
 
 

Argay Neighborhood Association 
Special Meeting 

Agenda:  Infill/Flaglot, and Survey (Questionnaire) 
March 15, 2006 

 
 
The meeting was called to order by the Chair at 6:30 p.m. at Fire Station 2. 
 
Board Members  
    Present:  Chair Valerie Curry; Secretary Bonnie Scott; Treasurer Dana McCray; Parks/Park Patrol Jane Roffey Berry. 
    Absent:  Traffic/Transportation Tina Scarborough; Argay Beautification Kyle Ziegler 
 
Also attending:  Kevin Partain of Urban Visions, representing the owners of property at 3201 NE 135th Avenue, and 102 Argay 
residents in addition to board members, all of whose names are on record at the EPNO offices. 
 
The meeting was turned over to Bonnie Scott, temporarily handling land-use issues for ANA, who explained that last summer 
ANA was approached by several Argay residents whose properties adjoined the property at 3201 NE 135th.  They had learned 
that owners of that property had submitted an application to create a flaglot adjacent to and near their homes on which another 
house would be constructed.  Neighborhood concerns, inter alia, are loss of privacy, loss of quiet enjoyment of one’s home and 
decrease in property values of all properties affected; the major concern was that easements were being ignored.  
 
Bonnie explained that, per ANA’s bylaws, “The purpose of the Association is to maintain, protect and if possible enhance the 
value and desirability of any and all residential property in the Argay Neighborhood.”  ANA has met several times with the 
adjacent property owners and has consulted as well with Holly Hills Homeowners Association (HHHA) whose board members 
have confirmed that the plat carries a deed restriction which goes with the land. 
 
In February 2006, ANA received written notification from Urban Visions as representative of the property owners in question 
advising that they were preparing a land division application to create a flag pole access to Tax Lot 12200 and develop with a 
single family detached dwelling; that prior to applying for the necessary approval, they would like the opportunity to discuss 
issues with surrounding property owners/residents.  That is the purpose of this meeting. 
 
Three Holly Hills Homeowners Association (HHHA) board members attending the meeting were introduced. 
 
In answer to specific questions, Kevin Partain said he “represents” Urban Visions, “took over that business in 2003.”  He has 
been hired by the owners to obtain permits and complete other necessary paperwork with the City; he is also employed by the 
builder Palace Construction which is local, here since sometime in the 90’s, and that they do almost all infill.   
 
In order to go forward with the project, they were requesting a land division to create a flaglot on which a house would be built, 
described as a single-family house, two stories, between 2,000-2,400 square feet.  The existing house has a second-story deck 
that will be 2.8 feet from the new flagpole lot line of Parcel II, but a minimum of three feet is required. It was decided that, 
instead of adjusting the deck, they would request an adjustment from 3 feet to 2.8 feet to allow for the existing second-story 
deck.  The new structure would be a spec home.  The holly (now acting as natural screens to some of the surrounding homes) 
would be removed.  Asked if they were under the City’s requirement to replace the equivalent of any trees removed, he stated 
that “holly is on the nuisance plant list.”  He “believed” a large, old sycamore on the back of the property “would have to remain 
with the development.”   
An attendee stated the homeowners association needed to approve any right of way, and Partain disagreed.  Numerous 
attendees asked how the applicants, owners and/or the City felt they could ignore the CC&Rs and the easement which 
precludes building on that property, how deed restrictions could be ignored.  Partain did not know.   
 
An Argay resident/contractor familiar with the property explained that the project in question is referred to in the trade as a 
“suicide lot” because “You can’t sell the house in front, and you can’t sell the house in back.”  He stated similar lots have 
remained on the market for as much as two years. 
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An apparent discrepancy in the actual size of the property was discussed.  Partain disclaimed any knowledge of that—“Kent 
Cox put this application together.”  Asked who actually owned the property, Partain responded, “Schlatter.”  Asked if the lot has 
been sold, Partain said no, if the application were approved by the City, the lot would be sold separately from the house.   
 
The resident/contractor expressed concern that the builder might not be looking at erosion control and drainage, which could 
affect all properties below the lot.    
 
An attendee noted a 12-foot right-of-way is required. It was asked how fire department could access the lot.  Partain said that 
was up to the City.   
 
A homeowner whose property is included in the parcel in which deed restrictions apply said that the original homeowners were 
deeded that green space, with restrictions, for $10 many years ago.  It was surveyed in 1964 and that is how another tax lot was 
created from the original lot.  Those deed restrictions go with the property regardless of the number of owners.  
 
Asked by another Argay homeowner if they were requesting a variance, Partain said they have officially requested a “land 
division,” that “variance” is a term some jurisdictions use to describe adjustment to code standards.  The questioner said, “Are 
you subdividing the lot and requesting a variance to the deed?  Partain replied, “Yes.”  He explained that when the land use 
application was submitted, the City mailed a notice to neighbors within 150 feet of the property in question (15 notices were 
sent), but the requirement for a neighborhood meeting was because of the “adjustment to the deck.”  
 
There were multiple inquiries as to why CC&R’s, easements, deed restrictions, would simply be ignored by applicants, and why 
they thought the City would turn a blind eye to those impediments, none of which Partain would address.   
 
An attendee expressed the opinion that the City is making the city less livable; skinny houses tower over neighbors’ back yards 
causing shade so vegetables can’t be grown.  She described the dilemma of a friend whose house [adjacent to infill housing] 
was on the market two years, “and they had to virtually give it away.”  Partain said that because of the Urban Growth Boundary 
program, the City is trying to absorb all vacant lots. 
 
At 7:15 p.m. there were no more questions of Mr. Partain, who departed. 
 
Bonnie read aloud portions of the City’s notification to ANA, noting the discrepancy in the property size:  In the City’s notification, 
Parcel I is declared to be 7,886 sq. ft. and Parcel II to be 10,246 sq. ft., totaling 18,132 sq. ft.  The tax records and the survey 
done May 18, 1964 by Pettijohn Engineering Co. reflect Parcel I at 9,600 sq. ft. and Parcel II at 5,500 sq. ft., totaling only 15,100 
sq. ft., a difference of 3,032 sq. ft.  Still another attendee pointed out that the easement that came with the plot still exists. 
 
Because of the requirement imposed by the City that ANA submit its position within seven days of this meeting (by March 24), 
Bonnie will request an extension in which to formulate ANA’s response. 
 
A hand vote of those opposed to the application was taken:  No one in attendance approved the proposal. 
   
A discussion of actions to be taken next by the ANA followed; offers of professional assistance were accepted.  Those attending 
were  reminded of the Tuesday, March 21, general meeting. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 7:50 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
     Valerie Curry, Chair 
 


