
 

City of Hood River           Hood River City Hall 
Planning Commission           City Council Chambers 
Public Hearing                                       211 Second St 
August 6, 2018                                                    5:30 p.m. 
 

MINUTES 
 
 

I.  MEETING CALLED TO ORDER at 5:34 p.m. 
 

PRESENT:  Commissioners Arthur Babitz (Vice Chair), Mark Frost, Megan Ramey, Bill Irving, Sue 
Powers, Tina Lassen, Tim Counihan 
 
ABSENT: 
 
STAFF: Planning Director Dustin Nilsen, Senior Planner Kevin Liburdy 

 
II.  PLANNING DIRECTOR’S UPDATE: 
 

Dustin Nilsen:  Regarding the Jovanovic PUD, it is anticipated the hearing will be continued following 
submittal of new information. 
 
The next meeting for Legislative File No. 2018-07 will focus on land use scenarios in the Westside 
Area Concept Plan Report, as well as discussion of Accessory Dwelling Unit regulations under 
Legislative File Nos. 2018-05 and 2018-06  
 
Regarding the zone change at Morrison Park, there has been an indefinite continuance at the Court 
of Appeals. 
 

III. PUBLIC HEARING: 
 

Acting Chair Babitz called the hearing to order, read the procedural script, and asked if there were 
any procedural questions.  There were no procedural questions. 
 
FILE NO.: 2018-14 by One Community Health (OCH) 
PROPOSAL:  Modify existing conditional use permit redevelopment of an existing health care center 
including concurrent review of a minor partition.  
LOCATION:  849 Pacific Ave. Legal Description: 3N10E36CC Tax Lots:  100, 202, 203 
ZONE:  High Density Residential (R-3) Zone 
 
Babitz acknowledges entire Planning Commission is present and asked Commissioners for any bias, 
ex-parte contact, or conflict of interest. 
 
Mark Frost states no conflict of interest or bias, but ex-wife is clinical operations director at OCH. 
Has had no ex-parte conversation about the project. 
 
Arthur Babitz disclosed that he drives by the site on occasion, noticed nice community garden, and is 
interested in knowing if there is a plan for a community garden with the proposed plan. 



 

 
Babitz asked the audience if they would like to question or if there are any challenges to any of the 
commissioners.  There were none. 
 
Babitz asked the commissioners if they would like to challenge any of the commissioners.  There 
were none. 
 
STAFF REPORT: 
 
Senior Planner Kevin Liburdy explained the proposal is a eplacement of existing 15,000-square-foot 
health center and a 1,680-square-foot modular office building with a two story healthcare facility of 
approximately 36,500-square feet including approximately 147 off-street parking spaces and 
associated site improvements. The project also includes consolidation of three existing parcels into a 
single parcel through a minor partition which is being reviewed concurrently.  The project is 
expected to occur in phases.  Construction of a new building is occur while the existing operations 
continue in the existing health facility, followed by demolition of existing facility, construction of the 
parking lot, and completion of landscaping improvements. The idea to continue operations 
throughout the process. The change to the size of the healthcare center impacts things like traffic, 
and parking and as such it is being processed as a major modification to the existing conditional use 
permit. 
 
Liburdy described the location and zoning of the site, as well as applicable criteria. 
 
Liburdy noted several issues including recognizing there are no standards for commercial parking in 
the R-3 zone. The applicant submitted a parking demand analysis suggested they need 120 spaces to 
operate and proposing 147. The staff report finds this is acceptable but Liburdy asks for the 
commission’s review and critique of those findings.  Also, the traffic analysis report finds 
intersections at 13th and Belmont and 12th and Union, currently meet requirements for traffic 
improvements including a traffic signal on 13th and traffic control change at 12th.  The City’s code 
states that in order to move forward with a development that impacts public facilities, we need to 
provide adequate facilities. There are provisions in code that allow findings of adequate facilities 
when developer contributes a proportionate of share of the cost of an improvement. A condition of 
approval is recommended that applicant contribute little over $4,000 towards these improvements 
as well as other improvements. 
 
The applicant is interested in making changes to exterior design of building.  The staff report is 
based on the materials that are before the commission.  Staff reviewed the design changes and do 
not believe significant revisions need to be made to the staff report to accommodate the changes. 
 
Frost asked about egress and ingress.   
 
Liburdy explained proposed location of vehicular access and the findings of the traffic analysis which 
suggests the application meets sight distance requirements but could be improved. City engineer 
reviewed and suggest that, if the applicant would like to remove on-street parking to improve sight 
distance, the applicant would be responsible for those costs. 
 
Babitz asked for clarification about impacts to off-site intersections. 
 



 

Liburdy responded the traffic impact analysis indicates the proposed development will impact 
intersections at 13th and Belmont and 12th and Union, and described the improvements that are 
recommended by the City’s transportation system plan. 
 
Lassen asked about the cost of the off-site improvements and what happens with a proportionate 
share payment. 
 
Liburdy responded that an estimate for the cost of improvements is included in the TSP, and that 
the applicant’s proportionate share will be held until improvements can be completed in 
conjunction with ODOT. 
 
APPLICANT TESTIMONY: 
 
Lisa McClellan of Scott Edwards Architecture, owner’s representative Scott Hege, and OCH Facilities 
Manager Richard Rice introduced themselves.  
 
McClellan explained they took another look at the Pacific Ave. corner of the building where the scale 
seems too monolithic for the neighborhood’s character. They revised the design for corner to break 
the scale down, and they presented copies of the revised design to the commission, staff and 
audience for consideration. McClellan described proposed changes to the design. 
 
Ramey asked why pedestrian access is not proposed from 8th Street. 
 
McClellan and Rice explained pedestrian connections to site is primarily from the parking lot, but a 
pedestrian connection is proposed on the south side of the building from 8th Street.  She also noted 
there is a green space on the south side of the building where a smaller community garden may be 
located.  
 
Lassen asked about fencing. 
 
McClellan described existing and proposed fencing. 
 
Ramey asked about street improvements and bike lanes.  
 
Liburdy responded that the City’s TSP anticipates a bicycle boulevard on 8th Street with shared lane 
markings, and it identifies Pacific Ave. as a Collector street with on-street parking which requires 
bikes to share lanes with vehicles.  
 
Frost suggested allowing both on-street parking and bike lanes on 8th Street. 
 
Liburdy suggested the commission could recommend to the City Engineer swapping on-street 
parking (if necessary) for bike lane on Pacific Ave. 
 
Babitz explained that the biggest issue to him is the scale of the building.  The proposed building is 
smaller than Horizon Christian School, but asked about the height compared to other buildings in 
the area. 
 



 

McClellan responded that the height of the OCH building is comparable to other buildings in the 
area in every direction with two-story building height.  
 
Counihan asked about the Engineering Department’s requirement to install a catch basin on Pacific 
Ave.  
 
McClellan responded that the civil engineer reviewed this and it was a surprise.  Staff changes in the 
City’s Engineering Department led to some discrepancies between comments received at the time 
of the pre-application conference and at the time of the formal application.  She explained 
stormwater treatment will be in the parking lot because the site is relatively flat and the location 
lends itself well to this location.  
 
Scott Hege noted the existing conditions map depicts topographical contours. 
 
Babitz asked staff about the status of proportionate share agreement for 12th & Pacific that was 
problematic. 
 
Liburdy responded by describing the reimbursement district that was formed for that signalization 
project and that it has been completed.  
 
PROPONENT TESTIONY:  There was none. 
 
NEUTRAL TESTIMONY:  There was none. 
 
OPPONENT TESTIMONY:  There was none. 
 
APPLICANT’ REBUTTAL:  There was none. 
 
STAFF RECAP: 
 
Liburdy summarized revisions to the design of the exterior of the building, and suggested labeling 
the new application materials, and making sure the building permit is consistent with design 
changes. He recommended presenting suggestions for bike lanes on Pacific Ave. to the City 
Engineer. 
 
Irving asked about the street cross section for Pacific Avenue. 
 
Liburdy referred to the City’s TSP where Pacific Ave. is designated as Collector street and there are 
two alternative cross sections, as well as to the land division ordinance.  
 
Babitz asked if there are any questions before closing the hearing.  
 
Counihan noted that staff asked for feedback regarding off-street parking. 
 
Liburdy explained there are no standards in the R3 Zone for commercial uses for parking. However, 
the applicant presented a parking demand analysis and found 120 spaces are needed.  
 
Ramey asked whether there is an incentive program for employees to bike to work. 



 

 
Rice responded that there is no incentive program but there is interior bike storage for employees 
as well as a shower/locker room.  
 
Powers asked how many bike parking spaces will be provided based on the updated design. 
 
McClellan responded that the note on the plan indicating five spaces will be provided is incorrect. 
 
Liburdy noted that proposed bike parking exceeds City requirements. 
 
Powers asked about the design of the roof and proximity to property line, and what a typical height 
is for a two-story building. 
 
McClellan explained the design has evolved and the overhang was reduced to 5’6”.  She also 
explained floor heights for commercial uses as well as parapets on the roof used for screening, and 
how they affect total building height.  
 
Babitz asked about roof-top mechanical units and requirements. 
 
Liburdy noted there are criteria for height and screening, and there will there be screens around 
mechanical units on the roof.   
 
McClellan confirmed the two roof-top mechanical units will be close to the center of the building to 
reduce visibility, and that screens will be provided. 
 
Counihan asked about trees depicted on the landscaping plan and suggested use of native species. 
 
McClellan responded that different species of trees are proposed with the biggest canopies over 
parking lot.  Native species were taken into consideration for drought tolerance for purposes of 
reducing irrigation expenses.  
 
Babitz closed record. 
 
DELIBERATIONS: 
 
Frost supports project but suggests thinking about bike lanes not only adjacent to the site but along 
other portions of Pacific Ave. 
 
The commissioners discussed car and bike parking, and did not have concerns. 
 
The commissioners discussed the scale and compatibility of the building, and complimented the 
applicant. 
 
Dustin Nilsen suggested acknowledging the packet that was handed out by SEA Architects dated 
8/6/18 NE (new).  
 
Lassen questioned whether a chain link fence is appropriate and would prefer to see wooden 
fences. 



 

 
Babitz noted that there was no testimony from neighbors. 
 
Ramey summarized her comments regarding following the TSP, and disagrees with staff that on-
street parking is needed.  A ‘health facility’ should make healthy transportation an easy option. Per 
Energy Plan, one and nine trips to the grocery store should be on bike or foot. Would also make 
parents and kids happy for school commuting.  Not recommending a condition, but would like it to 
be looked at by the City Engineer. 
 
Babitz suggested approving a set of findings plus a separate recommendation regarding bike lanes. 
 
MOTION: 
 
Irving moved to approve File No. 2018-14, a conditional use permit for One Community Health, with 
the staff report as written with the inclusion of a new submittal as “Attachment A12.”  
 
Powers seconds the motion. 
 
No discussion. 
 
Motion passes unanimously, 6-0. 
 
ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION: 
 
Babitz suggested discussing recommendations for bike lanes.  
 
Irving noted lack of use of on-street parking on Pacific Ave. between 13th St. and 8th St., with more 
residential use of on-street parking east of 8th Street. 
 
MOTION:  
 
Ramey moved to recommend to the City Engineer that Pacific Ave. from 12th to 8th Street be 
classified as Commercial/Residential Collector with bike lanes on both sides rather than on-street 
parking. 
 
Counihan seconds the motion. 
 
No discussion. 
 
Motion passes unanimously, 6-0. 
 
Babitz closed the public hearing. 
 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Approval of Planning Commission minutes for May 5, 2014; June 2, 2014; June 16, 2014; July 7, 
2014; July 15, 2014; September 2, 2014; November 3, 2014; November 24, 2014; December 8, 2014; 



 

March 2, 2014; March 16, 2014; June 29, 2014; July 20, 2014; September 21, 2014; December 7, 
2014; February 1, 2016; March 21, 2016; April 4, 2016; June 20, 2016; and September 19, 2016. 
 
Nilsen presented a statement from the city attorney.  A motion to approve is not intended to be a 
personal verification of accuracy or completeness of minutes with personal knowledge. There is no 
legal presumption that any of the PC members voting on the motion to approve the minutes were 
even involved in the underlying meetings that the minutes are related to. In that light there is no 
need to discuss or make public statement disavowing any personal familiarity with the minutes.  
 
Lassen asked how the City got so far behind in completing minutes. 
 
Nilsen noted that there were only two staff members during this period of time and described the 
nature of the minutes, most of which were from workshops, which lowered the sense of urgency. 
 
Babitz calls for a motion to approve these minutes. 
 
Powers moved to approve the minutes as presented. 
 
Frost seconds the motion. 
 
Lassen asked if the motion should be framed differently, such as “entering” the minutes, because 
most commissioners were not present for minutes. 
 
Nilsen reiterated the city attorney’s statement.  
 
Lassen moved to amend the motion to change word ‘approve’ to ‘enter’.  
 
Counihan seconded the motion to amend the motion. 
 
Motion on the amendment passed unanimously, 6-0. 
 
Motion on the amended motion passed unanimously, 6-0. 
 

V. ADJOURN 
 
Babitz adjourned the hearing at 7:16 p.m. 

 
 
                                              
Arthur Babitz, Vice Chair                                               Date 
 
 
                                              
Dustin Nilsen, Planning Director                        Date (Approved) 


