
 

City of Hood River           Hood River City Hall 
Planning Commission           City Council Chambers 
Public Hearing                                       211 Second St 
October 1, 2018                                      5:30 p.m. 
 

MINUTES 
 
I.   CALL TO ORDER: Chair Arthur Babitz called the meeting to order at 5:30 
 

PRESENT: Commissioners Arthur Babitz (Chair), Tim Counihan (Vice Chair), Mark Frost, Bill Irving, Tina 
Lassen, Megan Ramey 

 
     ABSENT: Sue Powers 
 
     STAFF: Planning Director Dustin Nilsen, Associate Planner Jennifer Kaden, Senior Planner Kevin     
     Liburdy, Assistant Planner Annika Cardwell 
 
II. PLANNING DIRECTOR’S UPDATE: 
 
Planning Director Dustin Nilsen stated he will probably be following up with some separate documents 
regarding the Court of Appeals decision on the Morrison Park rezone matter.  
 
 
III. PUBLIC HEARING: 
 

A. FILE NO.:  2018-05 and 2018-06 Amendments to the Hood River Municipal Code - continuation 
from the September 17, 2018 hearing (emphasis on standards for Maximum Lot Coverage) 

 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. 

  
 APPLICANT:  City of Hood River  

 



 

Babitz opened the public hearing continued from Sept 17, 2018, and read the procedural script.  He 
asked Commissioners for any disclosures of conflicts of interest or bias, or ex parte contacts in the 
matter. Babitz repeated his disclosure about a conflict of interest he has in reference to parapet height 
and parking due to work on behalf of Key Development and his plans to recuse himself when those 
matters are discussed.  There were no other disclosures or challenges to commissioners. 
 
 
STAFF REPORT: 
 
Nilsen summarized the previous hearing’s main topics: expedited land division, lots of record and lot 
coverage. He  responded to the request to link expedited land divisions to necessary site plan criteria. 
For lawfully established lots of record, staff will clarify on how they are tied to variance criteria number 
one. 
 
Commissioner Tim Counihan asked for criteria number one to be read –Senior Planner Kevin Liburdy 
read section 17.18.030(1).  
 
Nilsen continued with Lot Coverage,  section 17.04.120.  He said there is a need to clarify pervious vs 
impervious surfaces for rear garages. It is unclear whether the exception for permeable paving is 
authorized for all rear garages or just detached rear garages. The second issue is the reference to grass-
crete because it’s a proprietary name. The City is not recommending its use, and should rectify the code 
to show that. We also need to clarify the  table in HRMC 17.04.120.  
 
Nilsen  provided a handout to Commissioners with some illustrations of different garage configurations. 
He asked commissions for if they wanted to allow more lot coverage for certain choices?  He focused on 
illustrations on pages 6 & 7. 
 
Babitz said we are trying to limit the amount of hard surface, but also encourage set back garages.  
 
Nilsen asked commissioners if they want to allow lot coverage bonuses for permeable pavingfor front 
loaded garages? 
 
Commissioner Bill Irving asked if the meaning of ‘front porch’ is clear. Nilsen stated it is not too big of a 
problem because of the architectural definition. Irving asked about a recessed entry. Nilsen states that a 
second story balcony doesn’t create a porch. Irving wondered if we should create a definition. Nilsen 
stated it’s not a major problem, and definitions are the next tier of clean up.  
 
Commissioner Megan Ramey wondered if it’s right to assume what is the front and back of a house. 
What if there is no garage, are we encouraging people to build more house and less car space? Planner 
Jennifer Kaden stated it’s just a math equation because of lot coverage ratio.  
 
Babitz asked Nilsen to explain how far we’re diving into this issue. Do the Commissioners want to go 
farther than just the technical questions? Nilsen explained the focus of the discussion is the conflicting 
or unclear code language. The broader topic can be addressed later.  
 
Babitz stated if we’re going to dive into garages, he’d like to discuss parking first. Commissioner Tina 
Lassen stated she’s fine with cleaning up confusion in the code, but wouldn’t mind cleaning up other 
issues as well. Frost recommended starting with technical issues. 



 

 
Counihan raised the relationship of lot coverage to storm water management (SWM). He sees a 
contradiction between SWM and allowing more lot coverage for rear loaded garages.  
 
Nilsen reiterated tonight’s focus on clarifying language and making code implementation simpler. 
 
Irving said lot coverage constraints can result in wacky houses and property lines. Thinks we need to 
look at this in detail and should look at product types we want in the future and see how they fit our 
ordinances.  He recommended  keeping a narrow focus for now and discuss the bigger picture later of 
stormwater management and design . Ramey agreed.  
 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY: 
 
Babitz invited  public to testify on issues they were hoping to discuss. 
 
Susan Crowley, 411 12th Street, provided copies of research she did on examples of alley loaded 
communities.  
 
Steve Tessmer, ADDRESS?,said he was there to discuss parking issues should they arise tonight. 
 
Babitz confirmed the discussion  will be  narrow in scope – will dive into deeper matters later.  
 
STAFF RECAP/DELIBERATIONS: 
 
Nilsen continued by reading section 17.04.120 and explained the first issue is with footnote number 
one. It states rear garages only, but is not clear about whether the provision is applicable to detached or 
attached rear garages or both. Nilsen asked the Commission to discuss where this should apply as policy 
makers. 
 
Babitz stated we should look at what was intended when the provision was written, and how can we fix 
it?  
 
 
 
Counihan said there should be a permeability benefit for any kind of garage. Frost, agreed even for front 
garages.  
 
Kaden added, we need to clarify what the permeable benefits are for any garage. There are two issues; 
fixing grass-crete language and deciding which kinds of garages the permeable paving bonus applies to.  
 
Frost suggested not all materials are that permeable. Babitz asked staff to come up with a reduction 
percentage for different types of permeable materials. The Commission doesn’t care if it’s a front, back 
or side garage. The consensus was that the lot coverage percentage amount should  relate to the 
filtration rate of the material. Also, choose between the terms ‘permeable’ and ‘pervious’ for 
consistency  in the code. 
 
Lassen stated there should be an objective way to measure, and we should get rid of all references to 
specific products.   



 

 
Irving expressed concern  about using filtration rates and how it will affect the review process through 
engineering and building.  
 
Nilsen said he will discuss the idea with the engineering department. 
 
Irving recommended keeping the table simple.  
 
Babitz turned the discussion to  urban design issues. Porches and rear garages are good according to our 
code. He noticed a lot of rear loaded detached garages in the May Street neighborhood. Also, he doesn’t 
think side garages are having the intended effect. Babitz likes  rear garages as the ‘quaint’ Hood River 
style.  
 
Lassen said she thinks we should eliminate garage location as a part of the footnote and just address 
permeability.  
 
Nilsen clarified that table only applies when it’s a detached garage in the rear yard. Irving summarized 
that we need to decide if it should be detached or not for a rear garage and clearly tie it to section B1. 
The loading location is not an issue, and he thinks rear garages should have benefits if they detached or 
not. 
 
Frost agreed. 
 
Babitz said he wants ‘rear’ defined. Ex: No part of the garage extends closer to the street than the front 
of the house.  
 
Nilsen saed staff can come up with the words.  
 
Irving suggested we leave the table as is, and delete the word ‘detached’ from section B1. Lassen 
preferred  eliminating the benefits for rear garages in general. All rear garages end up with more paved 
surface. Ramey agreed with Lassen, but wants to think like a person from 2006 (original code). 
 
Irving said he believes that the net effect of rear garages is reducing house size. Frost added there is 
more greenery in the front and street interaction. Lassen understood that concept, but thinks the result 
is smaller houses with bigger driveways. Lassen doesn’t think rear garages  necessarily function in 
today’s society and would like to take away any reference to location. 
 
MOTION: 
 
Irving made a motion to instruct staff to: delete the reference to ‘grass-crete’; fix the formatting of the 
footnote number; delete the first sentence  in the footnote one; and clarify the percentage reduction 
benefit based on permeability (consult with engineering) in relation to filtration rates. Lassen seconded 
the motion. Counihan added that the phrase  ‘paving stones’ is eliminated to use one term for  
permeable materials. Irving accepted the addition to the motion. 
 
The motion passed unanimously, 6-0. 
 



 

Irving made a motion to amend section B1 to eliminate the word ‘detached’ to make the bonus 
applicable for any rear garage, and add a definition of ‘rear’.  Ramey seconded the motion.  
 
Counihan asked when the broader discussion will happen. Irving assumed it will be when Westside Plan 
revisions occur. Lassen suggested  that the wording in the table should match the definitions and 
footnote.  
 
Motion passed unanimously, 6 – 0.  
 
Irving made a motion for staff to come back with a definition for ‘porch.’ Counihan seconded the 
motiion.The mootion passed unanimously, 6 - 0. 
 
Nilsen and the commissioners discussed upcoming meeting dates and agenda items to determine a date 
to continue the hearing.   Babitz asked if Commissioners are okay with October 15thwhen the Westside 
plan is on the agenda  
 
Irving made a motion to continue the public hearing hearing on Files Nos. 2018-05 and 2018-06, 
Amendments to the Hood River Municipal Code to October 15th, 2018 no earlier than 5:30 p.m. and 
after discussion of the Westside plan. Frost seconded the motion.  
 
The motion passed unanimously, 6 - 0.  
 
IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
No action taken. 
 
V. ADJOURN 
 
Babitz adjourned the hearing at 6:51 p.m. 

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


