
City of Hood River           Hood River City Hall 
Planning Commission           City Council Chambers 
Public Hearing                                       211 Second St 
September 4, 2018                                      5:30 p.m. 
 

MINUTES 
 
I.  CALL TO ORDER: Chair Arthur Babitz called the meeting to order at 5:34 
 
     PRESENT: Commissioners Arthur Babitz (Chair), Tim Counihan (Vice Chair), Mark Frost, Sue  
                       Powers, Tina Lassen 
 
     ABSENT: Bill Irving 
 
     STAFF: Planning Director Dustin Nilsen, Associate Planner Jennifer Kaden, Assistant Planner Annika  
                 Cardwell 
 
II. PLANNING DIRECTOR’S UPDATE: 
 
Planning Director Dustin Nilsen stated there are  two major issues on the agenda - one legislative, one 
quasi-judicial. October 10th is the date selected for a Westside Plan meeting with City Council.  
 
III. PUBLIC HEARING: 
 

A. FILE NO.  2018-13 – Jovanovic PUD Modification and Variance – continuation from August 20, 
2018 hearing 
PROPOSAL:  Modification of an existing Planned Development, Kids Plaza PUD, to:  1) to change 
the approved use from dance studio (commercial) to multi-family residential for 32 residential 
apartments; 2) increase the building footprint from 8,000 square feet to approximately 8,472 
square feet; 3) increase the building height from one story to three (3) stories with a maximum 
height of 35 feet; 4) add a driveway from Clearwater Lane; 5) add 25 parking spaces; 6) reduce 
the common open space by approximately 7,359 square feet; and 7) use Tax Lot 2007 (common 
open space) as a shared outdoor recreational area for apartment residents.  The project plans 
have been revised to meet the parking requirement. 
APPLICANT:  Vladan Jovanovic 
OWNERS:  230 Clearwater LLC owns Tax Lot 2006; Tax Lot 2007 is owned by NSA Property 
Holdings, LLC, Lowell & Sons, LLC, Jean McGuire Coleman, and 230 Clearwater Lane LLC. 
LOCATION:  230 Clearwater Lane.  Legal Description:  3N 10E 26CD Tax Lots 2006 and 2007 
ZONING:  The property is zoned General Commercial (C-2) 

 
Chair Arthur Babitz opened the public hearing and read the procedural script. There were no procedural 
questions from the public. Asked Commissioners to disclose any ex-parte contacts, conflicts of interest 
or bias in this matter.  
 
Commissioner Tim Counihan disclosed that he worked with the applicants, Milos and VJ Jovanovic, on a 
home design in 2010. He has no current conflicts and no bias in the matter. 
 



Commissioner Tina Lassen disclosed she did another site visit since the last hearing and looked at 
Clearwater Lane sidewalks and roads. Lassen asked staff when sidewalks are required and not. Saw non-
continuous sidewalks on Clearwater currently. Babitz stated that questions will be answered later.  
 
Commissioner Mark Frost disclosed he visited the site l since the last hearing.  He noticed quite a bit of 
difference in sites, building heights etc. Site plan shows 15% slope, and he’s curious about when we start 
measuring building height.  
 
Commissioner Sue Powers did a visit before the last hearing and remembers a lack of sidewalk on 
Clearwater Lane and site distance issues, specifically on the east side turn and slope coming down 
Clearwater. Maybe a site and speed issue.  
 
Babitz had no disclosures. No Commissioners questioned bias or conflicts of other commissioners.  
Babitz asked if the audience or any Commissioner wished to challenge any other commissioners.  There 
were no challenges.  
 
STAFF REPORT: 
 
Associate Planner Jennifer Kaden summarized the past hearings. The project was a PUD modification 
with a variance originally. Opponents were primarily neighbors in the area - concerned with lack of 
parking, increased activity,  affordability, etc. At the June 18th hearing the applicant raised concerns 
about conditions of approval #3, 25, 26, 29, and 31. The applicant discussed parking and reason for a 
variance, and affordability. Applicant declined to withdraw variance. Commissioners deliberated on the 
Variance request and voted 6 – 0 to deny it, and the hearing was continued to 8/20/18. Revised plans 
were received on 8/9/18, and the hearing was opened on 8/20/18 and continued  to 9/4/18. 
 
Babitz asked who was missing for  the 6-0 vote to deny the variance. Commissioner Megan Ramey was 
absent and is now up to speed. As of today’s hearing, all the Commissioners are up to speed.  
 
Kaden continued to describe the revised plans with 32 units instead of the original 36; and  no parking 
variance. The building changed from 8,000 sf to 8,829 sf. The applicant added 32 parking spaces instead 
of original 25. The  common open space was reduced by 7,778 sf.  The proposed use Tax Lot 2007 for 
shared outdoor recreation space has not changed.  
 
Kaden also responded to questions raised at previous hearings/unresolved issues: 

• Building height measurement – when there is a grade change greater than 10 feet on a building 
site, height is measured from 10 feet above the lowest grade.  The applicant is not requesting to 
exceed the allowed height.  Staff proposes a Condition of Approval  - to require additional 
information in the Final Development Plan to verify building height. 

 
• Condition #3 – related to parking for 210 Clearwater Lane – the building occupied by CrossFit 

Viento.  Staff agrees with the applicant that parking issues related to 210 Clearwater Lane are 
misplaced here and can be addressed separately (strike the condition). 

 
• Traffic Study – The City Engineer required the applicant to prepare a Traffic Assessment Letter 

(not a TIA).  P. 47 of staff report explains this decision.  Staff notes that no changes to the TAL 
have been submitted; the revised plans reduce the number of units from 36 to 32 so if there are 
changes in trip counts, it would be downward. 



o Note Condition #36 (ODOT) – Access of Clearwater Lane on Cascade Avenue must be 
meet current ODOT standards and, if not, be upgraded through an ODOT permit 
 

• Common Tracts – ownership.  Since the 1st public hearing, the deeds for the two tracts owned in 
common (TL 2007 – open space and TL 2003 – private road) have been updated: 

o 56.5% - NSA Property Holdings, LLC (Kevin Howard, mini-storage) 
o 20.1% - Lowell & Sons, LLC (owner of 220 Clearwater Lane) 
o 12.5% - 230 Clearwater LLC (applicant, owner of 230 Clearwater Ln) 
o 10.9% - Jean McGuire Coleman, owner of 210 Clearwater Lane 

Together, these parties own and control the open space tract and the Clearwater Lane tract.  
Conditions of Approval that impact tracts owned in common will need to be figured out through 
the CC&Rs. 

 
Babitz asked why we didn’t require a traffic impact analysis. Kaden read the conditions under which a 
TIA is required. The proposal would not exceed 25 peak hour trips (est. 22), and did not trigger other 
conditions. Babitz asks if Commissioners have any discretion in this area. Kaden was unsure; Nilsen will 
find out. 
 

• Pedestrian access to Cascade Avenue – There is not a continuous pedestrian connection from 
the subject property north to Cascade Avenue.  Sidewalks exist along the northernmost 
Nunamaker property and along Kids Plaza PUD.  Missing elements include crosswalks/striping at 
Kids Plaza driveways and other driveways, along frontage of Clearwater Terrace PUD on 
Clearwater Lane, and along a landscape island at the east end of a row of parking behind the 
realty office.   

 

At the advice of counsel, staff does not believe approval of the application can be conditioned 
upon an offsite improvement on private property, however the need for a pedestrian connection 
to Cascade Avenue remains in order to satisfy the access criterion in HRMC 17.20.030.B.4 which 
states, “Pedestrian linkages shall also be provided to the peripheral street system.”  Proposed COA 
#29 states:  “The Final Development Plan shall demonstrate how the developer will facilitate the 
completion of pedestrian connections between Tax Lot 2006 and Cascade Avenue to ensure 
adequate and safe pedestrian access to the public transportation system.” 

 
Kaden described that in the past a sidewalk was drawn on Kids Plaza plans but never constructed. 
Another opportunity was missed for sidewalks during Clearwater Terrace PUD. There needs to be 
somekind of pedestrian connection if applicant is going to add so many more residents in the area.  
 
Kaden summarized the change of use request is from commercial to residential. It is zoned C2 but with 
an overlay of Kids Plaza PUD. Kaden thinks the location makes sense for multifamily  because it’s close to 
commercial uses for residents, and there’s no visibility from Cascade for commercial signage. The 
increase in building footprint doesn’t necessarily raise red flags, but it does reduce the  combined open 
space and landscaping  from 34.3-30.4%.  Overall staff supports change to residential multifamily with 
conditions of approval. 
 
Frost asked a question about setbacks atthe rear property line. Kaden responded only setback in the C2 
zone is from adjacent residential property and subject to building codes. 
 



Powers asked about the reason for proposed removal of mature trees Kaden responded it is primarily 
for trail construction. Frost asked if the proposed trail is on a different parcel. Kaden affirmed.  
 
Babitz asked for clarification on what is a ‘mature’ tree. Kaden explained the significant tree definition - 
Native trees with a 6” diameter or more.  
 
Ramey asked what four units were eliminated. Kaden responded that  first level units were removed to 
allow for tuck under parking.  
 
Nilsen addressed the earlier question about the traffic impact analysis and said the city has authority to 
waive a TIA but that there must be adequate facilities to serve the conditional use.  
 
  
 
APPLICANT:  Milos Jovanovic introduced himself as project designer. He summarized the project 
changes:  elimination of the parking variance request;  removed units to replace them with parking 
spaces, and  complied with all code requirements. The TIA from when the PUD was first approved and 
current traffic letter shows the traffic concerns are addressed. Questions  arose from  neighbors in the 
area but the project meets legal requirements.  
 
Babitz asked the applicant to clarify the mix of units. Jovanovic said there are 12 studio units, 9 one 
bedroom units, and 11 two bedroom units. Ramey asked about indoor bike parking. The applicant said 
there will be room for  32 bicycles. Lassen asked about the status of the MCEDD loan.  Jovanovic said 
MCEDD is still interested in providing loan for the project and has seen the proposed  revisions.  
 
Jovanovic he supports the goal of proposed conditions #25, 26, 29, 30 but they relate to common tracts 
that the applicant doesn’t have full ownership of . Conditions #25, 26 and 30 are all involve 
improvements that are not on project property: trail, sidewalk (outside property in PUD), and addition 
of streetlight. Jovanovic said  there is no design for the trail yet and requested  approval of project with 
an agreement to  spearhead working with Parks and Rec and other property owners to design and build 
the trail.  
 
Babitz asked Kaden to respond to this idea. 
 
Jovanovic said they are not sure how to meet  condition #29 regarding a sidewalk connection.. Powers 
stated she thinks sidewalks are really important, and thinks the applicant is saying it’s not their 
responsibility. Babitz asked  the applicant what discussion he has had with other owners to get 
sidewalks completed.  Jovanovic responded he has not spoken with other owners. Kaden responded 
that the pedestrian connection does not necessarily need to be  a sidewalk; it could be striping, 
sidewalk, or some other connection.   
 
Babitz asked whether  the word ‘facilitate’ in Condition #29 guarantees the connection will be 
completed if the project  is approved. Nilsen saidthe city needs to make a finding that there are 
adequate pedestrian facilities. Babitz suggested the Commission can condition this so that the applicant 
can’t build until the condition is met. VJ Jovanovic said he agrees  a sidewalk is needed, but doesn’t have 
the power to enforce the code on other property.  Jovanovic asked why the sidewalk was never 
constructed if it was included in the original plan. Babitz clarified that the applicant doesn’t object to 



sidewalk requirement/condition, but to the specific language. Milos Jovanovic repeated that if the  2007 
plan shows sidewalk, the city shouldn’t require applicant to enforce that plan.  
 
Babitz asked staff if this is an enforcement issue and what research has been done. Kaden said it is 
shown  on the plan, but it’s not discussed in past hearings for this project or in staff reports. The 
property is owned by a homeowner’s association, not  an individual; it was likely an oversight to not 
require construction of the connection with the approval of the Clearwater Terrace PUD. It seems like it 
was assumed that it did exist. There isn’t a good, clear history.  
 
Ramey emphasized the need for the  pedestrian connection but questioned why  we are requiring them 
to put in a sidewalk on a property they don’t own.. Nilsen responded the change of use requires 
adequate facilities for pedestrians, bikes, cars etc. Maybe more so than the dance studio did. Babitz 
stated the PUD creates a whole new set of rules. Nilsen states the city would have followed up with 
Clearwater Terrace PUD if something was enforceable.  
 
Lassen asks if occupancy for  the Clearwater Terrace PUD can be held up  if they don’t put in the 
sidewalks? Nilsen said it’s not shown on their plans. They will connect to it, but they don’t have to build 
it to Cascade. The city may have assumed it was there when the Clearwater PUD was reviewed. VJ 
Jovanovic asked for a viable solution.  
 
Counihan asked whether there is a way to avoid the  removal of trees. Milos Jovanovic stated the plan is 
to remove four trees on Tax Lot #2007. VJ Jovanovic added  they are going to replant and predicts that 
the fire marshal would want those trees removed anyway.  
 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY:  Babitz asked for testimony from any proponents,  neutral parties, or opponents.  
There was none. 
 
REBUTTAL:  None. 
 
 
STAFF RECAP: 
 
Babitz asked staff about the four specific conditions. Kaden said for condition #25 – dedicate easement 
for the Westside trail on Tax Lot #2007 and construct the trail - the  applicant must dedicate the 
easement before final development plan submittal, and must construct before occupancy of building. 
Ramey asked about the design for the  trail . Kaden responded that the  Parks and Recreation 
Department doesn’t have sent standard yet, but would work with applicant. It’s likely  a gravel path with 
an undefined width. The easement will be 15’ in width. Ramey recommended hard  surface . Kaden said 
it will be determined by  Parks and Rec ; it’s not a city trail.  
 
Counihan observed that the applicant has a problem with this condition and asked for clarification about 
why it is included as a condition of approval. Kaden explained the Transportation System Plan was 
adopted in 2011 so it wasn’t required in the 2007 PUD plan. The City now has chance to make sure it’s 
up to current standards which includes the Westside Community Path. The concerns the applicant raises 
are requirements on  common  tracts in the PUD. The developer needs to figure out how to implement  
these conditions with other PUD owners.  
 



Babitz asked about   the timing  for Conditions #25 & 26. Kaden stated language could be added to 
clarify they shall be complete  before occupancy.  
Counihan askedstaff to address whether the City can  help applicant with the sidewalk pedestrian 
connection. Kaden responded there is nothing in the  Clearwater Terrace PUD decision to help. Nilsen 
added staff cannot speak to other property owners on behalf of the applicant.  
 
Milos Jovanovic requested that they be able to provide their approval for the Westside trail and then 
work with the rest of the PUD owners and city to come up with plan to make it happen rather than have 
it as a condition of  approval. Kaden explained Parks and Rec would  maintain the trail. Jovanovic 
reiterated that because the trail details aren’t established they’d like to separate that from this 
approval. Kaden clarified that the 15’ easement would need to be dedicated to the public. Also, the 
applicant will be responsible for constructing the segment per standard of Parks and Rec. 
 
Babitz closed the public hearing. 
 
DELIBERATION: 
 
Babitz suggested the commissioners discuss each item of concern: 
 
1) Babitz began with condition #29, the pedestrian connection. Babitz said the applicant hasn’t met 

the burden of proof. Frost agreed  because they haven’t talked to adjacent owners. Babitz stated it 
sounds like this project cannot be done until pedestrian connection is done. If talks are fruitless 
then they don’t get to build. Counihan addedit should be a condition, but make the language more 
certain. Ramey expressed uncertainty.  because of the difficulty of getting agreement from other 
property owners. Counihan suggested the connection doesn’t have to be through that specific 
property, it could be  somewhere else. Lassen said the condition seems unfair to put burden on 
applicant to develop someone else’s property. Counihan reiterated there are potentially other 
solutions. Powers suggested to keep original language to facilitate completion. Babitz stated it 
should say completed upon occupancy. Counihan added the applicant bought property knowing 
limitations and requirements. Difficult to rectify, but not our responsibility to fix. Babitz – developer 
needs to figure how to meet requirements.  
 
Lassen saidthe condition wording should change from facilitate to complete. Babitz suggested:  
Prior to occupancy the developer/applicant shall demonstrate completion of pedestrian connection 
between Tax Lot 2006 and Cascade Ave to ensure adequate and safe pedestrian access to the 
public transportation system.  

 
Ramey asked if other property owner could refuse and stop the whole project. Babitz affirmed 
adding they’ll have to find a way to work together. It’s unfortunate because it wasn’t their fault, but 
it’s still necessary.  

 
Nilsen asked whether an at-grade striped lane on Clearwater meet Commissioners requirement. 
Ramey is fine with option so long as it’s ADA approved with some kind of protection. 

 
Counihan un comfortable stating what is or is not a safe walkway. Babitz  expects the building 
department to make that determination. Nilsen disagreed. Ramey suggested the National 
Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) has guidelines for cities, and would like them to 



have a menu of items to choose from. Nilsen suggested that a  traffic engineer could make the 
determination.  

 
MOTION:  Counihan moved to amend condition 29 to state:  the final development plan shall 
demonstrate how a pedestrian connection between Tax Lot 2006 and Cascade will be completed to 
ensure pedestrian adequateand safe pedestrian access  to public transportation. Prior to 
occupancy, the developer shall demonstrate completion of a pedestrian connection between Tax 
Lot 2006 and Cascade Avenue that ensures adequate and safe pedestrian access to the public 
transportation system. The owner and developer their successor as assigned.  Powers seconded the 
motion.  

 
Counihan acknowledged that it is a difficult condition.  

 
The motion passed on a vote of 6 - 0.  
 

2) Condition 26 community trail – Frost stated it’s similar to 29. Kaden clarified that the trail location is 
on property  owned in common by PUD owners which includes the applicant. Commissioners 
agreed to keep the condition as written.  
 

3) Condition 25 Westside path – Ramey asked when the Parks master plan is expected to be done. 
Nilsen responded spring 2019. Babitz questioned  how to work  with a moving target. Nilsen 
responded the applicant could provide the easement and postpone construction details. Ramey 
suggested if the master plan is complete before the design is done for trail itshould comply. 
Commissioners okay with how it’s written. 
 
RECESS:  The commission took a quick recess from  8:05 p.m.to 8:10 p.m. 
 

4) MOTION:  Condition 30, street light – Counihan moved to modify condition of approval #30 to add 
a reference to City Engineering standards.    Frost seconded the motion. The motion passed 
unanimously by voice vote. 
 

5) Traffic – Commissioners discussed the existing access on Clearwater Lane from Cascade Avenue and 
traffic volume on Clearwater Lane.  . Kaden said the city engineer did not have concerns about the 
existing access, ODOT did. Babitz thinks the street access is problematic but it was approved in 
original PUD, and engineers don’t seem to have same concerns. Powers asked if the city  will look at 
the cumulative traffic effect of  new projects. Nilsen said he hopes  ODOT will study  the whole 
stretch of Cascade west of 13th.  
 
Lassen said  the project will add a lot of people and cars on a road that’s too small. Frost agreed  
the area will densify, and next time the city needs to make sure this size of PUD project isn’t on a 
small lane, but this project is  valid. Powers agreed. Babitz stated the commission has  the ability to 
say no to the PUD amendment if it doesn’t fit into the approved PUD.  
 
Lassen added she is concerned about the number of people for the shared open space and the 
reduction of common space for other PUD tenants.  
 



Powers stated the shared open space is really steep and not usable. Lassen thinks it’s cut off from 
rest of development and disingenuous to call that shared space. Doesn’t think shared common 
space in PUD is met with this project.  
 
Frost commented that a PUD provides an opportunity to have density in some areas and green 
space in others and the project generally provides for that. Counihan shared Lassen’s concern but 
agreed with Frost because the city needs housing.   The problems with this PUD  stem from the 
original PUD design and approval. Babitz noted with the proposed conditions of approval, the 
neighbors have the ability  to block the project. Ramey said there is a real need for affordable 
housing; Lassen agreed but doesn’t want to regret shoehorning a project in where it doesn’t fit. 
Babitz noted there is no guarantee of affordable housing.  
 
Babitz said the PUD code is too weak.  Ramey and Frost said  the location is good for multi-family 
development, near a grocery store and below a bluff.  

 
MOTION: Counihan moved to approve application with the findings of the staff report and subject to 
conditions of approval as amended.  Ramey seconded the motion.  The motion passed on a vote of 5 – 
1, with Lassen opposed.  
 
Babitz closed the public  hearing at 8:47  p.m. and the Commission took a short recess. 
 

 
B. FILE NO.:  2018-05 and 2018-06 Amendments to the Hood River Municipal Code - continuation 

from the July 30th, 2018, hearing (Accessory Dwelling Unit emphasis) 
 PROPOSAL:  Amendments to the Hood River Municipal Code (HRMC) as follows:  1). Amend the 

Subdivision Ordinance Chapter 16.08.010 to include the approval process for Expedited Land 
Divisions pursuant to 197.360 of the Oregon Revised Statues, 2). Amend HRMC Chapter 
17.01.060 Definitions for Dwelling Unit, Kitchen, Lawfully Established Unit of Land, Multifamily 
Dwelling, Non-Transient Rental, and Transient Rental, 3). Amend Chapter 17.03.040 0(G) Parking 
Regulations Office Residential Zone (C-1), Chapter 17.03.050 (H) Parking Regulations General 
Commercial Zone (C-2), Chapter 17.03.060 (G) Parking Regulations Light Industrial Zone (LI) to 
eliminate parking exemptions. 4). Amend Chapter 17.04.040 General Exceptions to Building 
Height, to allow and limit parapet and mechanical screen heights as permitted exemptions; 5).  
Amend Chapter 17.04.070 General Exceptions to Lot Area Requirements Limitations to allow 
legally established lots to be used for permitted uses, 6). Amend Chapter 17.04.120 Maximum 
Lot Coverage to clarify reductions in area calculations for pervious surfaces and rear and side 
loaded garages; 7). Amend Chapter 17.16.10 Site Plan Review and Applicability to include 
subdivisions and exclude minor site modifications and single lot partitions for townhomes, 8). 
Amend Chapter 17.23 Accessory Dwelling Units to eliminate principal occupancy requirement, 
and 9). Amend Chapter 17.24 In Lieu Parking Fee to create a single calculation to determine 
required parking. 

 
Babitz re-opened the public hearing and asked if there were any questions regarding process. 
 



Joe Giordano, 1807 Prospect Ave, Hood River, asked  for clarification about the  relationship between 
the planning commission and City Council,  Babitz responded the planning commission has an advisory 
role and will make a recommendation to city council about proposed code changes.  The city council will 
hold public hearings and adopt an ordinance to implement code changes.  
 
STAFF REPORT:   
Nilsen stated the goal is to finish discussion about Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs), and two specific 
issues: 
 

1) Consequences of amending the primary residency requirement and the impact of allowing two 
units in the R-1 where neither serve as an owner’s primary residence. (The only residential zone 
that does not allow a duplex).  

 
2) Where an ADU is allowed, should the owner be prohibited from establishing a short-term rental 

of the primary dwelling in order to occupy ADU? Consequence of short term rental licensing, 
primary ownership, and the elimination of the year lease provision. 

  
Nilsen said the ADU updates are part of a larger package of code updates.  Changes in state law 
prompted a look at the ADU provisions.  Babitz asked the status of the County’s ADU regulations.  Nilsen 
responded the County has not adopted standards but can implement state statute directly.  In the urban 
growth area the County is supposed to adopt regulations matching the city’s. 
 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY: 
 
Joe Giordano  passed out a photo.  He said  there are  appropriate places for density and less parking as 
highlighted in first part of this meeting.  He has concerns stemming from the previous agenda item. 
Hood River has very distinct zones: downtown is more urban, the Heights has neighborhoods with larger 
lots, for example. Adopting city-wide standards don’t recognize differences in districts or 
neighborhoods. Neighborhoods and livability are the most important in those residential zones. Seems 
like the City is pushing through more ADUs and ignoring green space etc. Neighbors and kids connect 
when streets are less full. Why do we want to create more units/ADUs in certain neighborhoods? 
 
Ramey asked for example of what he wants to see and what is his biggest fear.  
 
Giordano responded maybe try to put higher density in places it makes sense and keep the open space 
and livable neighborhoods. Single family homes in established neighborhoods are wonderful places.   He 
said his fear is that the city adopts changes to gain more units without thinking through impacts on 
some areas.  
 
DELIBERATION: 
  
1) Issue #1 – ADUs in R-1 zone:  Nilsen read an email from  absent Commissioner Bill Irving: 

 
“I am comfortable allowing adu in R1. They are accessory dwellings and smaller in size so we are 
not making the r1 a “duplex zone”.   Additionally, I think some more efficient use of the R1 zone is 
in city’s best interest as future expansion of UGB will be challenging.”  
 



Lassen said she doesn’t have problem with ADUs in R1, so long as it’s an ‘accessory’ unit but  is 
concerned about the ownership/primary residency requirement. Thinks owner needs to be in one of the 
units. Counihan stated as long as they’re not vacation rentals, he’s ok with eliminating the primary 
residence requirement because it does contribute to the housing pool of available rentals. Ramey 
agreed with Counihan.  Frost stated the goal is available long term units, and he’s worried about 3-
month rentals. He is okay with allowing owners with an ADU to obtain a short term rental license as long 
as the owner can’t short term rent both of them. Powers stated she agrees ADUs in R1 are fine. 
 
Nilsen clarified the impact of allowing ADUs in R-1 without the primary residency requirement will  make 
it possible for two non-owner occupied rentals. 

 
2) Where an ADU is established, should short-term rental of the primary dwelling be prohibited:  

Babitz said if adopted, the prohibition would mean an owner relinquishes the right to rent his/her 
single family home. Ramey disagreed with the idea of a restriction. Frost wondered  what happens  
with a short term rental (STR) for the other 9 months. Babitz clarified that current code statesan 
ADU cannot be an STR, but an owner can short-term rent the primary dwelling.  The commission 
continued discussion of possible scenarios.  Ramey said the webinar she saw suggested waiving 
SDCs for  ADUs constructed as long term rentals. If caught renting short term, they are fined 3x 
original SDC fees. Lassen said she is not in favor of waiving SDCs.  
 
Nilsen reiterated current code requirement of 12 month leases and employment in the area and 
read an email  from absent Commissioner Irving: 
 
“I think we should allow str on property with an adu. I see adu as both an interim and long term 
housing soluation and we are in need of both in our community. A 6 - 9 mos lease in an adu will 
allow a landing zone for folks moving to the area. Additionally the adu may/will provide additional 
income to owner to help with affordability of the primary residence. We are looking to enable more 
adus and I’m for less restrictions.” 
 
Counihan expressed uncertainty that restricting STRs will result in a different outcome. Lassen said 
she is less and less enthused about ADUs because only 30% are used as full time housing.  
 
Babitz asked commissioners for thoughts about whether applying for an ADU meant an owner 
should relinquishthe ability to establish an STR in primary residence? Commissioners all said no. 

 
Nilsen summarized the  staff memo prepared for this meeting (dated 8/30/18) that outlined the items of 
consensus from the meeting on 7/30/18:  

• 1). Consider the amendment the existing one space per ADU parking requirement, through a 
customized regulation, that incorporates the use of on-street parking, based on the Bend model, 
and, as an alternate, consider the elimination of an ADU parking requirements (based on the 
DLCD model).   

• 2).  Suggest City Council consider its System Development Change as it relates to Accessory 
Dwelling Units and adjust the fee to more accurately address their impacts.   

• 3).  Develop a method for calculating maximum floor area of an ADU 
• 4).  Address code redundancy in the Short-term rental code 17.04.   
• 5). Clarify the regulation relating to principal owners moving into an ADU to allow for Short 

Term rental of their principal residence.   
 



The Commissioners were comfortable with the proposed changes to address these issues. 
 
Commissioners discussed future meeting dates for purposes of continuing the public hearing. 
 
MOTION: 
 
Counihan moved to continue the public hearing on File Nos. 2018-05 and 2018-06, Amendments to the 
Hood River Municipal Code,  to September 17th, 2018 no earlier than 5:30 p.m.  Powers seconded the 
motion. The motion passed unanimously. 
 
 
 
 
V. ADJOURN 
 
Babitz adjourned the hearing at 9:49 p.m. 

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


