
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING  
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 

DATE: 03/11/2026 

TIME: 5:30 P.M. 

LOCATION: 601 STATE ST.,  HOOD RIVER, OR 97031 

1. Call to Order 5:30 pm 
Chair von Lubken called meeting to order. 
 

2. Roll Call: 
Commissioners Present: John Kelter-Gehrig, Josh Kitts, Jay Lyman, Erick von Lubken, 
Kira Guisto, Ryland Moore, Jamie Loomis 

Commissioner Absent: None 
 
Staff Present: Jodi Gollehon, County Land Use Counsel; Eric Walker, Community 
Development Director, Keith Cleveland, Principal Planner, and Maria Diaz, Management 
Support Tech. 

 
3. County Council Report: 

Jodi Gollehon stated no reports at this time.  
 
4. Directors Report:  

Eric Walker provided staff updates. He explained that the Odell Unincorporated 
Community Project is progressing slowly due to delays in finalizing a DLCD grant with 
their consultant, ECOnorthwest. This delay has shortened the project timeline. He also 
noted that the Planning Commission, along with four community members—Juan 
Reyes, Juliana Lachino, Sarah Duckwall, and Kenny Goe—will serve as the Odell 
Advisory Committee. Walker added that FEMA flood hazard maps are expected soon, 
which will trigger a six-month adoption period, and that the accessory dwelling unit 
ordinance is still under review after revisions. He also announced a tentative April 22 
hearing for an appeal involving an Amazon distribution center in Odell. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



5. Motions: 
 
a) Approval of Minutes: Previous Meeting: February 11, 202 

Motion: Commissioner Kelter-Gehrig moved to approve the minutes as written. 
Second: Commissioner Lyman 
Vote: Approved unanimously. 

b) Approve Packers Farm Stand Final Order: 
 

Motion: Commissioner Lyman moved to approve final order adopted with amended 
conditions. 
Second: Commissioner Loomis 
Vote: Approved unanimously. 
 

6. Unscheduled Business: 
• No unscheduled business from the general public. 
• No unscheduled items from the Commission. 

 
7. Public Hearing: Pacific Power Appeal 

Keith Cleveland presented the staff analysis of the appeal, emphasizing that the 
Commission’s review was limited to a single utility pole and the installation of two 
guy wire anchors with yellow visibility guards, not the broader infrastructure 
project. 
 
He outlined the timeline: Pacific Power submitted emergency work in October, followed 
by a minor amendment application in November, which the county approved in 
December. The decision was appealed in January by Patrick Graham. 
 
Cleveland then addressed the four main issues raised in the appeal. 
 
On the first issue—whether the yellow guards violate scenic standards—he explained 
that while regulations typically require dark, non-reflective colors, the key standard is 
whether a structure is “visually subordinate.” Because the pole is partially obscured by 
vegetation and only briefly visible from the highway, staff determined it meets this 
standard. He acknowledged the bright color conflict but said an exception was 
appropriate because the markers serve a safety function, similar to road signs. 
 
On the second issue—whether safety codes were improperly prioritized—Cleveland 
stated that the National Electric Safety Code is adopted in Oregon and requires visible 
markers where people might encounter guy wires. Since these markers must be 
conspicuous, they inherently conflict with scenic color rules. Staff determined the 
county cannot override these state safety requirements. 
 



On the third issue—whether public presence was assumed without evidence—he 
explained that the standard is based on whether people could reasonably access the 
site, not whether they regularly do. Because the pole is near a roadway with no barriers, 
Pacific Power determined safety markers were required, and staff deferred to that 
determination. 
 
On the fourth issue—cumulative impacts—Cleveland clarified that the review must be 
limited to the specific permit. He stated that the addition of two guy wires and markers 
results in only minor to moderate visual impact and does not significantly change the 
overall appearance of the site. 
 
He concluded that staff found the approval consistent with applicable regulations and 
recommended that the Commission deny the appeal and uphold the Planning 
Director’s decision. 
 
Kevin Schiedler (Pacific Power) agreed with the staff findings. He stated that the 
markers require safety features because the pole is accessible and someone could 
potentially walk into the guy wires. He emphasized compliance with Oregon safety 
regulations. 
 
Patrick Graham (Appellant) argued that the yellow guards are not visually 
subordinate when considered within the broader context of expanded infrastructure in 
the area. He described significant changes, including taller poles, thicker wires, 
additional hardware, and multiple visible markers, which together create a much more 
prominent visual impact. He also questioned whether alternatives had been considered 
and noted that residents are working with Pacific Power on a possible underground 
solution. 
 
Charles Cox (Neighbor) supported the appeal and emphasized concern over a pattern 
of repeated minor amendments that collectively alter the neighborhood. He argued that 
continued incremental changes distract from a better long-term solution, such as 
underground, which residents are actively exploring with Pacific Power. 
 
Peter Hutt (Neighbor) criticized the project as increasingly inconsistent with what 
residents were originally told, citing larger poles, more wires, and visible safety 
features. He described the process as a “slippery slope” of incremental changes 
degrading the area’s appearance and called for greater accountability, clearer 
communication, and consideration of alternatives like undergrounding. 
 
In rebuttal, Kevin Schiedler clarified that the appeal under consideration was limited to 
a single pole and its associated guy wires, noting that broader infrastructure concerns 
were outside the scope of this decision, although discussions about underground are 
ongoing. 
 
During Commission discussion, members including Loomis, Moore, Guisto, Lyman, 
Kitts, and Kelter-Gehrig asked clarifying questions and shared perspectives. 



Commissioner Lyman noted that safety requirements typically take precedence over 
scenic standards, while others acknowledged community concerns but focused on the 
narrow scope of the case. 
 
Motion: Commissioner Jon Kelter-Gehrig -motioned to uphold the Planning Director’s    
decision 
Second: Commissioner Kitts 
Vote: Approved unanimously 

 

The meeting concluded with final procedural actions, including authorization for the 
chair to sign the order, and was then adjourned. 

 
8. Adjourn 

Time of adjournment: 6:18 pm 
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