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Meeting Summary/Meeting Minutes 
 
March 16, 2017 
11:50 p.m.  
Council Chambers, City Hall 
 
ROLL CALL 
Present: Brad Hutton, David Copenhaver, Deborah Ewing, Marc Fazio,  

Richard Keller 
Absent: Jack Onder, Christine Wamsley         
        
Staff Present:  Brent Boger, Chad Eiken, Teresa Brum, Rosemary Armour 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Motion made by Debi Ewing, seconded by Brad Hutton and passed unanimously to 
approve the Minutes for February 16, 2017. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
President Richard Keller stated that he would like to talk about the notion of splitting 
the boards and understands from Lloyd that City Manager Eric Holmes will be present 
at the April meeting to discuss this, and asked Chad if he had any comments as to why 
City Council felt this was a necessity. 
 
Chad responded that he was not in on the conversation that Council had over dinner. 
After the board’s presentation to Council they had a brief discussion about whether 
there should be members serving on both the DRA and CCRA, or should they be looking 
for more specialized members like people who are well versed in hotel operations and 
not expect them to know everything about both aspects.   
 
Richard stated that what he has reflected to everyone present is that Jack Burkman, 
one of the City Council Members, made it plain to him that this was a direction that he 
personally wanted to go and now Council wants to go; and despite many requests 
there have been no discussions with the board as a whole and no complete rationale 
for having done so.  The argument against it that he and Chris Wamsley made to City 
Council a couple of weeks ago was that they didn’t see any reason to fix something 
that wasn’t broken.   
 
Collectively, the Hilton, City, the Board and Asset Manager Tom Morone have done a 
good job the past number of years since the hotel opened, and particularly since the 
recession, delivering good results and profits have gone up three-fold; expenses and 
the number of people operating the hotel have gone down significantly and it has 
been a great success story and if he personally had to make the decision he would not 
split the boards because he does not want to mess up something that is effective and 
cause any reason for concern.  That said, as a board member of the CCRA and DRA he 
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would feel very uncomfortable that the decision got made without the question of 
whether or not to do it being presented to the board, and said it is  very discouraging.  
People on the board devote a lot of time to these meetings and some have been doing 
this since the get-go 20 years ago and he believes it is a mistreatment of the board for 
there to be such a complete lack of communication with regard to this issue.   
 
Board member Debi Ewing agreed with Richard’s statements and stated it was 
surprising, and she doesn’t understand why the board was not involved in the process 
at all and doesn’t know where this came from. 
 
Board member David Copenhaver stated that he thought Richard had articulated it 
very well and had nothing to add.   
 
Richard stated that another related issue has been the developments with regard to 
Block 10 and again communication.  There was an effort made early on in getting the 
CCRAs input on how to handle that block and since then it has been unclear exactly 
what the board’s role was supposed to be, but what is clear is that they have had no 
role for months and decisions were made over the course of the last week or so by City 
Council where the board would have expected to be included and hopefully be 
helpful.  He wanted to know why this happened and what the board’s role is in regard 
to Block 10 going forward.   
 
Chad responded that he had intended to cover this issue as part of the presentation 
and stated there was involvement from CCRA members and they were initially part of 
the interviews.  Marc Fazio was designated as the representative of CCRA throughout 
that process and was present at almost every meeting and has provided very valuable 
insight and input into that process.  There will be a role for CCRA and the only decision 
that Council has made is a nod to staff to enter into negotiations with the developer, 
which will involve more detailed input from the development subcommittee and assumes 
with the full board as they get into the details of what that might look like, but based 
on the recommendations of the RFP Committee the recommendation was that the 
Gramor proposal with a full service grocery store met the criteria.  The second 
proposal was an LSW partnership with the Vancouver School District and it did not 
rank nearly as high as the grocery store proposal but they are working with them on 
another site downtown so there may be two projects that may potentially come out of 
this. 
 
Richard stated that he would alter Chad’s comment in one way and that is Marc was 
not at every meeting as he was at one without him.  He would guess that the group, 
whether it is the RFP Committee or whatever for the city has met sometime between last 
fall and now and certainly immediately before these presentations to City Council, and 
is pretty sure the board was out of the loop and at the very least one board member 
should have been informed so they could report back to the group.  Again, they see 
the headlines in the newspaper and they don’t know what is going on and it is very 
uncomfortable. 
 
David commented that he believes they are all in agreement that they want a grocery 
store and excited about the prospect of a grocery store.  His concern is that this body 
is set up to provide professional opinion and of the 26 grocery stores that Gramor has 
done he was involved in 25 of them and he has done several on his own, so there is a 
source here that could have provided some insight as to what the needs of a grocery 
are and what pitfalls there might be.  He applauds them for providing a grocery but 
does not know that this is the best site for one because transportation wise it is going to 
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be a real problem.  It is a good problem to have but any grocery at this point and 
time in downtown cannot rely solely upon the residents here and it is going to be five 
plus years before they can and whether it is New Seasons, Green Zebra or Market of 
Choice they are going to draw from beyond the city limits.  So to bring all those cars 
down Washington, Broadway and Columbia is going to be a nightmare.   
 
Chad responded that there is no question that there are issues that will need to be 
worked through.    
  
David stated that he is not saying it should not be done, he is just saying there are 
concerns and it is not the place he would want one but is supportive. Going back to 
what Richard said he feels if the board has some expertise and City Council looks to 
them for professional opinion, he felt that he knew more from the market place than he 
did from the city; and as a matter of fact he had people telling him things regarding 
inside information that the city was negotiating and feels like the board should have 
been more involved. 
 
Chad responded that the city staff upheld its end of the bargain and kept (the RFP 
evaluation process) quiet, which is what they were directed to do, and they can’t 
control others from talking. 
 
David responded that he heard from the market place what he felt he should be 
hearing from the city.   
 
Chad stated that the board did have a discussion about who should represent CCRA 
and several members raised their hands to say they had conflicts or potential conflicts 
and that they should not be a part of that process and Marc for fortunately available 
to assist. 
 
Board member Marc Fazio stated that there was a cross selection of a lot of different 
people from the city and they went through an extensive interview and voting process 
and debriefing and after they had come to that conclusion two or three weeks ago, 
and asked if the city should they have come to this board first before they went to City 
Council for the final and say hey this is where we are at. 
 
Chad responded there probably should have been more direct communication with the 
board and he takes the blame for that. 
 
Richard stated that the board had no idea that Marc was at a meeting three weeks 
ago and the purpose of having Marc on that board was not only to give his expertise 
but to report back to the group what is going on and this is a constant theme and has 
got to be fixed. 
 
Chad responded that there were good reasons why it happened the way it did, which 
they don’t need to go into at this setting and stated the board will have to trust him on 
that. The public didn’t know until noon on Monday what the two proposals were and 
there was not enough time to set a meeting with CCRA in advance of the Council 
meeting when the decision was made to move forward. 
 
Debi stated she was taken totally by surprise at reading about it in the newspaper 
because she was not aware that Marc had been involved and thought the process 
would have been just like the subcommittee where they ask questions and then the 
developer or whoever comes in and presents to the full board.  In the future if it is 
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something that for whatever reason they cannot know, at least let them know something 
is happening that they cannot know about. 
 
Chad responded that is a fair point. 
 
David stated that he is not holding Chad responsible and believes City Council omitted 
the board from the process and he believes they should have drawn from their 
resources.   
 
Chad stated that all three members of the development subcommittee removed 
themselves from the process for one reason or another.   
 
DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY UPDATES 
Chad Eiken, Director, Community and Economic Development, City, reported on changes 
and updates on the Development Project List. Please see “CCRA Updated Development 
Project List” dated March 2017. 
 
CCRA DEVELOPMENT SUBCOMITTEE REPORT 
There was no report as the Development Subcommittee did not meet in February. 
 
BLOCK 10 RFP 
Teresa Brum, EDD Manager, City, presented her presentation. Please see “Block 10 
Update” dated March 16, 2017.  
 
Richard asked if what remains to be decided are terms and purchase price etc. 
 
Teresa responded yes. 
 
Richard asked Chad what the CCRAs input and responsibilities will be with regard to 
this going forward.  
 
Chad responded that they would be looking to the subcommittee initially to give advice 
on deal points and Marc has already given some ideas on price. There are some 
details around increasing the density, timelines etc. and these are all pieces that need 
to come together and then make a counter proposal to Gramor.   
 
Richard asked who on the development subcommittee has conflict of interest. 
 
David stated that he does not as they had previously talked about the fact that just 
because he was a partner with Gramor doesn’t mean that he cannot comment as he 
was not directly involved with that specific project.   
 
Richard stated that as this document is formed, which is a development agreement (DA), 
and the board recommends DAs to Council, if the DA will eventually come before the 
board before the City Council decision. 
 
Chad responded that he believes so but he will get confirmation on that piece of the 
process. 
 
David asked Teresa if she was at liberty to share anything about the third party that 
withdrew and the reason for their withdrawal. 
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Teresa responded they were inside the community, very credible, and it was their 
choice to withdraw their application as they made a decision after they put it together 
and submitted it to the city that they didn’t think they had the capacity to move 
forward and decided to withdraw.   
 
Teresa stated they had a public records request from the Columbian and they had to 
submit the proposals to them, but redacted all the financial information, so there might 
be ongoing media on this. 
 
Richard asked if there are ongoing efforts between the city and the school district to 
work on other locations. 
 
Teresa responded absolutely. 
 
Marc asked what he is supposed to do going forward as he had comments initially with 
all the proposals and made them known to the RFP Committee and they ended up 
selecting as a group the one that went forward, but what does he do in terms of 
communicating that now or privately or in the subcommittee. 
 
Chad responded that they haven’t thought that through yet. 
 
Richard asked if Marc could work with Chad on a memorandum that could be given to 
the development subcommittee members. 
 
Chad responded yes and thought that was a great way to get his input into the process 
in a formal way. 
 
Richard asked that this be done on a regular basis after each meeting and then 
forwarded to the development subcommittee.  This will also come up over time with 
other committees and subcommittees they are involved with to make sure they report 
back so everybody ends up being in the loop.   
 
Marc asked who is going to be working on the DA and how does that input come back 
to the board. 
 
Chad responded that staff will be putting the bones of that together and they will 
probably be seeking advice not only from CCRA but from outside legal counsel. 
 
Marc stated that there are a couple of points that he would like to make sure are in the 
DA but doesn’t know what the avenue is to make sure of that. 
 
Chad responded that he needs to get more definition around what the exact process 
will be from here on out as this came together very quickly last week and once he has 
that he will get it out to the full committee.   
 
Richard asked if he was going to engage Steve Janik.  
 
Chad responded that he has not talked to him but that is who he has in mind.  
 
Richard responded that would make everyone feel comfortable and stated there was 
nothing to prevent Chad from reaching out to other CCRA board members who are not 
part of the RFP Committee or development subcommittee if he thinks they may have 
some expertise. 
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Chad responded that was a great idea. 
 
PEARON AIRPORT & BUILDING HEIGHTS – PROPOSED CHANGES TO VMC 
Chad explained that this was mainly just an informational update regarding proposed 
changes to the city’s land use and development code regarding building heights 
downtown, which is a very simple straight-forward change.  Please see “Maximum 
Building Heights in the Downtown” document dated March 16, 2017.   
 
David asked if Chad could explain the relationship between Pearson, its 
representatives and the city.   
 
Chad responded that the city owns and operates Pearson Airpark. The Pearson Airport 
manager is a city employee and reports to a board of advisors and they make 
decisions regarding the operation and finances of the airport, and is financially 
independent from the city budget. 
 
David asked if the FAA does not necessarily seek their comments on these types of 
applications. 
 
Chad responded they do not. They plug in their elevation points into a program and it 
spits out whether there is a conflict or not and if there is no conflict they issue a letter 
directly to the developer. 
 
David asked if the heights that are proposed are a maximum for the permanent 
structure. 
 
Chad responded that was correct.   
 
Debi stated that she appreciates staff working on this and believes it is very important 
to listen to the advisory group and their comments.   
 
VANCOUVER 4TH TOWER STATUS REPORT 
Chad stated that CCRA had asked for an update on Vancouvercenter Fourth Tower.  
Please see “Status Report on Vancouvercenter Fourth Tower Project and D.A Deadlines” 
memorandum dated March 10, 2017.  
 
Chad stated that all indications are that they are not going to hit their December 31, 
2017 deadline, at which point the entire DDA will expire and all of the amendments to 
that.  The big stick in that is they would lose their right to purchase the garage and the 
city would be able to enter into any other arrangement with another party that may 
be interested in purchasing that garage. 
 
Richard asked how many parking spots were in the garage. 
 
Chad responded that he believed there are 750 that are controlled by the city. 
 
Richard asked if they would be buying all 750 spots. 
 
Chad responded that they have the option to but it doesn’t mean we have to say yes. 
 
Debi asked if that was the reserved spaces. 
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Chad responded that in this DDA it is really only the reserved spaces that the city has 
committed to, and that is 114 spaces would be set aside for the fourth tower.  The city 
is at the point where the attorneys are looking into potential legal options such as 
sending them a Notice of Default and Demand knowing that multiple deadlines have 
come and gone and ask them how they plan to have the construction substantially 
completed by December 31, 2017.  There is no way in any scenario that they would 
be able to do that.  The city could issue what is called a letter of preemptory breach 
and basically declare the DDA null and void at this time.  There may be some 
advantages to letting it ride out, for instance if another party comes along and has a 
different or better proposal for how to develop the site.   
 
Marc asked if there was a price on the right to buy the parking. 
 
Chad responded that there is a guaranteed basement price that the city will not go 
below and that is $13.9 million, which was what the city paid for the garage after it 
was constructed, but the agreement says market price to be no less than $13.9 million.   
 
Marc asked what Chad estimated it to be worth. 
 
Chad responded that he did not know.   
 
David commented that there was $800,000 in penalties and asked if they were swept 
aside or was this contingent if they defaulted that this would be back on the table. 
 
Chad responded that (those penalties) are no longer part of the agreement but there is 
a financial penalty of $3,000 per day after October 31st (of this year).  Rather than 
declaring the DA null and void at this point we may want to let that period go so we 
collect at least a couple of months of financial penalties. 
 
David asked if staff had looked into the legality of someone taking over the air rights 
or the development rights for the fourth tower. 
 
Chad responded they have been looking at that and someone could build a tower as a 
condominium. 
 
Richard stated the board really needs to understand parking; leading us to perhaps 
one day being involved in a new structure and it would be good to understand 
Vancouvercenter parking situation backwards and forwards.   
 
Richard stated that he and Chris Wamsley did discuss in front of Council at a workshop 
a couple of weeks ago the notion of having a full-time executive director and it is 
pretty clear that there is no imputes on the part of the City Council to get that done at 
this time.  Chad stated to Richard that if they are successful sometime down the road in 
doing a business improvement district that perhaps sufficient funding would come out of 
that for a couple of new staff members for Community and Economic Development but 
all that is further down the road.  
 
OVERVIEW OF CCRA REVIEW ROLE 
Chad stated that this is a pretty lengthy memo and did not plan to go through it piece 
by piece.  Please see “Guidance Regarding CCRA Role in Design Review, Multi-Family 
Tax Exemptions, and Development Agreements” memorandum dated March 10, 2017. 
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Richard stated there is a staff report to Council from a couple of months ago that 
outlined situations where there is market rate multi-family tax exemption and the 
reason the city hands those out is that the city, and by extension the board, can have 
input into the design to the extent that they can request additional items so that the 
developer shows they have gone over and above to basically enhance their project 
and enhance the city.  There is very specific wording and it would be helpful to include 
it whatever they do here.  There are good folks on the board and staff should use their 
input on design that they would use very judicially, and if they could figure out a way 
to have a couple of outside experts to advise the development subcommittee that 
would make it an even more beneficial process.  This has been the frustration all along 
with regard to the multi-family tax abatement projects that are not market rate and 
maybe staff could put together a one-pager as they come by for the board so they 
know what they are and perhaps they wouldn’t need a full-on presentation in front of 
the group.  
 
Debi stated they have had discussions in the past about when the city will know to say 
no as far as the blank check and asked if there was anything that staff was working on 
to come up with a plan of when they will know they have sufficient units or ever. 
 
Marc stated that he looks at the board as being the advisory group as they don’t have 
to approve these tax exemptions unless there is a DA, because the city and Council 
have already set the stage, but believes that the group should be advised so that they 
can see when enough is enough or is it effective and if they have any comments or 
suggestions on how it should be amended.  Again, they are advisory they are not the 
rule makers or the voters and it would be helpful information.  
 
Chad responded that he was thinking along the lines of maybe a quarterly or twice 
yearly report to the board on how the program is working, the number of applications 
received and approved and maybe bring in Paul Lewis to do more of an analysis of 
how it is working. 
 
Debi asked if Council had asked that question because she watched the presentation 
and Councilman Turley had asked questions of Chris and Richard about the tax 
abatement as he is going to be hearing from other developers and people in the 
community from outside downtown complaining because they are not in that area.   
 
Chad responded they are interested and at the workshop they had in December 
regarding some of these changes they raised the idea whether it should be turned off 
in certain areas or if they have reached that saturation point yet.  They don’t want to 
turn off an incentive that they might need, especially during the next recession and so 
Council said keep it in the downtown and still make it available for market rate 
projects but there should be some other public benefit that comes back from that in 
exchange for the tax abatement.  
 
David commented that it seems like there should be some established benchmark 
because a developer can spend a lot of years on a project and if their economics or 
the purchase was based on the expectation they are going to have that and it is 
reviewed quarterly and then removed because Council or whoever says we have 
reached that saturation point, that is a huge burden for property owners or developers 
who have maybe invested millions of dollars into something.  There needs to be at least 
some benchmark so when they are approaching that benchmark whether it is 6-months 
or a year in advance they can say ok we are getting there so the public understands 
that.  It is no different that inclusionary zoning in Portland which is going to have 
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disastrous results and no different than the school district when they increased their fees 
and all of a sudden projects were looking at three times the fees.  
 
David stated that Chad had outlined what the board’s role is based on the Charter 
and where they can provide their comments, and asked if they can meet outside these 
meetings without creating a conflict with a quorum to discuss their collective responses.  
He would like to see the board come to some sort of consensus rather than provide 
peace-meal comments.   
 
Brent Boger, Assistant Attorney, City, responded no. 
 
Richard stated with regard to David’s point that it is important, but it probably will not 
come to pass for an extended period of time because of the affordable housing crisis, 
and any housing built no matter whether it is market rate or not is going to help that 
situation some.  His guess is the City Council does not have any appetite to dramatically 
change it for a while.   
 
Richard stated that all this is undefined now, which has been part of the problem and 
Chad has done a great job of putting together this memo and suggesting ways where 
they could have it in writing exactly what their role is.  Richard asked if anyone 
disagrees with the notion that the board should have a role in reviewing design to 
some extent and ensuring the new language City Council has approved is indeed 
upheld by each project.   
 
David asked for more definition, for example with regard to the waterfront, the 
board’s responsibility if there is a DA and established criteria that was part of the 
original approval, the board is supposed to make sure that they adhere to that but 
cannot tell them what materials etc. to use. 
 
Richard responded that the board would have input if it is a DA situation, which will be 
the entire waterfront including the Port’s property.  There will be a Block 10 DA and 
there will be a DA on every multi-tax exemption project that is market rate. 
 
David stated that in terms of his input, unless they have teeth there is no point as he 
sees some of these proposals come before them and he doesn’t like them but there is 
nothing he can do.  He can provide his comments but they have no teeth and if they are 
given the tools to be able to enforce what they believe needs to be a quality control 
issue, then yes they should have that authorization, but he does not feel like they have 
that at this point and time. 
 
Marc asked if that was more like a design review process. 
 
Chad responded that  (design review) is administrative.  There used to be a design 
review committee but that was eliminated during the budget cuts. 
 
Richard stated another element in this is city of Vancouver has very good staff, they 
have an internal committee that looks at some projects and not others and a few are 
actual architects, but no one from the real estate business world has taken a look at 
these projects with regard to design functionality, and if the board has the ability to do 
that and it is enhanced with bringing in one or two outside experts it will end up being 
a better project.  If these changes are not made they have no teeth so why even have 
a meeting.   
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Marc stated that the board had this overarching vision that tasks them with what they 
want the downtown to look like and they should focus on what the board can influence. 
 
Chad stated that Marc had touched on something that he should have led with, and 
that is it is really clear in all the documents that the board’s primary reason for being is 
to implement the Vancouver City Center Vision (VCCV) and make sure that it is 
progressing the way it was intended to. 
 
Richard stated that should be one of their goals is to refresh that and make sure the 
VCCV is coordinated with all these different design guideline documents. 
 
Chad stated the VCCV plan is due for an update as it is 10 years old this year.  There 
wasn’t money in the budget this time to update it but they will have a budget request in 
the next biennial cycle to update the VCCV and related documents. 
 
Richard stated the group has always done at least an informal design review of all 
these big projects and he is trying to steer it in a way where there is some language 
that states exactly what to do and not to do and hopefully that language will also be 
effective in helping to create better and more projects.   
 
Debi stated that the other issue is the time constraints; today wasn’t the case, but in 
many previous meetings they have run out of time and moved the item to the next 
meeting but shortened the presentation. Maybe they only need a high level two-minute 
presentation but in others they should be making sure they are not missing other 
opportunities because they are in the weeds and should be relying on staff on 
administrative review and updating the design criteria. 
 
Richard responded that the current design review would not replace what the city does. 
Vancouver is pretty unusual as it doesn’t have an outside advisory group to review 
design for projects.  He is not suggesting that the board takes 100 percent of that role 
but maybe 10 percent and make sure that the outside development and design world 
takes a look at the importance of projects coming through and catch things and 
perhaps enhance things in a small way. 
 
Chad stated that they have brought projects and developers before the board even if 
the board does not have a role in making a recommendation, as a courtesy.   
 
Richard stated from a workload point of view, if they eliminate all the non-market rate 
multi-family tax exemption projects from coming through the development 
subcommittee, which has been 80 percent of the work, they now have the capacity to 
review DA projects for the waterfront, Block 10 and market rate projects. 
 
David stated that he agrees with everything that has been said but is concerned that 
they have no teeth because if a developer presents something to the board and for 
reasons X, Y and Z they believe the orientation should be one way and they disagree, 
the board has no teeth to enforce that.  By the time developers come before the board 
he believes they have established their design and unless they are given the tools to 
modify that, comments at that point and time are really somewhat irrelevant. 
 
Chad stated that he believes the DA is a very effective tool for influencing that. 
 
David asked for clarification that they are defining the role of the CCRA, not 
necessarily defining what the code is and how they can enforce that. 
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Chad responded that was correct and as their Executive Director he would like to see 
the board spend more time on bigger, more impactful projects. 
 
CCRA GOALS/PRIORITIES FOR 2017 
Richard went over Chad’s Memo outlining ideas where the board could be involved.  
Please see “Ideas for CCRA Projects to Undertake in 2017 Memorandum” dated 
March 13, 2017. 
 
Richard asked the board if any of the items mentioned in the Memo jump out as the 
number one priority that they should dig into. 
 
David stated one other one they might add to the list is The Academy and asked if The 
Academy is going to come in with a DA for their master plan or are they punting it to 
individual users who buy the parcels. 
 
Chad responded that he believes the plan is that it would be developed as one 
project.   
 
David asked if there was any update to Riverwest that would lead the board to 
include it, and if they have requested a LIFT (legislation) extension.   
 
Chad responded that there was nothing he can report on at this point.  Regarding the 
LIFT, staff is working with the State to make sure that the LIFT remains locked in and are 
on Council’s agenda as there are a couple of formalities that Council has to approve in 
order to lock it in.   
 
Richard stated Design Guidelines Manual should be taken out as the city has got to do 
that anyway. 
 
Marc stated he would like to see parking as the number one priority as there is parking 
that may be lost at The Academy, there is something going on with Vancouvercenter 
and if they get all these pieces and understand all of them they will get a better 
understanding of what the parking situation is and believes this is a big one that they 
should tackle next. 
 
Brad stated that the notion of a Business Improvement District (BID) is really of interest 
to him and he participated in the creation of that in downtown Portland and sat on the 
board and saw how it was able to lift the safety and environment and some other 
things and believes it is a very exciting opportunity.  
 
Richard asked if Marc would be willing to take on parking and if Brad would be 
willing to take on the BID then they could have off-line meetings with Chad and 
whoever else they needed to meet with at the city to fully understand what the needs 
are and scope out what requirements are necessary to get things in motion and bring it 
back to the board.  Part of the board’s job is to be forward looking and push the 
envelope a little bit.   
 
Marc responded that he would be willing to take that on. 
 
Richard stated that Marc and Brad could report back to the Board in a couple of 
months with an update. 
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Chad commented that the BID will take a lot of business outreach, ultimately it should 
be led by the business community and we need to understand what they would want to 
get out of it, so there is probably some survey work that will need to be done and 
canvassing of businesses downtown.   
 
Brad suggested with the BID that they keep that quiet because in Portland it leaked out 
early and everybody was up in arms as they had no idea what it was going to be. 
 
Richard stated that he would take on the performing arts center and report back to the 
group and see if there is a way they can be helpful to keeping it on the tracks. 
 
David stated that he could support Brad because he has been involved in several BIDs 
as well. 
 
EXECUTIVE SESSION (AS NEEDED) 
No executive session was needed. 
 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
Richard opened Public Testimony. 
 

• Todd Boulanger, 516 Main Street, Vancouver.  Todd stated he had a couple of 
questions and comments regarding the agenda items.  He is excited about Block 
10, although he concurs with the comments board members made regarding the 
transportation issues and questions what this site would generate based on the 
60-foot-long delivery vehicles that are very common for these facilities. Block 
10 is constrained on the north and ninth ATM drive-up and is not sure what the 
longevity of that facility is or if it is temporary.  Columbia is pretty narrow and 
Washington has its own issues.  Drive-ups have come up in the past and could 
not be put in based on certain exclusions and believes that staff are planning 
for a two-way traffic flow on that street.  There is also a public bike-way and 
lots of things hanging out on Washington.  Eighth may be the only access, so as 
a supermarket location he agrees that it is very challenging.   
   
Todd commented with regard to the Fourth Tower and the table of dates and 
asked why the last item is December 31st versus October 31st.  He would have 
thought it would have been the same date.  In his past public comments on that 
issue he did bring up the idea that the city should seek other developers.   
 

Richard responded that is a continual effort and can be assured that it is ongoing. 
 

Todd stated maybe the suggestion from the community would be that the city 
considers advertising, maybe not going through, but at least starting the ball 
and that might apply some pressure. 

 
Richard responded that the ball has been started. 
 

Todd stated he agrees with the issue on parking and would like that issue to be 
followed through, and also looking at alternative parking structures such as 
temporary parking structures and why the physical form of our waterfront and 
buildings be effected for the next 50 to 100 years on a storage of personal 
private vehicles that may not be relevant in 20 to 40 years.  He is not saying 
these buildings shouldn’t have some structured parking on-site, but maybe not 
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as much or maybe it is on the next block and then that use can change in 50 
years.  In general he concurs and values the discussion regarding which 
members can and cannot vote based on conflict of interest as it is an important 
issue.  

 
Richard closed Public Testimony. 
 
David asked if he could make a recommendation for next month’s agenda regarding 
the City of Vancouver raising funds for the police force and some other incidentals and 
are proposing a tax on retail and industrial square footage and would like an update 
on that so they are aware of what is happening.   
 
Richard asked Chad when he makes the changes to the Municipal Code if he could 
define what the board’s role is in reviewing DAs together with a geographic 
description. 
 
NEXT MEETING 
There being no additional business, the meeting adjourned at 1:44 p.m.   
 
The next regular meeting will be held on April 20, 2017, at 11:50 a.m. at City Hall, 
Council Chambers.  
 
Approved:      __________________________ 
       Richard Keller, President 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To request other formats, please contact: Rosemary Armour | 360-487-7813 | TTY: 360-
487-8602 | rosemary.armour@cityofvancouver.us 
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