
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING
ORCAS HIGHLANDS ASSOCIATION
December 6, 2016

PURPOSE: To conduct a regular session of business of the Association.

I.	Roll Call: David Turnoy, Marcia West, Harvey Aldort, Ron Claybourn, Lee Goodwin, Chris Graham (Lee and Chris by phone), Jens Kruse, Roxy Marck.  Guests are Richard Jordan and Bob Wyatt.

II.	Call to Order: Roxy Marck called the meeting to order at 6:07.

III.	Minutes of OHA BOD meeting dated 11/1/2016
MOTION: To approve the meeting minutes as submitted.  Approved.

IV.	Review of Stoney/Springer 
[bookmark: _GoBack]A.	Review and documentation of board actions to date: This matter started in July when the Springers came to Roxy looking for a certificate of water availability.  They were asked if they had brought their plans to the Architectural Control Committee (ACC) and were given Lee’s contact information.  About Aug. 20, Lee talked to Mrs. Springer; she had emailed very vague plans to the ACC.  Lee looked over the plans, and he told her we needed a real site plan, elevation drawings, and some other information.  He said he felt that we would have problems because it seemed like a doublewide home, that this would draw a lot of resistance.  Lee went on vacation, and Jim Hennessey reviewed the plans. 
Lee and Jim knew we needed more information, so Lee contacted Mr. and Mrs. Springer. He told them we would have trouble with their model, and he pointed her to the Roosma model and to look at other possibilities that might fit better in the neighborhood.  Roxy received an email from Springers’ architect or engineer, and it referenced their model as a mobile home.  At the end of the second conversation, Mrs. Springer said they would continue this “negotiation”.  
Richard Jordan had a couple conversations with Stu Stephens, the realtor for the seller Stoney.  Richard told Stu we would not approve a doublewide, that we would have to get a decent modification or it wouldn’t fly.  Stu said it was not a doublewide, that it wasn’t even a manufactured home.  Richard disagreed, they parted ways.  In a later email Stu admitted that there is a prohibition against mobile homes in the property description in the ad for the lot.  Richard understands that this lot went under contract last January 7, that the deal was completely backwards, that they filed a permit with the county about April but didn’t come to the board until July or August, whereas you need to start with the ACC first.  It took a long time to get real plans from the Springers.  They moved the location of the home a couple of times.  There was a question about setbacks also.  We never got a proper site plan until late October.  
The first written response from Stoney and Derek Mann, the attorney, was Aug. 31.  There was a second communication Sept. 16.  Once Mann informed us that he had been retained to represent Stoney and the Springers, everything had to go through their attorney and our attorney Leahy.  Eventually there was agreement to have the ACC and Ron meet with the Springers, which happened on November 22.  The Springers had been proposing a shed roof but took it off the table at the meeting.  They also mentioned that their doublewide was already built and waiting for delivery, that any changes now would require major expense.  The ACC debated this, then concluded that it had to recommend denial of their application.  The ACC informed the Springers of this, and they expressed surprise, but the property is back on the market so they must have withdrawn from purchasing Lot 65.  
Did we ever receive a complete file from the Springers?  No, we have received it piece meal, we only got the site plan Nov. 11, that was the date we finally had enough information to make a reasonable decision, including the information about the shed roof that the Springers had been talking about.  But the roof was just a façade.  The shed roof was too expensive for them.  Should we face legal action, our lawyers have the information needed to present our side.  We also have enough information to tell our members why we spent the amount of money on our attorney.  Finally, this process has led us to revise the ACC guidelines.
Lee moved that we take an official vote on the ACC recommendation to deny the Springers’ application, seconded by David.  Approved by Dennie, Nathan (both were absent but had expressed their vote earlier), Harvey, Lee, Chris, Marcia, Jens, Ron, David.  Roxy recused herself.
B.	Status of application and preparation for next phase: Chris has drafted a letter to the Springers.  Roxy will put the letter Chris has drafted on the forum, we will revise on the forum.

V.	Architectural Guideline Update
A.	Status of Leahy rewrite: We discussed whether to use Leahy’s rewrite of section 2 of the CCRs or to go with his longer new section 9.  It was decided we would try to use the new section, that we would try to revise it ourselves as Lee suggested and then submit to Leahy for review to save expense.  Chris volunteered to have the first go at it, then Roxy would put it on the forum and have the rest of us work on it.  Harvey suggested adding language that if it looks like a mobile home, it won’t be allowed, but it was decided that this language would be too specific, that we needed more general language to be able to address possibilities of which we are not currently aware that may materialize.  We also need a half page cover statement that lays out what happened and why we need the changes, which David agreed to draft and put on the forum for revision.  We considered whether to wait until the annual meeting to bring this to the members, as we will need 65% approval, but we want to get this done sooner due to other lots being sold.  
B.	Brainstorm on what needs to be in the guidelines:  Richard Jordan discussed that we need to have realtors encourage buyers to go to the association first, not the county.  The property descriptions are inconsistent from one to another as far as whether mobile homes are allowed.  Roxy answers that it really is up to us to write the standards.  Then we can provide it to all the realty offices in town.  Ron will look at Buck Mountain’s CCRs as an example of better constructed CCRs.
C.	Plan for membership vote:  Let’s enlist some of our members, especially those who wanted to keep out the doublewide, to help with getting members to vote.  In the next mailing we can let people know in the newsletter that they will receive the chance to vote on amending our language soon.
D.	Roxy asked us to consider a fee for design review for future lots.  This can help to make up for the attorney cost in creating the new ACC standards.

VI.	Next Meeting scheduled Jan 3, 2017:
A.	Committee reports

 ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:47.
