April 10, 2017

BEFORE THE CITY OF HOOD RIVER PLANNING COMMISSION
HOOD RIVER, OREGON

I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION: O\NO\M

A. REQUEST: Quasi-Judicial Zone Change from Open Space/Public Facilities (OS/PF) to Urban High Density
Residential (R-3). Attachment “A”.

B. APPLICANT/PROPERTY OWNER: City of Hood River

C. PROPERTY LOCATION: 3N 10E 26DB Tax Lot #700 — the northwest corner of Wasco and Jaymar/20"
Streets. The parcel is zoned Open Space/Public Facilities (OS/PF) and is 5.33 acres in size. Attachment “B”.

D. SITE ZONING AND LAND USES: The site is known as Morrison Park and has been in park use and
open space, and there is currently an agreement between the Hood River Valley Parks and Recreation
District and the City for use as a disc golf course. Attachment “C”.

E. SITE ZONING HISTORY:
1954: Property was zoned Multiple Family Residential (R-3).
1980: Property was zoned Open Space/Public Land (OS/PF).
1983: Property remained OS/PF at adoption of the Comprehensive Plan map.

F. SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USES:
1. North: 1-84 — unzoned;
2. South: Skate park — OS/PF
3. West: Smaller light industrial businesses - LI
4. East: Single Family and some multi-family residential — R-3.

G. APPLICABLE HOOD RIVER MUNICIPAL CODE (HRMC) AND COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
CRITERIA:

HRMC Section 17.08.040 — Quasi-Judicial Zone Change Criteria

HRMC Section 17.08.050 — Transportation Planning Rule (Quasi-Judicial)

HRMC Section 17.09.040 — Quasi-Judicial Review Procedures

Goal 1 — Citizen Involvement: Policy A and Implementation Strategy B

Goal 2 — Land Use Planning: Policy 1 and Implementation Strategies a-d

Goal 4 — Forest Lands

Goal 5 - Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces

Goal 8 — Recreation Needs: All

Goal 10 — Housing: Policies 1, 6, 11, 12, 15, 18; and Strategies 1 and 3
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H. AGENCY COMMENTS: Notice of the subject application was sent to the Department of Land
Conservation and Development, Oregon Department of Transportation, Hood River County departments, City
of Hood River departments, and franchise utility providers.

I. ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNER COMMENTS: Property owners within 250 feet of the subject
properties were notified of this request. All written comments received are on the front page of the City of
Hood River’s website: www. cityofhoodriver.com.




J. APPLICATION HISTORY:
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Application submitted for Zone Change on August 26, 2016

Application deemed incomplete on August 26, 2016

Notice of Proposed Plan Amendment emailed to DLCD on August 26, 2016

Notice of Planning Commission and City Council hearings mailed to adjacent property owners on
September 23,2016

Planning Commission hearing on Zone Change and Site Plan Review held October 17, 2016

City Council hearing on Zone Change scheduled for October 24, 2016 — not held

Planning Commission hearing on February 21, 2017

Planning Commission hearing on April 17, 2017

City Council hearing scheduled for May 8, 2017

II. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

A. HRMC 17.08 - ZONE CHANGES AND PLAN AMENDMENTS

HRMC 17.08.030 — Quasi- Judicial Zone Changes and Plan Amendments: A

quasi-judicial zone or plan change may be initiated only by the application(s) of the owner(s) or authorized
agent of the subject property.

A. An application for a quasi-judicial zone or plan change shall be submitted to the City Planning

Department. The application shall include:

1. The applicable fee.

2. A statement by the applicant explaining the proposed zone or plan change, including existing
zoning and proposed zoning.

3. The tax map of the area being considered for a zone or plan change, indicating boundaries, existing
zoning, and existing comprehensive plan designation;

4. A copy of a document showing ownership of the subject property, and if the applicant is not the
owner, a letter of authorization from the owner;

5. A vicinity map showing the subject property and the surrounding parcels, together with their
current zoning;

6. The reason(s) for requesting the zone change;

7. Existing site conditions, including but not limited to: topography, public facilities and services,
natural hazards, natural areas, open space, scenic and historic areas, transportation, and present use
of the site;

8. An explanation of how the zone change complies with the Comprehensive Plan and criteria in this
chapter;

9. A statement of the potential effect(s) of the zone or plan change on the site; and

10. If an exception to a goal is required, applicant shall submit documentation establishing compliance
with Oregon Revised Statute ORS 197.732 and any applicable Oregon Administrative Rules.

FINDINGS: The submitted application materials include the fee and information in order to address
these requirements. The applicant provided an explanation of how the proposed zone change complies
with the Comprehensive Plan.

The Planning Director shall schedule at least one (1) public hearing on the application for zone or plan
changes before the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission shall forward its recommendation
to the City Council, which shall approve, approve with conditions, or deny the application.




FINDINGS: A public hearing will be held before the Planning Commission, and the Planning
Commission will forward a recommendation to the City Council. The City Council will approve,
approve with conditions, or deny the application in accordance with these requirements. Thus far
Planning Commission has held public hearings on October 17, 2016, February 21, 2017 and scheduled
for April 17, 2017.

C. The application shall not be approved unless the proposed zone or plan change would be in compliance
with the Comprehensive Plan and the criteria set forth in this chapter.

FINDINGS: Findings regarding compliance with the Comprehensive Plan and applicable criteria are
addressed below in this report.

D. Hearings under this chapter may be held only after required notification and shall be conducted in
conformance with the Review Procedures (Chapter 17.09).

FINDINGS: Notices were mailed to the Department of Land Conservation and Development in
accordance with OAR 660-018-0020. Notices also were mailed to agencies, utility providers and
affected property owners in conformance with the Review Procedures of HRMC 17.09 including the
Notice of Hearing requirements specified in HRMC 17.09.040 (G).

HRMC 17.08.040 - Quasi-Judicial Zone Changes and Plan Amendment Criteria:

A. Quasi-Judicial zone or plan changes may be approved if the change will not be unreasonably harmful or
incompatible with existing uses and one or more of the following exist:

1. A mistake was made in the original zone or plan designation; or

2. There is a public need for the change, and this identified need will be served by changing the zone or
plan designation for the subject property(ies); or

3. Conditions have changed within the affected area, and the proposed zone or plan change would
therefore be more suitable than the existing zone or plan designation.

FINDINGS: The findings in this staff report are based on the criteria that there is a public need for the
change, and this identified need will be served by changing the zone or plan designation for the subject

property(ies):

1. Quasi-Judicial zone or plan changes may be approved if the change will not be unreasonably harmful
or incompatible with existing uses:

The City interprets this provision to refer to existing uses in the surrounding area, not on site, which is
more consistent with the plain language of this policy because, by definition, every zone change will
change the zone of the subject site. Therefore, it would make no sense to require that the new zone uses
be compatible with the old zone uses since the point of a zone change application is to change the zone.
This is a request to change the zone, and the responsibility of the decision maker is to assess potential
conflict with the existing surrounding uses (i.e. changing the zone from OS/PF to Industrial for a
rendering plant adjacent to residential zoned land) with the proposed new zone designation. When a
provision in a code or plan presents any ambiguity, as in this case, ORS 197.829(1) requires LUBA and
the Court of Appeals to defer to the governing body’s interpretation:

197.829 Board to affirm certain local government interpretations. (1) The Land Use Board of Appeals
shall affirm a local government’s interpretation of its comprehensive plan and land use regulations,




unless the board determines that the local government’s interpretation:
(a) Is inconsistent with the express language of the comprehensive plan or land use regulation;
(b) Is inconsistent with the purpose for the comprehensive plan or land use regulation;

(c) Is inconsistent with the underlying policy that provides the basis for the comprehensive plan or
land use regulation; or

(d) Is contrary to a state statute, land use goal or rule that the comprehensive plan provision or land
use regulation implements.

“Based on the foregoing analysis, we conclude that, when a local government plausibly
interprets its own land use regulations by considering and then choosing between or
harmonizing conflicting provisions, that interpretation must be affirmed, as held in Clark and
provided in ORS 197.829(1)(a), unless the interpretation is inconsistent with all of the "express
language" that is relevant to the interpretation, or inconsistent with the purposes or policies
underpinning the regulations. We therefore reject petitioners' contrary contention.”

Siporen v. City of Medford, 349 Or 247, 252 & 259, 243 P3d 776 (2010)

From this holding it is clear that the City Council, as the body that adopted these

land use regulations and comprehensive plan provisions, has wide latitude in interpreting the
ambiguous provisions of its land use regulations and comprehensive plan. As such, this
criterion is met.

2. Housing Needs Analysis and Buildable Lands Inventory, funded by DLCD technical assistance grant
with Regional Solutions support in the prioritization and elements of the HNA/BLI. Based on input from
its public meetings on this subject, the Planning Commission duly noticed and conducted public hearings
and work sessions on June 22", June 29", July 6™ and July 20", 2015 produced a recommendation for
City Council to adopt the Buildable Lands Inventory and Housing Analysis and amendments to Goal 10.

3. The City Council conducted a public hearing on August 10™, 2015 at which time it reviewed the
Planning Commission recommendation and record, including the findings set forth in Exhibit A,
accepted additional oral and written testimony, and then deliberated and decided the matter on August
17", 2015.

Through ordinance number 2018 the Hood River Comprehensive Plan, Goal 10 — Housing
(Background Report, Goals, Policies, and Implementation Strategies for housing), adopted pursuant to
Ordinance 1487 on December 23, 1980 was repealed in its entirety. In its place a new Goal 10-
Housing (Background Report, Goals, Policies and Implementation Strategies for Housing) as set forth
in the Housing Needs Analysis was adopted and made part of the Hood River Comprehensive Plan
August 24", 2015.

4. At their September 15, 2015 meeting, the Council adopted along with the Housing Needs Analysis,
a strategy document. The Hood River Housing Strategy is organized into three broad strategic areas:

e Strategy 1 - Increasing residential land use efficiency,

e Strategy 2 - Regulation of secondary housing and short-term rental housing, and




e Strategy 3 - Development of affordable housing.

5. The broad goal of the Hood River Housing Strategy is to help the City manage the land within the
UGB to meet current and future housing development capacity while maintaining the character and
quality of life in Hood River and protecting public interests such as housing affordability, health,
safety and municipal revenues.

6. The actions reflected in the Housing Strategies are not being evaluated in a vacuum. This Council
and past Councils have been building on a vision set forth in our original Comprehensive Plan in
1983. The Comprehensive Plan is developed on the premise that if certain citizens and
governmental agencies work together toward shared goals, the City of Hood River and the
surrounding area will continue to be a good place to live and work. The purpose of the
Comprehensive Plan is to establish a land use planning process and policy framework as a basis for
all decisions and actions related to the use of land and to assure an adequate factual base for such
decisions. All these documents were evaluated along their adopted policies for each subsequent
study including the Housing Analysis.

Vision 1995 — Adopted by Council

Vision 2006 — Adopted by Council

Population 2008 — Adopted by Council

Transportation System Plan 2011 — Adopted by Council
Economic Opportunities Analysis 2011— Adopted by Council
Housing Needs Analysis 2015 — Adopted by Council

The City is working from a 1983 adopted plan for parks in the City. The City has not had an
updated plan in that time, so the City, in discussion with the Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DI.CD), is using the plan in the Comprehensive Plan. Since 1983 none of the parks
in the plan have been removed, and the 6 acre Waterfront Park added 21 acres on the eastside of
town, for possible use as trails to the Hood River.

7. The Council has made affordable housing its number one priority as an adopted Council goal for
the last few years. The Housing Strategy document Attachment “D” is the blueprint to adopt
zoning and municipal code changes so the City can address increasing land efficiency within our
urban growth area and develop affordable housing.

8. The Council decided in October, 2015 to begin the process to limit short term rentals in residential
zones, and that process is coming to an end soon with adopted regulations. The next steps were to
begin both Strategy #1 Increasing Residential Efficiency and Strategy and #3 Development of
Affordable Housing.

Action 1.1: Identify land to rezone to allow additional moderate- and high-density single-family
detached and multifamily development

This action will require that the City identify residential land to rezone for higher development
densities, with the intention of providing more opportunities for development of moderate- and
high-density single-family detached and multifamily housing. When selecting land to rezone, the
City should focus on land that is vacant, along transportation corridors, in areas with current or
planned water and wastewater service, in areas with current or planned access to retail and other
services, and in a location that will not disrupt existing neighborhoods. The areas selected for
rezoning should be areas where multifamily development is reasonably likely.
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Action 3.1: Identify publicly-owned properties that could be used for affordable housing and
partner with the Mid-Columbia Housing Authority to develop affordable housing

The City of Hood River and Hood River County have properties that they have identified as
surplus that may be suitable for affordable housing development. These surplus properties could
serve as the basis for a land bank for future affordable housing development.

The City and County should work with the Mid-Columbia Housing Authority to evaluate whether
these properties are suitable for affordable housing development and determine the best way to
proceed forward with developing affordable housing on these properties. In addition, the City and
County should help ensure that the land is zoned to allow the planned-for type of affordable
housing.

The potential impact of this policy on housing affordability in Hood River depends on the size and
number of the parcels and their potential housing capacity. At a minimum, this action will add
some number of new affordable rental housing units to Hood River’s rental housing stock. It could
result in development of a substantial number of new dwelling units for local residents in Hood
River.

This rezone is part of the Housing Strategy for affordable/multi-family housing. Morrison Park is
not the total solution of a need of housing to be at or below 80% AMI which means typically they
are renter households (apartments). Table 4 from the adopted Housing Needs Analysis shows that
the need is for 694 units. The City will need more R-3 Zoned parcels to meet the need and is
working toward that end with Strategy 1, however, Strategy 3 asks us to “identify publicly-owned
properties that could be used for affordable housing and partner with Mid-Columbia Housing
Authority to develop affordable housing’.

Table 1. Forecast of needed housing by housing type, Hood River UGB, 2015 to 2035

New Dwelling
Units
(2015-2035)
Total new dwelling units (2015-2035) 1,985
Dwelling units by structure type
Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 55%
equals Total new single-family detached DU 1,092
Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 10%
equals Total new single-family attached DU 199
Multifamily
Percent multifamily detached DU 35%
Total new muitifamily DU 694
equals Total new dwelling units (2015-2035) 1,985

Source: ECONorthwest
Note: DU is dwelling unit.

Morrison Park has been discussed for several years as a location for R-3 Zoning and affordable
housing. It was originally zoned R-3 in the 1954 Zoning Map, and was rezoned to Open
Space/Public Facilities in 1980 in recognition that it was city-owned land. It is included in the
City’s park inventory, and the only development was the Disc Golf Course which was allowed as a
temporary use. See Attachment “C”. Again, it is one small part in meeting the goals for housing in
Hood River.

Hood River has an existing deficit of affordable housing and one of the most significant ways that
the City can encourage development of housing is through ensuring that enough land is zoned for
residential development. Hood River has a very limited supply of land for multifamily




development. Hood River has approximately 18 acres of ‘vacant’ R-3 land. The supply of
available residential land may become more constrained if landowners choose to delay
development in these areas.

Morrison Park provides an excellent opportunity for implementation of the City’s Comprehensive
Plan and findings from the Housing Needs Analysis as it meets the criteria for finding public land
to be used for affordable housing. This zone change application meets the public need criteria for
a quasi-judicial rezone, and should be approved.

B. The hearing body shall consider factors pertinent to the preservation and promotion of the public health, safety,
and welfare, including, but not limited to:

1. The character of the area involved,;

2. It’s peculiar suitability for particular uses;

3. Conservation of property values; and

4. The direction of building development.

FINDINGS: The City has received testimony in opposition to this zone change request with much of the
opposition citing to the need for park lands, the preservation of open space, and the promotion of civic values. For
the City Council, this opposition testimony reflects a narrow segment of the values of our citizens, and is only part
of the City’s needs. On the other hand, there is the Council’s clearly stated policy to increase the amount and
availability of affordable housing (Council Goals 2014, 2015, 2016 & 2017). This Council policy embraces the
concept that “if you work here you should be able to live here” and a revised Goal 10 (Housing) that references the
Buildable Lands and Housing Needs Analysis completed in 2015 (Strategy #3- Housing Needs Analysis). A
technical question raised by the opposition testimony is why does the City have to rezone public land to meet this
affordable housing need? The response is that the private sector housing market cannot and has not met the public
need for affordable housing. The City has also received testimony in support of the zone change.

We have the unusual circumstance of being a small town in the center of a federally designated National Scenic
Area (NSA). Thousands of acres of private and public land designated for protection surround the City. We have
designated Scenic Area lands on 3 boundaries of the City (called Urban Area by the NSA). This designation has
brought a dramatic increase in tourism, and the Urban Areas are expected to accommodate these burgeoning
tourism needs. Those needs include lodging, eating, recreation, maintenance, retail - the whole gamut of the tourist
economy and local residents need to keep their “playground” available. The typical worker in these tourist
businesses, however, earns minimum wage, or just above. The typical worker in these tourist businesses cannot
afford any type of housing in Hood River. Does the typical worker, then, have to live elsewhere in order to work
here? The Council has adopted policies that suggest that people who work in the Hood River community should
have decent affordable housing options within this community.

1. The private housing industry has said it cannot build multi-family in Hood River (see letter from
David Simon 2/10/17 Attachment “B”) because of land cost and availability and financing. The
available housing and home sale prices bear that out. Joel Madsen, Mid-Columbia Housing
Authority will provide supporting testimony that subsidized housing is critical in supporting the
workers and our community’s infrastructure. The Housing Needs Analysis concluded there are just
enough residential lands for the next 20 years. However, there currently are no lands available for
subsidized attached housing within the City. Some argue this is the greatest need in Hood River.
Since the private sector cannot provide low cost land or developments, public sector investment is
required to provide housing for people who work here and cannot afford market housing prices, or
we will be forced to accept that we cannot accommodate all the City’s workers, and they must live
elsewhere. The City is working on providing several other public parcels for housing, but the need
is great and immediate and Tax Lot #700 is the opportunity before us. The housing needs analysis
(HNA) found that over 2,000 units are needed within the next 20 years and approximately 1,000 of
those units need to be at a price point that is affordable to a household of four earning at or below
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$52,900 per year (at or below 80% AMI). In addition to the public need shown in the HNA, a
recent Oregon economic analysis identifies Hood River County as being in the 90" percentile of
least affordable rural counties in the COUNTRY with a price to income ratio greater than 3.7.
Because the purpose of the rezone of Tax Lot 700 is to provide a parcel available for the
development low income housing to meet this need, staff concludes that the public need for the re-
zone of tax lot 700 has been justified by addressing the character of the area involved; It’s peculiar
suitability for particular uses; conservation of property values; and the direction of building
development.

FINDINGS: In reviewing the letters of opposition to the rezone, it became evident that addressing
their reasons for opposition to the rezone could be affirmatively addressed with the City’s reasons
under this criterion to approve.

1. No neighborhood park within a 15-20 minute walk of the neighborhood. Skate Park is a single use
park.

Finding/Response: Skate Park is a park that has some open area along with the improvements.

2. Connectivity to Waterfront and Hook depend on Morrison Park connection.

Finding/Response: A path on connection to the waterfront/Hook is in the City’s TSP and will be
included in this rezone as a condition of approval (i.e. connection from Wasco to 20™"

3. Poor location for public housing because all kids would have to be bussed, and cannot walk to
school.

Finding/Response: The location of the property does require bussing kids to school, however, the
location of the property is near Safeway, Rite-Aid, adjacent to the transit, walking distance to
commercial zoned shopping, while not being bussed, it meets a high percentage of the indicators for
placement of multi-family housing according to Joel Madsen, Director of Columbia/Cascade Housing.

This rezone is part of Housing Strategy #3 where the City will also be looking at the parcel on
Cascade/20" (ODOT) and the public works yard (County/City Shops), but all those parcels along with
possible rezoned parcels within the City’s TGM Westside Planning area will be needed to
accommodate the need. This parcel is available and owned outright by the City.

4. Public housing should be in small clusters, not all in one geographic area in the City.

Finding/Response: The reality is that multi-family is developed in the High Density Residential R-3
Zone. There are pockets of R-3, as you see in the southern portion of the City (there are 5 public
housing projects in close proximity to each other all off Sieverkropp and 8™ Streets where there is one
public housing development in this neighborhood (Rio Vista) and Columbia Villa off Cascade/ Oak. If
anything, the Sieverkropp neighborhood has the most multi-family units called “public” in the entire
City by a large number.

Of the testimony received, most are those residents that live west of 13" Street and east of 20™ Street —
an R-3 neighborhood, not a single family neighborhood.

5. No sidewalks on Wasco — dangerous to walk or take a stroller or small kids to store.

Finding/Response: Any development on the parcel will be required to construct sidewalks as a
condition of approval. There are sidewalks up to 20™ and Cascade and a crosswalk, and there will just
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be a small gap along the north side of Wasco toward Wal-Mart.
6. This is a truck route and cars drive fast (speeding tickets).
Finding/Response: The police chief said that when the 4 way stop at 20™ and Wasco was installed, the

speeding was reduced and few tickets are written now. This development does not change this
designation.

7. Cascade/20" is a problematic intersection.

Finding: A traffic impact analysis (TIA) was required as part of the rezone process. The finding was
essentially that the intersection gets no worse with OS/PF or R-3 during the 20 year time period, but
there are traffic issues. The City may have to make improvements and/or a future developer (who will
have to provide their own TIA) and what ODOT will require is not yet known.

8. The skateboard park is already a nuisance to the neighborhood with people sleeping in restrooms,
trash, noise, litter, and the neighbors are charged with keeping it up.

Finding/Response: Parks District has an agreement with City. There will be open space on the site and
any multi-family will have a playground community gathering spaces

9. This is just “putting out a fire” because the land is free.

Finding/Response: This rezone is part of Housing Strategy #3 where the City will also be looking at
the parcel on Cascade/20™ (ODOT) and the public works yard (County/City Shops), but all those
parcels along with possible rezoned parcels within the City’s TGM Westside Planning area will be
needed to accommodate the need. This parcel is available and owned outright by the City.

10. City is “dumping” housing onto Morrison Park without a plan.

Finding/Response: This rezone is part of Housing Strategy #3 where the City will also be looking at
the parcel on Cascade/20" (ODOT) and the public works yard (County/City Shops), but all those
parcels along with possible rezoned parcels within the City’s TGM Westside Planning area will be
needed to accommodate the need. This parcel is available and owned outright by the City.

11. Wasco neighborhood is already a low income area; this is turning it into a “ghetto”. (City Planner
note: Ghetto is defined as a crowded part of a city lived in by a specific ethnic group that is usually
impoverished).

Finding/Response: The City as a whole has one of the highest real estate values in the State of Oregon.
There is only one public housing complex in this neighborhood (Rio Vista) in the area between
Cascade/Wasco 7™ and 20™ - a large geographic area. The only other multiple units were sold as
condominiums years ago.

12. Removal of trees is of top concern on other planning projects, why not here?

Finding/Response: There are code requirements for multi-family development for tree retention
similar to the PUD the neighbor is referring to: 17.16.050 Multi-Family and Group Residential
Decision Criteria_under Natural Features: Significant natural features shall be protected to the
maximum extent feasible. Where existing natural or topographic features are present, they shall be used
to enhance the development. The use of small streams in the landscaping design shall be encouraged
rather than culvert and fill. Existing trees and large woody plants shall be left standing except where
necessary for building placement, sun exposure, safety, or other valid purpose. Vegetative buffers should
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be lefi along major street or highways, or to separate adjacent uses. The use should have minimal
adverse impacts on the land and water quality. Possible impacts to consider may include pollution, soil
contamination, siltation, and habitat degradation or loss.

13. We are losing a public space. Neighbors use the park every day for walking, hiking, disc golf and
dog walking.

Findings/Response: There is technically a park across the street, there will more sidewalks, and
affordable housing is the number one priority in the City.

14. Lacking infrastructure (look at rest of Wasco after improvements made to site).

Findings/Response: From Engineering — Sewer is located on the north property line, water is located in
Wasco. Infrastructure is available to the property. Traffic addressed below.

15. Traffic.

Findings/Response: See Attachment “E’” the City’s Traffic Impact Analysis. Essentially there are
issues now that exist with or without the zone change. They will be addressed at the hearing.

16. R-3 next to LI will interfere with LI uses.

Findings/Response: In a small town these zone boundaries can run into each other. This I/R-2
boundary exists at 13" and Wasco and it has been successful for 20 years. The review of a future multi-
family project can include discussion of interface between the two zones.

17. Where will residents walk and play? Will they cut-through to Walmart through LI property?

Findings/Response: This is not necessarily reviewed as part of a rezone application, however, future
development will be required to construct sidewalk along their frontage. That will add sidewalk along
Wasco except for a small stretch by the cabinet shop all the way to Wal-Mart. There is sidewalk and a
pedestrian crossing at 20"/Cascade in place already.

18. Use existing residential lands first.
Findings/Response: Strategy #3 specifically states that we “Identify publicly-owned properties that

could be used for housing and partner with the Mid-Columbia Housing Authority to develop affordable
housing. This property has been under consideration for at least 11 years for rezone or development.

19. What makes Morrison Park so unique?

Findings/Response: its strategic location as a connection to the Waterfront will not be eliminated as
part of this zone change. It’s a connection the City has been aware of for many years (having applied
for grants to cross the railroad tracks for a bridge to the Hook), and it is in adopted Transportation
System Plan (TSP) as a bicycle and pedestrian access to the Waterfront. Any future development will
have to set aside land to accommodate that connection.

20. Vision Conflict.

Findings/Response: The 2006 Vision states that the most important topic is affordable housing (page 5
— Hood River 2020 Keeping Hood River on Track — Public Feedback Report) “affordable housing,
which received the most “first priority’ responses of any of the issues, over a hundred more “first
priority’ responses than the second place issue, more than open space/environmental protection.”
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Conclusion: Based on the above findings as they relate to the character of the area involved; its peculiar suitability
for particular uses; conservation of property values; and the direction of building development, affirmative findings
support the approval of the zone change. Further findings in this report will also support the zone change.

HRMC 17.08.050 — Transportation Planning Rule (Legislative or Quasi-Judicial)

17.08.050 Transportation Planning Rule (Legislative and Quasi-Judicial)

A. Zone changes and amendments to the comprehensive plan and land use regulations which significantly
affect a transportation facility shall assure that allowed land uses are consistent with the function, capacity,
and level of service of the facility identified in the Transportation System Plan. This shall be accomplished
by one of the following:

1.
2.

3.

4.

Limiting allowed land uses to be consistent with the planned function of the transportation facility;
Amending the Transportation System Plan to ensure that existing, improved, or new transportation
facilities are adequate to support the proposed land uses consistent with the requirement of the
Transportation Planning Rule;

Altering land use designations, densities, or design requirements to reduce demand for automobile
travel and meet travel needs through other modes;

Amending the Transportation System Plan to modify the planned function, capacity or performance
standards of the transportation facility.

B. A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a transportation facility if it

1.
2.
3.

Changes the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility;

Changes standards implementing a functional classification system;

As measured at the end of the planning period identified in the adopted transportation system plan or,

when evaluating highway mobility on state facilities, as measured at the end of the 20 year planning

horizon or a planning horizon of 15 years from the proposed date of the amendment adoption,

whichever is greater:

a. Allows types or levels of land use that would result in levels of travel or access that are inconsistent
with the functional classification of a transportation facility;

b. Would reduce the level of service of the facility below the minimum acceptable level identified in
the Transportation System Plan; or

c. Worsen the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility that is otherwise projected
to perform below the minimum acceptable performance standard identified in the TSP or
comprehensive plan.

C. Traffic Impact Analysis. A Traffic Impact Analysis or Traffic Assessment Letter shall be submitted with a
plan or land use regulation amendment or a zone change application. (See Section 17.20.060 Transportation
Impact Analysis).

FINDINGS:

1. Attachment “E” is the Traffic Impact Analysis for the rezone of Morrison Park. It details the 20 year
impact of the property essentially by stating that all of the improvements recommended as "mitigation" for
the rezone were already identified as being needed in your TSP - which assumes the current OS/PF zoning
for that property. So even if you don't do the rezone, you will still need every one of those improvements
over the next 20 years.

The only reason this is an issue for the rezone is because according to the TPR, you can't make a bad
situation any worse. Even though the impact of the rezone is very small (notice how little the results change
in Table 5), it is enough to trigger the TPR requirement.
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2. The Traffic Impact Analysis is being reviewed by ODOT (Oregon Department of Transportation), and
their comments will be sent prior to the hearing.

B. CITY OF HOOD RIVER COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:
GOAL 1 - CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT

GOAL:  Maintain a citizen involvement program that ensures the opportunity for citizens to be
involved in all phases of the planning process.

FINDING: A public hearing will be held before the Planning Commission, and the Planning
Commission will forward a recommendation to the City Council. The City Council will approve,
approve with conditions, or deny the application in accordance with these requirements. Thus far
Planning Commission has held two public hearings on October 17, 2016, February 21,2017 and
scheduled for a third public hearing April 17, 2017. Thereafter, the City Council will conduct a public
hearing on May 8, 2017. There will be at least four (4) public hearings open to the public and where
public testimony is welcomed. As such, Goal 1 of the Comprehensive Plan is met.

GOAL 4 - FOREST LANDS

GOAL: To conserve forest lands for forest uses.

FINDING: Within the City of Hood River, there are no existing or potential lands which are suitable
for commercial forestry use. There are a few forested spots inside the City which are located in parks or
open space areas, floodplains, and other environmentally protected areas. These limited sites will
continue to be protected by the zoning applied to those lands. As such Goal 4 is not applicable to this
application.

GOAL 5 - OPEN SPACES SCENIC AND HISTORIC AREAS AND NATURAL RESOURCES
IL OPEN SPACES

GOALS

Open space and natural areas are an integral part of the City of Hood River’s livability. A wide range of types and
sizes of open space and natural areas within the urban area should provide, diverse plant and animal habitat,
visual and special breaks from urban uses and places for recreation, facilities for community events, trails for
pedestrian and bicycle transportation and sports activities. Open space and natural areas may be in the form of;
parks, public school grounds, trails, natural areas and areas of special interest, river and stream corridors, open
space easements and right-of-way, and lands excluded from development.

Maintaining open space and natural areas in an urban area is a difficult task, and one that becomes more complex
during periods of rapid growth. However, providing open space in the urban area for the benefit of existing and
future residents is important. The following goals are intended to enhance, create and protect the City of Hood
River’s open space and natural areas

IIl. NATURAL RESOURCES

Wetland and riparian areas have a variety of native plant species that are adapted to growing in locations where
the soils are wet during all or part of the year. Well established wetlands and riparian areas provide a complex
ecosystem that support a diverse combination of plants and animals.

Wetlands and riparian areas within Hood River and the Urban Growth Area were inventoried and evaluated in
July 2003 as part of the Local Wetland Inventory, a required Periodic Review update for Goal 5. The Port of Hood
River conducted and Economic, Social, Environment and Energy Analysis (ESEE) for the Columbia River
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Waterfront area in May 2004 to allow for greater flexibility for development along that area of the Columbia
River.’

The riparian areas along the Columbia River, Hood River, Indian Creek and Phelps Creek are considered a
significant resource under Statewide Planning Goal 5.

FINDINGS:

The protections afforded to OS zoned land by HRCP Goal 5 apply only to land that is zoned OS and which
the City Council has deemed appropriate to retain as OS-zoned land. This policy protects land that has and
will retain the OS designation so as to preserve the open space values and resources that the council
recognized on the parcel. This policy does not impose any requirement nor does it impose any additional
procedural steps for the de-designation of an OS zoned parcel to a non-OS designation. Nothing in this or
any other Goal 5 policy prevents the City from de-designating OS-zoned land to some non-OS
designation. Only if a particular parcel were an inventoried Goal 5 resource and that designation had been
imposed after an ESEE analysis as required by the Goal 5 Administrative Rule would there be an additional
step required before the parcel could be de-designated. In that case, the city would have to amend its Goal
5 inventory before the protective zone or designation could be removed from the property and before the
site could be removed from the Goal 5 inventory.

That is not the case with regard to the Morrison Park site because it is not an inventoried Goal 5 resource
and was never subject to an ESEE analysis. As such, the only procedural requirements and the only
applicable criteria attendant to the de-designation of this parcel from OS to a non-OS designation are the
standard zone change criteria. Goal 5 only applies to this parcel if it were to retain the OS designation, and
then it would serve to protect the site’s open space and other Goal 5 resource values. Because the property
is not an inventoried Goal 5 resource, nothing in Goal 5 prevents the Council from de-designating the
parcel to a non-OS zone. As such, criterion has been met.

There are federal, state and city processes for identifying critical habitat or environmentally
protected areas. Nothing on this parcel has been designated under those procedures. You will have
the opportunity through the site plan review to identify trees, drainages or other natural features to
be protected. Since the City owns this parcel, our very environmentally aware City Council will no
doubt demand a development that preserves the best that is there while meeting critical housing
needs.

From Arthur Babitz, ex-Mayor, local historian: “Assertions were made the parcel contains old
growth trees. This parcel was directly uphill from the Jaymar lumber mill (down by the Hook) and
within a mile of six other mills. There is no reason to believe it is significantly different from other
undeveloped parcels within the UGA, containing second growth fir and pine with some older
oak.”

GOAL 8 - RECREATIONAL NEEDS

GOAL: To satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the community and visitors to the area.

! These documents are incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan as back ground reports:
Hood River Local Wetlands Inventory and Wetlands Significance Determinations, prepared by Wetlands Consulting — July
2003; Hood River Riparian Corridors Inventory and Riparian Corridors Significance Determinations, prepared by Wetlands
Consulting — July 2003; Goal 5 Inventory for the Columbia River Waterfront Area, prepared by Vigil and Agrimis, Inc. — May
2004; and Hood River Waterfront Goal 5 Economic, Social, Environmental and Energy Analysis, prepared by Vigil and
Agrimis, Inc. — September 2004.
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