 applies to conditional uses. 

 
Mr. Spoo noted that there are six conditional use permit criteria listed below:  
 

1. That the proposed use is consistent with the policies of RCW 90.58.020 and the policies 
of this Master Program. 

• RCW 90.58.020 – control of pollution and prevention of damage to shoreline 
environment.  Criteria Met 

2. That the proposed use will not interfere with the normal public use of public shorelines or 
water. 

• Improvements will be within existing road section. Will not affect public use of 
public shorelines. Criteria Met 

3. That the proposed use of the site and design of the project is compatible with other 
permitted uses within the area. 

 
4. That the proposed use will cause no unreasonably adverse effects to the shoreline 

environment in which it is to be located. 
• No impacts to shoreline. In fact, less impacts, better stormwater. Criteria Met 

5. That the public interest suffers no substantial, detrimental effect. 
• “Public interest” defined in WAC. Public property, health, safety, welfare. Critical 

public purposes will remain intact. Criteria Met. 
6. With respect to uses which are not classified or set forth in this Master Program the 

applicant must demonstrate, in addition to the criteria set forth in 1 through 5 above, that 
extraordinary circumstances preclude reasonable use of the property in a manner 
consistent with the use regulations of the Master Program. 
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• Not applicable. 
 

Mr. Spoo concluded his presentation by recommending that the Planning Commission conduct 
the public hearing, approve the Shoreline Substantial Development Conditional Use Permit and 
adopt the “Findings of Fact”. 
 
Commission Discussion 
Mr. Oliver asked if there were any adverse side affect due to the current storm drain system.  
  
Mr. Spoo stated that there is a certain amount of pollution that is entering the public storm 
system and the storm system is ageing. The new storm system will improve that and better filter 
the pollutants.  We can’t demonstrate that there are adverse impacts but it is reasonable to 
assume that pollutants are entering the public storm system. 
 
Mr. Johnston (City Engineer) explained that the assumption is that urban runoff is a large 
contributor of pollutants from street surfaces into waterways.  Currently there are no water 
quality facilities in or around the Pioneer Way area to capture and treat stormwater runoff and to 
remove the pollutants from that runoff in the Pioneer Way project area.  The project includes, as 
required by City Codes, installation of water quality treatment facilities that will capture those 
pollutants, remove them from runoff before the water is discharged into Oak Harbor Bay.  
Without water treatment facilities in place today the presumption is that there are pollutants 
being discharged in Oak Harbor Bay.  At the completion of the project the required treatment 
levels will be provided. 
 
Mr. Oliver asked how the project as a whole would be affected if the Planning Commission 
delayed making a recommendation to the City Council.  Mr. Powers stated that it would depend 
on the nature of what led the Planning Commission to not make a recommendation and whether 
it would it be the result of more than one evening’s worth of discussion.  If that were to go on for 
a couple of months it would push the overall project schedule by that same amount of time. 
 
Mr. Fakkema opened the public hearing at 8:13 p.m. 
 
Public Comment 
Kathy Jones (Jones Accounting and Associations on Dock Street) commented as follows: 
I would hope that the Planning Commission would table recommending approval on this to the 
next meeting.  Continue the item on the agenda.  You’ve already moved two other items for the 
convenience of the staff.  Please afford Ms. Jensen the same consideration.  Allow her time to 
point out her concerns about the staff’s data and what she sees as conflicting data which needs 
further explanation.  I’m really here on behalf of the downtown merchants who oppose the one-
way street.  Tonight you received a packet from the attorney they hired, Richard Aramburu 
representing an opponent of the one-way proposal.  That letter contains several technical 
studies and reports regarding the establishment and elimination of a one-way street in city 
business areas.  Included within that material is a letter from a well-known Everett traffic 
engineering company, Gibson and Associates.  Please read this material through though it is 
somewhat lengthy.  The overwhelming conclusion shown by this information is many 
communities that have one-way streets are abandoning them and returning to two-way streets.  
The reason for this is simple, one-way streets are harmful to businesses that are located next to 
those streets.  In particular there is a loss of visual access to businesses from cars on the street. 
In addition, one-way streets are also harmful to the pedestrian environment and create more 
hazardous conditions for them.  One-way streets also create longer trips and confuse drivers 
seeking destinations along the one-way street.  There are numerous examples of local 
situations where one-way streets have been converted to two-way but we cannot find one-way 
street commercial districts are being established.  The most current example of abandoning 
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one-way streets in favor of a two-way is the South Lake Union neighborhood of Seattle where 
interests of Paul Allen are creating a new and vibrant retail residential area.  There the old one-
way of 9th and West Lake where each changed to encourage retail development.  The Gibson 
Traffic Engineers have reviewed the proposal for Pioneer Way and have concluded that it will 
harm the business community and pedestrian environment along the street, doing exactly the 
opposite of what is intended.  We ask therefore that the Planning Commission and Council drop 
their plans for a one-way Pioneer Way and deny any permits which allow this project to 
progress. 
 
Frank Scelzi (PO Box 2249, Oak Harbor) handed a copy of a letter from Adam Hand to the 
Planning Commission which he stated was one of many (Attachment 2).   Mr. Scelzi read from 
prepared comments as follows: 
 
What if some people who were unqualified made an uninformed decision that was going to take 
your house, your business, everything you and all of your friends have worked for their entire 
lives?  What would you do? Do we say to our government it’s okay not to disclose the facts?  It’s 
okay to make decisions that are detrimental to our community and against the tax payers 
wishes?  It is okay to mislead us and stand to gain from their decisions? The City paid Roger 
Brooks 400k of your money to get letters from him and other revitalization specialists saying 
that.  Jim Slowik and certain Council members are mishandling this project and it will not 
succeed in revitalizing our City.  I thought I lived in a country where we had no ruling parties, 
where our government made informed decisions that did not burden the community with their 
inclinations and benefit from their decisions.  Not only do Bob Severns and Rick Almberg have 
an undisclosed even denied interest in this one-way project, but now we have learned Jim 
Slowik could also have an interest on Bayshore Avenue where they intend to divert traffic.  
These people should be held accountable for their actions as they were in the Bellflower, 
California incident back in July.  This almost 9 million dollar and climbing unnecessary at this 
time, project will be detrimental to our entire City according to written statements by experts.  
Many knowledgeable professional people of our community including Judge Churchill said the 
City needs those businesses, those taxes.  We already lost eight merchants since their decision 
and many more are leaving.  Due to the one-way, military people will avoid the downtown 
sending over 4,000 cars east and west bound down our residential streets each day.  Downtown 
businesses that support our City’s fragile economy have no way to receive their goods with a 
one-way conversion.  Just a couple of many huge problems brought forward by Councilman 
Dudley that were disregarded by our Mayor and certain Council members.  There have already 
been decisions made by our City supporting municipal corruption and a daytime one-way 
decision that has already been substantiated many times over to be detrimental to our 
community.  Please do not let this continue.  Get only some facts with documentation provided 
by the public, merchants and building owners posted at 800 Pioneer Way for your review. 
 
After reading the above comments Mr. Scelzi continued his comments as follows: 
Here we go again, urban runoff, we don’t really know because we have done no studies and we 
have no facts and that is where we are today.  Unqualified people making uninformed decisions, 
here we go again.  Also, I would like to bring up number 5, the compliance conditional use 
criteria. I thought it said welfare.  Well, welfare means that if something is going to be 
detrimental to our community that it will affect all the merchants and everyone in the City. 
 
Mr. Oliver asked for ten minutes to review the materials from Mr. Aramburu.   
 
After the time was taken to review the materials Mr. Fakkema noted that the materials were 
mostly about on-way versus two-way issue and asked, regardless of that, the Planning 
Commission is required to go though the shoreline permit process?  Mr. Powers stated that 
assuming that there is a street reconstruction utility project within the shoreline area; yes you 
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would go through the shoreline substantial conditional use permit process.  Mr. Powers noted 
that Mr. Fakkema raised an important point which was that the majority of the material provided 
to the Planning Commission in the letter from Mr. Aramburu relates to the Council’s decision as 
to the traffic flow on Pioneer Way.  That is not a part of the review process for the shoreline 
permit.  As noted in both in the staff report and through Mr. Spoo’s presentation, traffic flow is 
not one of the criteria of what is being reviewed.  What is being reviewed is whether or not an 
existing transportation facility being reconstructed in its existing location is consistent with those 
regulations and policies which apply to transportation facilities inside of a shoreline environment.  
In that sense, it is a very narrowly scoped project because as can be seen on the slides, only a 
very small portion of the overall project falls into the shoreline designation area. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 8:33 p.m. 
 
ACTION: MR. OLIVER MOVED, MS. DALE SECONDED, MOTION CARRIED TO 

FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION TO THE CITY COUNCIL TO APPROVE 
THE SHORELINE SUBSTANTIAL DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONAL USE 
PERMIT. 

 
ACTION: MR. OLIVER MOVED, MS. DALE SECONDED, MOTION CARRIED TO ADOPT 

THE FINDINGS OF FACT CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND 
RECOMMENDATION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION. 

 
PERMIT EXTENSION FOR ADULT DAY CARE CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT – Public 
Hearing 
Mr. Powers presented the staff report outlining a request from Senior Services Director, Mr. 
Mike McIntyre, to grant a permit extension for the existing Daybreak Adult Care Facility.  The 
extension would allow for the continued use of an existing modular structure within the Public 
Facilities (PF) zone.  Oak Harbor Municipal Code (OHMC) 19.20.792 authorizes a 
manufactured home to be placed within the Public Facilities district to serve non-residential uses 
listed in the permitted and conditional uses of the Public Facilities zoning district.  The modular 
may be placed in this zoning district for a period not to exceed five years.  The building permit 
for this modular (BLD-01-353) was approved in August 2001.  Two-year extensions may be 
approved by the Planning Commission.  Two years ago the intension was to pursue plans for an 
expansion of the Senior Center which would have allowed us to divest ourselves from the 
modular building, but plans for development of a senior center replacement facility have been 
suspended due to the deterioration of economic conditions. 
 
Mr. Powers concluded his presentation and noted that Planning Commission has final authority 
for conditional use permits and recommended that Planning Commission conduct a public 
hearing and Adopt Findings, Conclusions and Record of Decision and approve the two-year 
extension for the use of an existing modular structure in the Public Facilities zoning district. 
 
Public Comment 
Mike McIntyre (Senior Services Director) commented that the modular building is still of great 
value to the Senior Center.  The building currently being used as a caregiver’s support center, 
training and the foot care clinic is held there.   
 
Commission Discussion 
Mr. Oliver asked if the City would continue to keep extending the permit until a new Senior 
Center was built.  Mr. Powers asked if the Planning Commission would be interested in 
entertaining a code amendment that would remove the requirement for the permit as we know it 
today.  Mr. Fakkema asked if the amendment would apply to only the Senior Services facility or 
would it apply across the board.  Mr. Powers indicated that the Senior Services facility was the 
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only facility in the Public Facilities zoning district that has used a modular home to provide non-
residential use.  Mr. Powers said that there was a concern when the current code was put into 
place that there would be a proliferation of modular homes being used for non-residential uses 
in Public Facilities zoning districts.  It has been nine years and the Senior Services is still the 
only facility using a modular home to provide non-residential use.    
 
ACTION: MS. DALE MOVED, MR. WALLIN SECONDED, MOTION CARRIED ADOPT 

THE FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECORD OF DECISION AND 
APPROVE THE TWO-YEAR EXTENSION FOR THE USE OF AND EXISTING 
MODULAR STRUCTURE IN THE PUBLIC FACILITIES ZONING DISTRICT. 

 
Commission Discussion 
Discussion continued regarding a possible code amendment to eliminate a condition use permit 
for modular structures in the Public Facilities zoning district.  The consensus was to leave the 
code as it is because the use of modular homes are a cheaper alternative and there could be a 
proliferation due to the current economic times. 
 
MUNICIPAL CODE AMENDMENTS – DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION VESTING AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS OF FINAL EIS – Public Hearing 
Mr. Powers reported that the two Municipal Code amendments on the Planning Commission 
agenda will be presented together and the Planning Commission will be asked to make a 
recommendation on two separate ordinances to the City Council.  The first ordinance deals with 
the concept of when an application vests and the second ordinance deals with the City’s SEPA 
appeal procedures.   
 
Mr. Powers reported that the City’s insurance provider, the Washington Cities Insurance 
Authority (WCIA) conducts annual audits of their member cities. The 2009 audit reviewed the 
City’s land use procedures.  Only four minor areas required additional attention by the City.  
Two of these items are administrative in nature and are nearly complete.  Two require minor 
code amendments: one addressing the vesting rights of development applications and the other 
addressing administrative appeals of Final Environmental Impact Statements (part of the SEPA 
process).  The City is required to incorporate these recommendations into our procedures by 
October 31, 2010. 
 
The ordinance pertaining to vesting amends OHMC Chapter 18.20 by adding a new subsection: 
18.20.355, Vesting.  This new subsection describes when an application vests in a particular set 
of development regulations, which applications are not subject to vesting, how partial vesting 
might apply and defines what is meant by the term ‘development regulations.’ 
 
The ordinance providing for administrative appeals of Final Environmental Impact Statements 
proposes amending existing language found in OHMC Chapters 18.20 and 20.04.  In this 
ordinance the existing appeals section of the SEPA code (OHMC 20.04.215) is deleted and 
replaced by language which clearly states which administrative appeals are permitted and 
outlines the appeal process.  Amendments are also proposed to OHMC Chapter 18.20 to 
simplify the language (and increase the readability) of the consolidated appeals process.  The 
amendment addresses how permit and environmental decisions are combined in a single public 
hearing and states which body (hearing examiner or city council) conducts the hearing.  Another 
amendment, deleting reference to SEPA determinations as a review process II, is necessary to 
help implement the changes noted above.  Finally, one housekeeping amendment is proposed 
(related to when appellants must file their appeal memorandums).   
 
Mr. Powers gave a copy of comments that were e-mailed to the Planning Commission from Mr. 
Steve Erickson representing the Whidbey Environmental Action Network (Attachment 3).  Mr. 
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Powers stated that Mr. Erickson seems to be making the point that the process is not adequate 
as it is outlined by staff.  What Mr. Erickson is describing is only one issue which is related to 
and environmental decision on a potential urban growth area expansion.  From the staff 
perspective there is no reason to not move forward with this amendment this evening because 
the amendment applies to a much broader range of environmental decisions and possible 
appeals.  Secondly, if the situation described in Mr. Erickson’s e-mail did come to pass, we can 
address that with the appropriate procedural steps at that time in the future. 
 
The Planning Commission took a moment to review Mr. Erickson’s e-mail. 
 
Mr. Powers concluded his presentation by recommending that the Planning Commission 
conduct a public hearing, adopt ordinance amending OHMC Chapter 18.20 and providing 
vesting regulations and adopt ordinance amending OHMC Chapters 18.20 and 20.04, clarifying 
the SEPA appeal process. 
 
Mr. Fakkema opened the public hearing at 9:05 p.m. No comments were forthcoming and the 
public hearing was closed. 
 
Commission Discussion 
Ms. Jensen asked why in 18.20.520 (2) the hearing is before the hearing examiner and in 
18.20.520 (3) the hearing is before the City Council.  Mr. Powers explained that is has to do with 
where those project permit decisions go upon appeal.  Type 1 and Type 2 decisions upon 
appeal would go to the hearing examiner.  Type 4 decisions will go before the City Council on 
appeal.  
 
ACTION: MR. WALLIN MOVED, MS. DALE SECONDED, MOTION CARRIED ON A 3:1 

VOTE (MS. JENSEN VOTED NO) TO FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION TO 
THE CITY COUNCIL TO ADOPT THE ORDINANCE AMENDING OHMC 
CHAPTER 18.20 AND PROVIDING VESTING REGULATIONS. 

 
ACTION: MR. WALLIN MOVED, MR. OLIVER SECONDED, MOTION CARRIED ON A 

3:1 VOTE (MS. JENSEN VOTED NO) TO FORWARD A RECOMMENDATION 
TO THE CITY COUNCIL TO ADOPT THE ORDINANCE AMENDING OHMC 
CHAPTERS 18.20 AND 20.04, CLARIFYING THE SEPA APPEAL PROCESS. 

 
BEING NO FURTHER BUSINESS BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION, THE MEETING 
WAS ADJOURNED AT 9:08 P.M. 
 






























































































































































































































































