Hood River City Council
211 Second St.
Hood River, OR 97031
(541) 386-1488
www.cityofhoodriver.com

AGENDA

September 9, 2019
Councilors:

Kate McBride (President)
Tim Counihan

Mark Zanmiller
Jessica Metta

6:00 p.m.
Megan Saunders
Erick Haynie

All public meeting locations are accessible. Please let the City Recorder know if you will need any special
accommodations to attend any meeting. Call (541) 387-5212 for more information. Oregon Relay Service
1-800-735-2900

I

CALL TO ORDER – Cell Phone Reminder
Land Acknowledgement Statement and Pledge of Allegiance

II

III

BUSINESS FROM THE AUDIENCE

This is an opportunity for members of the audience to bring to the Council’s attention any item not
otherwise listed on the Agenda. Comments will be limited to three (3) minutes per person, with a
maximum time of 15 minutes for all items. Speakers may not yield their time to others. If you
wish to address the Council under “Business From The Audience” please sign up in advance on
the sheet provided by the City Recorder.

PRESENTATIONS

1. 2020 Census – Marc Czornij

WORK SESSION
IV

OPEN WORK SESSION

V

AGENDA ADDITIONS OR CORRECTIONS

VI

DISCUSSION ITEMS
1. Westside Streets, Transit, Bike, and Pedestrian Framework
Plan, D. Nilsen
2. Downtown Hood River Parking Study Update and Parking
Fee In Lieu, D. Nilsen

VII

PAGES 3-42
PAGES 43

ADJOURN WORK SESSION

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING
I

OPEN REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING

II

AGENDA ADDITIONS OR CORRECTIONS
1

III

CONSENT AGENDA

These items are considered routine and/or have been discussed by Council in Work Session.
They will be adopted by one motion unless a Councilor or person in the audience requests,
before the vote on the motion, to have an item considered at its regular place on the agenda.

1. Council Meeting Minutes – July 22, 2019
2. OLCC Permit Application Approval
- 64 oz., Full On-Premises, Commercial

IV

REGULAR BUSINESS ITEMS

1. Mayor Vacancy - Report from City Recorder and Appoint Council
Interview Question Committee, J. Gray
2. Planning Commission Appointment, D. Nilsen
3. Award Professional Service Contract for Design of the Waterfront
Storm Line, W. Seaborn

V

REPORT OF OFFICERS

VI

MAYOR

VII

COUNCIL CALL

VIII

IX

PAGES 44-52
PAGES 53-60

PAGES 61-74
PAGES 75-94
PAGES 95-96

A. Department Heads
1. Announcements
2. Planning Director Update

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Oregon Revised Statute 192.660 1 (e) To conduct deliberations with persons designated
by the governing body to negotiate real property transactions.

ADJOURN REGULAR MEETING

September 16, 2019
September 16, 2019
September 17, 2019
September 18, 2019
September 19, 2019
September 23, 2019
September 23, 2019
October 7, 2019
October 15, 2019
October 15, 2019

CALENDAR
4pm/6pm
5:30 p.m.
5:00 p.m.
6:00 p.m.
5:30 p.m.
8:00 a.m.
6:00 p.m.
7:00 p.m.
6:00 p.m.
6:00 p.m.

County Commission Work Session and Regular
Planning Commission Meeting
Port of Hood River
Urban Renewal Agency Special Meeting
Urban Renewal Advisory Meeting
KIHR Radio
City Council Meeting
County Commission Meeting
City Council Meeting
Urban Renewal Agency Meeting

2

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET
Meeting Date:

September 9th, 2019

To:

City Council

From:

Dustin Nilsen, Director of Planning

Subject:

Westside Streets, Transit, Bike, and Pedestrian Framework Plan

Background:
As presented before City Council at its March 25th, 2019 meeting, the Workplan for Westside
Concept Plan Draft Report has been initiated with deliberations by the Planning Commission
and subsequent recommendations on the Neighborhood, Streets and Transit, Pedestrian
and Bicycle Framework Plan components of the Report. Significant testimony and
discussion have occurred before Planning Commission and based upon its deliberations
the Streets, Transit, Pedestrian, and Bicycle Frameworks of the Westside plan have been
recommended to Council for consideration.
Included with this coversheet is the Streets and Pedestrian Framework Plans of the
Westside Area Concept Plan Report, which serves as the multimodal transportation plans
of the area. The Streets and Pedestrian Frameworks serve as guidance to the development
of the City’s Transportation System Plan. In addition to the plan, input from the Planning
Commission and public were included as part of the recommendation. The PC
recommendations are included in the attached draft document. The most significant
departures between the Concept Plan Report draft and Planning Commission
recommendations appear in the proposed street cross sections. These departures, in
addition to the various areas of consensus, will be highlighted in a staff presentation before
Council.
Staff Request:
Accept the Streets and Transit, Bicycle and Pedestrian Framework Plans with Planning
Commission recommendations and authorize staff to prepare an update of the City’s
Transportation System Plan and Municipal Codes to begin the implementation and
codification of the proposed changes.
Suggested Motion:
Motion to approve the Streets and Pedestrian Framework and authorize staff to begin
preparing updates for the Transportation System Plan and Municipal Codes on tonight’s
consent agenda.
Alternative Motion:
Motion to have Planning Commission reconsider the Streets and Pedestrian Framework
recommendations in order to address outstanding issues.

3

Attachments:
Planning Commission Draft Recommendations
Streets and Pedestrian Framework Plan
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CITY OF HOOD RIVER

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
211 Second Street, Hood River, OR 97031 Phone: 541-387-5210
Yellow highlights are modifications based on PC’s 08/19/19 directions
To:

Mayor and City Council

From: Planning Commission
Date:

September 09th, 2019

Re:

Recommendations for Westside Area Concept Plan Frameworks (File No. 2018-07)

During public hearings on April 15, May 20, June 3, June 17, July 1, July 29 and August 19, 2019, the Planning
Commission sought feedback from the public regarding the Westside Area Concept Plan Report’s “Streets &
Transit Framework”, “Pedestrian & Bicycle Framework” and “Park & Open Space Framework” prior to
deliberation.
As part of the Commission’s review and deliberation over these Frameworks, numerous policy topics and
recommendations for refinements were identified for consideration by the City Council. The information
below summarizes the Commission’s recommendations for the Streets & Transit Framework” and
“Pedestrian & Bicycle Framework” (recommendations for the “Park & Open Space Framework” will be
presented separately).
STREETS & TRANSIT FRAMEWORK
The Concept Plan Report includes recommendations for updates to street classifications, alignments and
cross sections, as well as project funding. The City’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) and development
standards should be updated to reflect the Streets & Transit Framework as a refined by the Commission,
thereby allowing updated street cross-sections to be used throughout the City.
The Planning Commission recognizes that approval of the concepts is the first step in policy and regulatory
implementation, and its recommendations do not automatically implement new standards. Revisions to
zoning-, subdivision-, and engineering codes should be considered following approval of the concepts. The
Planning Commission recommends the City Council act on the following measures to implement and update
the City’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Engineering Standards:
•

Update the TSP’s “financially constrained” project lists for pedestrian, bicycle and motor vehicle systems
in order to facilitate funding of identified projects.

•

Relocate the “Mt. Adams extension” between Wine Country Ave. and May St. to “Alignment D” and
support, as a preferred alternative and where feasible, the use of roundabouts rather than traffic signals
at the intersections of Mt. Adams Ave. at Wine Country Ave., and Mt. Adams Ave. at May St.

•

Update the Motor Vehicle System Plan of the TSP to be consistent with the Streets & Transit Framework
with alternative methods of traffic control (e.g. roundabouts) at specified intersections including at
Mount Adams Ave. and Cascade Ave.

•

The Westside Area Concept Plan Report includes new cross sections for Minor Arterial streets,
Neighborhood Connector streets and Local streets. The Planning Commission recommends that these
new cross sections are applied throughout City subject to the following modifications:

3-2 PC DRAFT Recs for Streets Transit Ped Bike File 2018-07 - 9-09-2019 Council Draft
Page 1 of 14
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o

Revise the proposed Minor Arterial cross-sections (specifically “Alignment D” of the “Mt. Adams
extension”) to replace on-street buffered bike lanes with physically separated bike lane as depicted
in the Federal Highway Administration’s “Small Town and Rural Multimodal Networks” publication
(see image below). However, also consider maintenance requirements for physically separated bike
lanes. The separated bike lane design is intended to better accommodate novice and younger
cyclists, and it provides an additional buffer between vehicles and pedestrians. As depicted in the
following image, the bicycle path returns the cyclists back to the road at intersection locations.

o

Revise the proposed “Neighborhood Connector” cross section to incorporate “advisory shoulders”
where on-street bicycling shares space but is visibly separated from two-way, alternating, vehicle
passing movements (see concept below). The cross section should include physically separated
sidewalks that are a minimum of 6 feet in width wherever possible. The suggested half-street cross
section includes a 6-foot-wide sidewalk, 7-foot-wide planter strip, 7-foot-wide on-street parking, 4foot-wide bike lane, all used in combination with a single 12-foot-wide vehicle travel lane that
accommodates two-way traffic.

3-2 PC DRAFT Recs for Streets Transit Ped Bike File 2018-07 - 9-09-2019 Council Draft
Page 2 of 14
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o

•

Revise the proposed Local Streets cross section to include 6-foot-wide sidewalks if pavement width
can be narrowed from 28-feet- to 26-feet wide (retain 5.5-foot-wide planter strips).

The Commission supports incorporating traffic calming measures on 30th Street north of May Street to
slow and limit cut-through traffic by using specific design features identified in the Concept Plan Report
(see examples below). The specific methods and locations of traffic calming measures should be
determined by the City Engineer as needed.

3-2 PC DRAFT Recs for Streets Transit Ped Bike File 2018-07 - 9-09-2019 Council Draft
Page 3 of 14
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•

On 30th St. south of May St. where on-street parking has been allowed to replace a bike lane
temporarily, the Commission recommends the bike lane is restored to provide a direct connection to
and from the future Post Canyon/Belmont extension.

•

The Commission supports a roundabout at the intersection of Mount Adams Ave. and Cascade Ave. (see
concept below) as an alternative to a traffic signal for purposes of improving traffic flow and safety
(including mass evacuation scenarios due to its limited reliance on electricity). However, signalization is
supported if a roundabout would delay construction of traffic control improvements.

•

The Commission supports revisiting the 2005 Programmatic Agreement between the City, Hood River
County, the Oregon Department of Transportation, the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office, and
the Federal Highway Administration (no. 19942) in order to consider a roundabout at the intersection of
Cascade Ave. and Mt. Adams Ave., as well as to modify street cross-sections that have been adopted for
Cascade Avenue (Historic Columbia River Highway) in order to improve bicycle safety. This agreement
should facilitate a safe and efficient multimodal transportation system and an urban design package that
is sympathetic to the historic nature of the highway and that results in a streetscape providing a
welcoming gateway to the city.

•

The Commission recommends working with ODOT to find funding opportunities for improvement of the
bicycle corridor along the Historic Columbia River Highway.

•

In order to promote a strong entry corridor to Hood River along W. Cascade Ave., the Commission
recommends a greater emphasis on “gateway” features by focusing on urban design, appropriate land
use, transit features and the overall built environment.

3-2 PC DRAFT Recs for Streets Transit Ped Bike File 2018-07 - 9-09-2019 Council Draft
Page 4 of 14
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•

In order to promote a more pedestrian friendly mixed-use district, the Commission recommends
consideration of an alternative traffic control method to the median barrier shown in the Street
Framework at the intersection of Wine Country Ave./Mt. Adams Ave.

•

The City Engineer should determine the preferred location for a Neighborhood Connector street north
of Sherman Ave., either aligning it with Max's Loop or locating it over existing stormwater lines to the
east.

•

A 60-foot-wide right-of-way is recommended for 30th St. between Sherman Ave. and Wine Country
Ave., with street designed for limited vehicular traffic coupled with improved bike access. A
Neighborhood Connector or Commercial/Residential Collector classification may be appropriate.

•

The "financially constrained" project list in the TSP should be updated to include to add an improvement
to the intersection of May St. and Rand Rd. (mini roundabout or traffic signal) if housing capacity is
expanded generally consistent with Land Use "Scenario A" per the Westside Area Concept Plan Report’s
traffic impact analysis.

3-2 PC DRAFT Recs for Streets Transit Ped Bike File 2018-07 - 9-09-2019 Council Draft
Page 5 of 14
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•

May St. west of Rand Rd. should not include on-street parking on both sides of street – it should feature
bike lanes only or bike lanes with parking on one side only.

•

A driveway separation standard should be established for Neighborhood Connector streets (same as for
Local Streets?).

•

The Framework Map should be amended to depict arrows for Neighborhood Connectors into and out of
the Willow Ponds PUD at Carr Drive and Post Canyon.

•

Traffic calming is recommended at the intersection of Rand Rd. and Sherman Ave.

•

The Commission recommends reviewing feasibility of Neighborhood Connector street north of
intersection of May St. and Nina Lane due to presence of existing homes and accessory structures, as
well as grade. Alternatives may include eliminating or replacing it with a Local Street (location to be
determined in association with future development), or aligning it with Elan Drive and connecting to W.
Prospect Ave.

o

Based on testimony submitted by Columbia Area Transit (CAT) dated July 5, 2019, which recommends
inclusion of four key concepts in the Westside Area Concept Plan (i.e. Transit Friendly Streets, Transit
Stops, Transit Gateways and Transit Supportive Development), the commission recommends the
following:
o The terminology (e.g. “Transit Friendly Streets”) should be clearly defined.
o The City Engineer or consultant should review the proposed Transit Friendly Streets and provide
recommendations to minimize conflicts with other transportation modes, public facilities, etc.
o Except for any objections made by the City Engineer, include the following “Transit Friendly Streets”
in the Streets & Transit Framework:

3-2 PC DRAFT Recs for Streets Transit Ped Bike File 2018-07 - 9-09-2019 Council Draft
Page 6 of 14
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o

o
o
o

o

o

 Cascade Avenue between Mount Adams and Downtown
 Rand Road –between Wasco and Belmont Street
 May Street –between Frankton and 12th
 Belmont Street between 30th and 12th Streets
 Mt. Adams Ave. extension (aka Alignment “D”)
Incorporate the concept of Transit Friendly Streets into the Transportation System Plan or
Development Code (e.g. HRMC 17.20) with the intent of improving coordination with CAT during the
development review process and during the design of public improvements on these street
segments.
Consider focusing financial resources for bicycle facility improvements on streets that are not
designated as Transit Friendly Streets in order to reduce conflicts between transit vehicles and
cyclists, unless there is adequate right-of-way width to accommodate both modes safely.
Recommend updating the Municipal Code (e.g. Chapter 13.52) to include a process for designating
transit stops on existing public streets. If criteria are to be used in evaluating requests for transit
stops, prioritize transit over on-street parking.
Incorporate “Transit Gateways” (or alternative name) in the Streets & Transit Framework for
anticipated transit nodes at the following intersections:
 Cascade Ave. & Mt. Adams Ave.
 Cascade Ave. & Rand Rd.
 May St. & Frankton Rd.
 May St. & 30th St.
 May St. & Rand Rd.
 Rand Rd. & Sherman Ave.
 Rand Rd. & Belmont Ave.
Incorporate the concept of “Transit Gateways” (or alternative name such as “hubs”) into the
Transportation System Plan or Development Code (e.g. HRMC 17.20) with the intent of improving
coordination with CAT during the development review process and during the design of public
improvements at these intersections.
When deliberating over a preferred Land Use Scenario and implementing ordinances, consider CAT’s
recommendations for Transit Supportive Development including the following design principles:
 Greater density than community average
 A mix of uses
 Quality pedestrian environment
 Defined public realm

3-2 PC DRAFT Recs for Streets Transit Ped Bike File 2018-07 - 9-09-2019 Council Draft
Page 7 of 14
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BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN FRAMEWORK
The Bicycle & Pedestrian Framework should be adopted to accompany the Streets & Transit Framework as a
refinement and update to the City’s 2011 Transportation System Plan, and also to compliment the Park &
Open Space Framework where off-street trail connections overlap and capital facilities will be programmed.
The Concept Plan will advance the specificity of future project funding, and it will also provide a linkage
between open space, recreation, and transportation plans.
•

The commission recommends updating the Pedestrian System Plan and the Bicycle System Plan of the
City’s 2011 Transportation System Plan (TSP) to be consistent with the Westside Area Concept Plan
Report’s Pedestrian and Bicycle Framework subject to amendments recommended by the Commission,
including adding off-street trails to the TSP.

•

Bike and pedestrian facilities should be added to the "financially constrained" list in the TSP and/or Park
Master Plan in order to qualify for SDC funding.

•

Implementation of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Framework is expected to require amendments to the
zoning ordinance (e.g. HRMC 17.20) as well as to the subdivision ordinance.

•

Land dedication and fee-in-lieu provisions should be included in the zoning ordinance for Parks and
Open Space. It has been suggested that multi-use path and trail facilities could be considered
transportation facilities eligible for construction using Transportation SDCs when consistent with the
City’s Transportation System Plan, or could be considered Park and Open Space improvements eligible
for construction using Parks SDCs when consistent with an adopted Parks Master Plan. The City of
Sandy, Oregon’s Parkland and Open Space ordinance allows developers to pay a fee in lieu of land
dedication under certain circumstances. The commission recommends that any “fee-in-lieu” provisions
adopted for Hood River do not allow developers to avoid construction of multi-use paths and trails.

•

Coordination of bike and pedestrian improvements is needed between the TSP and Park & Open Space
Framework.

•

Verify if there is overlap/redundancy between sidewalks, bike, path and trail facilities and determine
where priority should be given for funding.

•

“Bikeability” of steep roads is a concern. Henderson Creek trail alignment appears to be preferable for
bikes due to gentler grade in many areas, but the Framework currently anticipates use of 6-foot-wide
trail by pedestrians only rather than a multi-use path.

•

Establish a Henderson Creek Trail in a buffer along the creek between the UGB (south end) and Cascade
Ave. (north end), including where creek may have been piped.

•

Correct the alignment of the Henderson Creek Trail on the Pedestrian and Bicycle Framework map so
that it follows the alignment of the creek.

3-2 PC DRAFT Recs for Streets Transit Ped Bike File 2018-07 - 9-09-2019 Council Draft
Page 8 of 14
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•

Add the Westside Community Trail to Pedestrian and Bicycle Framework map immediately north of May
St., tying into the Henderson Creek Trail on the school district’s property.

•

Avoid use of streets/sidewalks for portions of off-road trails (e.g. where Henderson Creek Trail crosses
Sherman Ave.) but, if necessary and if constructed as a multi-use path, add seamless protected bike
lanes where paralleling street.

•

An off-street pedestrian connection is not needed along a Neighborhood Connector street on the school
district’s property south of Sherman Ave. and west of Henderson Creek Trail.

•

Ensure east/west pedestrian connections on Hazel Ave. and Eugene St. between Fox Hollow subdivision
and school district’s property.

•

Provide a connection between the Mt. Adams extension (i.e. “Alignment D”) and the Henderson Creek
Trail along north side of May St.

3-2 PC DRAFT Recs for Streets Transit Ped Bike File 2018-07 - 9-09-2019 Council Draft
Page 9 of 14
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•

Establish a Ridgeline Trail in the alignment depicted on the Bicycle and Pedestrian Framework, including
adding an off-street connection over the existing Mt. Adams Ave. “road cut,” and extending the trail
east to Rand Rd.

•

Change the location of Westside Community Trail east of Frankton Road (portion of Trail 12) to align
with Carr Dr. rather than Blackberry Dr. due to nature of existing road easements.

3-2 PC DRAFT Recs for Streets Transit Ped Bike File 2018-07 - 9-09-2019 Council Draft
Page 10 of 14
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•

The Westside Community Trail north of Sherman Ave. (portion of Trail 5) should align with the future
Neighborhood Connector street (City Engineer to determine if future street must align with Max's Loop,
or if it should be located over existing stormwater utilities).

•

A portion of the Upper Terrace Neighborhood path (Path 10) is not needed adjacent to a future
Connector Street between May St. and Post Canyon Dr. (however, retain trail segment between Post
Canyon Dr. and Belmont Dr.).

3-2 PC DRAFT Recs for Streets Transit Ped Bike File 2018-07 - 9-09-2019 Council Draft
Page 11 of 14
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•

A multi-use path is a priority interim improvement for Post Canyon Dr. between Frankton Rd. and 30th
St. unless/until UGB is expanded and additional right-of-way is obtained for southern half of Post
Canyon Dr. (to be constructed as a Minor Arterial, recommended to include a physically separated bike
path).

•

The commission recommends changing the term “Bicycle Boulevard” in the TSP to “Neighborway,” or
designating bicycle boulevards as neighborways. Neighborways are residential streets designed for low
volumes and speeds for auto traffic, where bicycle and pedestrians in the street are given priority over
vehicles. According to advocates, painted stencils on the street and painted designs at intersections can
create visual markers that make streets safer for children, pedestrians and bikers. Neighborway

3-2 PC DRAFT Recs for Streets Transit Ped Bike File 2018-07 - 9-09-2019 Council Draft
Page 12 of 14
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improvements typically are implemented through neighborhood initiative after new Local Streets are
constructed.
•

The bicycle boulevard on Montello Ave. should be extended from Rand Rd. to 30th St. via Eugene St. or
Prospect Ave. Figure 2 of the TSP, Bicycle System Plan, should be updated to depict the alignment.

•

Staff should critique the Pedestrian/Bicycle Trail/Path list and provide further recommendations.

•

The Pedestrian and Bicycle Framework map is conceptual, and City will work with developers to finalize
locations/alignments of trails and paths.

•

Provide greater detail in the TSP about the intended treatment of bicycle boulevards and
“Neighborways.”

•

Develop a cross section for a high traffic/speed multi-use path along Henderson Creek that features
dedicated lanes for two-way bicycle and pedestrian users such as may be found in the Netherlands,
including design details for intersections of such paths with streets. The CROW Design Manual for
Bicycle Traffic is considered the main guide to Dutch bikeway engineering, and the US equivalent is the
NACTO (National Association of City Transportation Officials) Urban Bikeway Design Guide. The
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) published a Guide for the
Development of Bicycle Facilities (4th Ed., 2012) that includes design recommendations for shared-use
paths, as does the Federal Highway Administration’s guide for Small Town and Rural Multimodal
networks depicted below:

3-2 PC DRAFT Recs for Streets Transit Ped Bike File 2018-07 - 9-09-2019 Council Draft
Page 13 of 14

17

o
o
o

8 ft (2.4 m) is the minimum allowed for a two-way bicycle path and is only recommended for low
traffic situations or for short lengths.
12-14 ft (3.6–4.3 m) is recommended for heavy use situations with high concentrations of multiple
users.
Wider paths are useful to accommodate maintenance vehicles; on steep grade to allow for
comfortable passing and meeting; and through curves to provide more operating space.

3-2 PC DRAFT Recs for Streets Transit Ped Bike File 2018-07 - 9-09-2019 Council Draft
Page 14 of 14
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Framework Plans

STREETS FRAMEWORK
Streets as Public Places
The Streets Framework (Figure 12) is intended to implement the vision to create an
interconnected community that includes streets, trails, and paths that are “walkable,
connected, and green.” The streets of the Westside Area will comprise the largest
component of the public realm. They will not only serve as transportation corridors for
all users, but also as community gathering places, view corridors, utilities corridors, and
other similar uses. A highly-connected street system is essential to creating a cohesive
community.

Building on Hood River’s Transportation System Plan
The Streets Framework depicts the hierarchy of street types for the Westside Area,
consistent with the street classifications used in Hood River’s Transportation System
Plan (TSP): Minor Arterials, Collectors, and Local Streets (see Figure 13). To supplement
this adopted hierarchy, the Streets Framework also depicts “Neighborhood Connector”
Streets. The Neighborhood Connectors are selected local streets that are intended to be
continuous through neighborhoods, providing direct and convenient connectivity with Photo Credit: Harold Litwiler
wider planter strips to better accommodate stormwater treatment. They are graphically
shown as straight lines, but do not need to be rigidly straight alignments. They may be
curved or shaped to natural features of the land provided that they still create a direct
and convenient local street connection.
The Hood River TSP was the starting point for creating the Streets Framework. Updates
to the TSP roadway and functional classifications for several streets in the Westside Area
have been identified. The primary update is the relocation of a future North-South Minor
Arterial street between Wine Country Avenue and May Street previously designated
in the TSP. As the city grows, this street is expected to be a critical connectivity
improvement in western Hood River that alleviates a significant amount of traffic
from other corridors such as Cascade Avenue, Rand Road, and even 13th Street. Three
alternatives were evaluated for this key route (see Appendix B for a detailed evaluation).
The recommended route (“Alignment D”) runs from Wine Country Avenue to May
Street in the transition area between the West Neighborhood and the Middle Terrace
Neighborhood. The rationale for this alignment is that it:
•
•
•
•

24

Can be designed to be less steep than other alternatives;
Has less overall impact on developable properties;
Avoids placement of a Minor Arterial at the front of the future school; and
Has less disruption of neighborhood connectivity than other alternatives.

Hood River Westside Area Concept Plan Report

Photo Credit: Robert Ashworth
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Framework Plans
Figure 12. Streets Framework Diagram
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Specific Street Recommendations and Issues
Alignment D’s Design
The future Minor Arterial street connection from Wine Country Avenue to May
Street, known as “Alignment D,” requires special consideration so that it is designed
as a context-sensitive street that balances the multiple needs of active transportation,
north-south mobility, neighborhood impacts, street connectivity, physical constraints,
and cost. It will serve the function of a Minor Arterial, but must be the most “peoplefriendly” Minor Arterial that can be implemented. With that goal in mind, the project
team recommends following elements for the design of Alignment D:
• Center turn lane: Not continuous; turn pockets where needed. Result is a 2-lane
street instead of the typical 3-lane street.
• Auto lane widths: 11 feet instead of the typical 12 feet.
• Buffered bike lanes: A striped 2-foot buffer and 6-foot bike lane is recommended
• Design speeds and curve radii: Consider designing to accommodate slower speeds.
• Storm water: Incorporate low-impact designs.
A new minor arterial cross-section is recommended, for Alignment D and other minor
arterial connections within the City.. The cross-section shown in Figure 14 shows the
typical condition - a left-turn lane is added at intersections where needed (see Appendix
B for additional cross-sections).
Figure 14.

Minor Arterial Option Cross-Section (Without Turn Lane)
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30th Avenue Traffic Calming North of May Street
From a network and traffic impact perspective, the relocation of the Mt Adams extension
to Alignment D will reduce future traffic on 30th Street and near the future school, as
compared to future conditions under the currently-adopted TSP. However, it is important
that 30th Street, once extended north, does not exceed its local street function because
it is a relatively direct route to Mt Adams and the Cascade Avenue corridor. To prevent
this, the project team has several recommendations:
• The intersection of Sherman Avenue and 30th Street should be stop-controlled.
• The future intersection north of Sherman Avenue and an extended 30th Street
should be stop-controlled.
• The five block section of 30th Street, between May and Sherman, should be traffic
calmed. There are several options for traffic calming, including stop signs at one
or two locations along this stretch of 30th, and a variety of others detailed on the
following page. Speed bumps are generally not used in Hood River.
• When new connections are added to the curved section of Mt Adams and Wine
Country (as shown on the Street Framework), turning movements should be
restricted with a raised curb barrier to prohibit left turn movements across traffic.
See Figure 15. (Design is preliminary and subject to review by City Engineer)
Figure 15.
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30th Avenue Connections and Traffic Calming
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Neighborhood Traffic Management Tools
Neighborhood Traffic Management (NTM) describes strategies that can be deployed to slow traffic, and
potentially reduce volumes, creating a more inviting environment for pedestrians and bicyclists. NTM strategies
are primarily traffic calming techniques for improving neighborhood livability on local streets, though a limited
set of strategies can also be applied to collectors and arterials. Mitigation measures for neighborhood traffic
impacts must balance the need to manage vehicle speeds and volumes with the need to maintain mobility,
circulation, and function for service providers, such as emergency responders.

(www.pedbikeimages.org/Dan Burden)

(www.pedbikeimages.org/Carl Sundstrom)

A “Choker” is a pinch point placed
on either side of the street to
narrow the center of the lane such
that two drivers have difficulty
passing through simultaneously.
They are appropriate where travel
speeds are already low.

Curb extensions reduce the
pedestrian crossing distance and
improve motorists’ visibility of
pedestrians waiting to cross the
street. They can also serve as good
locations for bike parking, benches,
public art, and other streetscape
features.

(www.pedbikeimages.org/Adam Fukushima)

www.pedbikeimages.org/Tom Harned)

(www.pedbikeimages.org/Carl Sundstrom)

Diverters – physical barriers that
restrict access and movement. They
can prevent specific movements or
restrict access to local traffic only.
Can also serve as good locations for
public art, and other streetscape
features.

Raised crosswalks - extend
the sidewalk across the road
and bring motor vehicles to
the pedestrian level. They also
improve accessibility by allowing
pedestrians to cross at nearly a
constant grade. They help to slow
vehicles.

Traffic Circles can reduce vehicle
speeds and crashes in low volume
areas (less than 5,000 vehicles).

(www.pedbikeimages.org/Dan Burden)

Chicaines are a series of raised
curb extensions on alternating
sides of a street forming an
S-shaped travel way, reducing
vehicle speeds.

‘Share the Road’ signage
can be used to raise
awareness and legitimize
the presence of bicycles
on the roadways. This
signage is applicable
to roadways where
bike lanes are not
necessarily appropriate
(e.g., roadways with low
vehicle volumes and
speeds). ‘Share the Road’
signage can be used to
supplement shared lane
markings.

Pedestrian Refuge Islands
Pedestrian refuge islands
- allow pedestrians to
cross one segment of the
street to a relatively safe
location out of the travel
lanes, and then continue
across the next segment
in a separate gap in traffic.
Refuge islands are most
appropriate at midblock
crossings where right ofway allows for adequate
space between opposing
travel lanes.

Hood River Westside Area Concept Plan Report
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30th Avenue Parking South of May Street
The City has received requests to eliminate existing bike lanes on 30th Street south of May
Street in favor of on-street parking. This is due in part to limited on-street parking in a Planned
Unit Development with narrow streets located at the southwestern corner of 30th & May.
As 30th is extended south over time, it will be important to have bike lanes because the
street is designated as a Minor Arterial south of May Street. Future development reviews
should take this into consideration, with a goal of retaining the bike lanes on 30th. Providing
connected block patterns and orienting new local streets with an east-west orientation, as well
as providing parking bays for denser land uses will help prevent future conflicts.

Post Canyon Drive and 30th Street Right-of-Way Phasing
The current TSP and the Streets Framework show the “Belmont Avenue Post Canyon Drive
Extension” and 30th Street (south of May Street) as Minor Arterial connections, with
alignments abutting the UGB. According to the TSP, the ultimate right-of-way widths for these
streets is 70 feet. Obtaining right-of-way will be done primarily through the development
review process, and there are legal limitations on exactions for right-of-way dedication and
street improvements. Therefore, it is recommended that the City work with property owners
and developers to obtain at least half of the needed right-of-way (i.e. minimum 35-footwide) for an interim level of improvements. In the future, if it is determined that the abutting
property that is currently located outside of the UGB should be urbanized, remaining right-ofway and street improvements should be obtained to complete the full width of these streets
to meet requirements for Minor Arterials.

Street Cross Sections
The following cross sections apply to development in the Westside Area. Some are in the City’s
current TSP, and others were developed specifically for the Westside area. New cross sections
are intended to supersede standard adopted cross-sections, where applicable. Cross-sections
are considered typical and subject to modification as determined by the City Engineer. (See
Appendix B for the full list of cross sections). Further, it is recommended that the standards for
private streets are updated so as not to be more restrictive than standards for shared private
driveways.

Highways and Arterials
•
•
•
•
•

Historic Columbia River Highway – US 30 I-84 Eastbound to Mt. Adams Avenue)
Historic Columbia River Highway – US 30 Mt. Adams Avenue to 13th Street/OR 281)
Minor Arterial
Minor Arterial Option (Alignment D) – With Turn Lane (NEW)
Minor Arterial Option (Alignment D) – Without Turn Lane (NEW)

Collectors

• Commercial/Residential Collector
• Neighborhood Collector

30
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Local Streets
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Neighborhood Connector Street (NEW)
Local Option A (
Local Option B
Local Option C
Alley
Path
Industrial Street
Private Street
Six Home Private Street

Figure 16.

Neighborhood Connector Street Cross Section
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Figure 17.

Local Street Cross Section
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The Future of Transit in Hood River and the Westside
One of the guiding principles for this plan is to “plan land uses and transportation
facilities so the area may be served by fixed route transit in the future.” In order to
achieve this, the area must have good major connections to the rest of the city, an
internal multi-modal circulation network that allows residents to access transit facilities,
and sufficient residential density to support transit service. Intersection improvements
in the Westside Area, such as the potential roundabout at Rand/27th/May , should be
designed to accommodate transit vehicles.
Parallel to the Concept Plan work, Columbia Area Transit has prepared a Transit Master
Plan for Hood River County, which includes future transit service to the Westside Area.
In the medium-term, the recommendation is for two routes to serve Hood River: one
serving east/west travel and one serving north/south travel. These services will allow
for a significant amont of “deviation” to pick up and drop off to those with mobility
issues near the route’s fixed stops. The recommended routing and deviation zone from
the Transit Master Plan is shown in Figure 18 below, and will be updated as the street
network and land uses within the Westside Area are built out.
Figure 18.

Transit Master Plan Medium/Long-Term Local Service Map
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PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FRAMEWORK
The Vision
The Westside Area is envisioned as an extremely walkable and bikeable part of the
City, with on-street and off-street paths connecting neighborhoods to green spaces
and services within Hood River and the surrounding area. The Westside Area is at the
intersection of the Historic Columbia River Highway, the Westside Trail, and a popular
route to the Post Canyon area west of the City.

Existing Plans
Planning for bicycle and pedestrian access in the Westside Area has to date been
addressed in the Transportation System Plan, which includes “Modal Plans” for the
pedestrian system and the bicycle system. These plans identify a number of bicycle and
pedestrian projects within the Westside Area, largely limited to sidewalks and bike lanes
on May St. and Rand Road, and the Westside Trail.

Hood River, OR
Photo Credit: Google Earth

Bicycle and Pedestrian Framework
Pedestrian and bicycle routes are a key component of the Concept Plan. In the November
2016 online open house, connecting neighborhoods with bicycle lanes was the highestranked transportation issue, with nearly two-thirds of respondents rating the issue as
“Very Important.” Off-street walking paths and a connected system of sidewalks also
received high scores, with over half of respondents rating the issue as “Very Important.”
The Pedestrian and Bicycle Connections Framework (Figure 19) depicts a connected
network of pedestrian paths, bike routes, and trails that go “to and through” each
neighborhood and district of the Westside Area. The goal is to provide many options
for active transportation and reduced reliance on vehicle travel. The plan builds on
designated and existing routes, including the Historic Columbia River Highway State Trail,
the Westside Trail, and routes in the adopted TSP. Other connections have been added
to connect activity centers such as the planned parks and schools.
Each of the trail and path segments have been evaluated and classified. Table 1 and
Table 2 describe the type, intended users, width, and surface type for each segment. The
alignment, width, and surface types are preliminary and subject to refinement during
design.

34
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Figure 19. Bicycle and Pedestrian Connections
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Three Key Trails for the Westside
Three key trails are envisioned through the Westside Area, as shown in Figure 19.
The Westside Trail, which currently connects from the Westside Elementary School to
Sherman Avenue, will remain and be improved. A new trail along Henderson Creek is
also proposed, which will provide access to nature and an opportunity to improve the
condition of the creek. A third major trail along the ridgeline through groves of retained
trees is also included.
Table 1.
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Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Hood River Westside Area Concept Plan Report

31

Framework Plans

Table 2.

Proposed Bicycle and Pedestrian Framework Facilities
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Pedestrian and Bike Framework
Planning Commission
Recommendation

Facility
•

Off Road Trails

•

Physically Separated Bike and Ped
Street Facility

•

On Street Bike Facility and
Sidewalk

•

Pedestrian Only

•

Bike Boulevard/Neighborway
shown in Purple on existing streets
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Facility
•

Off Road Trails

•

Physically Separated Bike and Ped
Street Facility

•

On Street Bike Facility and
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shown in Purple on existing streets
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Pedestrian and Bike Framework
Planning Commission
Recommendation

Facility
•

Off Road Trails

•

Physically Separated Bike and Ped
Street Facility

•

On Street Bike Facility and
Sidewalk

•

Pedestrian Only

•

Bike Boulevard/Neighborway
shown in Purple on existing streets
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Physically Separated Ped and
Bike Facility

On Street Bike Facility and
Sidewalk

Off Street Path and Trail
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Streets & Transit Framework
Pedestrian and Bike Framework
Planning Commission
Recommendation
Key Modifications to crosssections
Minor Arterials
•

Incorporate the sidepath concept from
Federal Highways Rural Modes in lieu of
On-street facilities within 70’ ROW

Connector
•
•

Incorporate the advisory shoulder and
single though-lane concept in 60’ ROW
Prioritize walk width over tree parkway
in order to achieve 6 foot sidewalk
widths

Sections Color Coordinated to Map on
the Following Page
41

Arterial Streets

Collector Streets

Connector & Local Streets
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET
Meeting Date:

September 9th, 2019

To:

City Council

From:

Dustin Nilsen, Director of Planning

Subject:

Downtown Hood River Parking Study – Update

Background:
In December 2018, Council awarded a downtown parking study contract to Rick Williams
Consulting. Since the award, the consulting team and project committee have held seven
meetings, an open house, and conducted a public survey to guide and review the work
completed to date. The majority of the work has focused on the analysis of background
conditions, guiding principles of the parking strategy, current parking demand, and
forecasted parking demand. These deliverables, outlined in the initial scope approved by
Council, were shared as draft policy white papers and are available online.
Along with the white paper draft releases and public outreach, the consulting team is
beginning the preparation parking strategy outline that will frame the final report. Final
deliverables are anticipated in the Fall of 2019.
Prior to the development and consideration of the strategy outline and final report, staff and
representatives of the consulting team have prepared an update for Council to gather
feedback on the current progress and policy options.
A key issue raised by Council that shall be addressed as part of final includes a fee in lieu
of parking policy. Such as policy has been used by the city over the past decade and has
received significant attention and questions regarding its effectiveness. The forthcoming
document shall provide an overview Hood River’s existing policy and the various options of
fee in lieu programs.
Staff Request:
Staff requests Council feedback, input, or questions from the presentation that it wishes
to share with the committee, the public, stakeholders, or agencies partners as part of the
downtown parking plan development. It also requests preliminary input regarding the
proposed strategies and fee in lieu options.
Fiscal Impact:
The parking study is budgeted through FY19/20 and is anticipated for completion in the fall
of 2019.
Environmental Impact:
The parking study itself has limited environmental impact.
Attachments:
Fee In Lieu Whitepaper
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Downtown Parking Study

White Paper # 5: Strategic Use of Fee-in-Lieu as a
Source of Funding for Public Parking
1.0 Introduction
Parking standards in city codes often require that each land
use provide parking on-site. This can limit density, increase
development costs, challenge small and/or historic sites,
and discourage shared use parking. A common solution to
this problem allows developers to pay fees into a municipal
parking fund in lieu of providing the required parking onsite. The fees are then used to provide centralized public
parking in place of on-site parking for individual properties.

Fees-in-lieu allows a new or
intensified development to buy
out of a requirement to
provide a minimum number of
parking stalls. Fees paid by the
developer are used by the City
to fund development of new
public parking facilities.

By consolidating parking in centralized public lots or
structures and offering developers an alternative to
providing parking on-site, a fee-in-lieu system can
encourage infill development and redevelopment in
existing downtowns, support land use intensification, and reduce the overall amount of built parking
through more efficient use of the supply.

1.1 Hood River’s Fee-in-Lieu (Current Code)
In 2006, the City of Hood River established a fee-in-lieu option in its code (currently outlined in Chapter
17.241). The code provision allows developers in the Central Business District to pay a fee to the City in
lieu of providing required off-street parking. The amount of the fee is set by resolution of the City
Council and reviewed on at least an annual basis. Upon payment of the fee-in-lieu, the City is to deposit
monies in a dedicated fund for the development and provision of public parking facilities. At present, the
fee is calculated based on 1.2 parking stalls or spaces per 1,000 square feet of development multiplied
by the amount set annually by Council. For residential development, the fee is spread at different rates
between the first two-thirds of stalls provided and the remaining one-third (see Section 3.2, below).
The fact that Hood River offers fee-in-lieu is progressive; however, current parking requirements,
program format, and fee may not consider integration with other funding sources necessary to develop
new parking and support the intensification of uses. In addition, the current code does not provide
clarity on the strategic intent for use of the fees collected, establish expectations of an access
entitlement that may or may not be granted to fee payers, nor outline a consistent and market-based
methodology for calculating fees.

1

This provision has been modified over the years but is still in place within the code.
Page | 1

Version 1 - May 2019
Parking Fee-in-Lieu

Downtown Parking Study

1.2 Purpose
The City is interested in evaluating the existing fee-in-lieu
option, particularly in its use as a reasonable funding source
for new public parking facilities and as a stimulus to new
development. The discussion herein will provide a
framework for such an evaluation and for potential
revisions to Hood River’s existing fee-in-lieu program. The
discussion will also be informed by a reevaluation of the
City’s current minimum parking requirements, which will
need to be strategically integrated into whatever fee
structure is developed.

This paper assumes the City
intends to continue to play a
prominent role in owning,
managing, and ultimately
growing its off-street parking
supply. Therefore, examining
and refining the current feein-lieu program supports the
City’s efforts to create a more
strategically coordinated
parking management plan for
the downtown.

It is important to note that implementing a fee-in-lieu
program commits the City to playing a key role in
developing and managing off-street parking, a role that
Hood River already fills. This paper assumes the City intends
to continue playing a prominent role in owning, managing,
and ultimately growing its off-street parking supply. Examining and refining the current fee-in-lieu
program supports the City’s efforts to create a more strategically coordinated parking management plan
for the downtown.2 This will entail active planning for future parking and identifying additional sources
of funding3 to supplement and leverage funds derived from fee-in-lieu.

2.0 Framework Approach – Parking Fee-in-Lieu
2.1. Background
Hood River has a unique and vibrant downtown and growth in parking demand is becoming an issue.
New development and visitors attracted to Hood River bring
new demand for parking which may create additional
Most fee-in-lieu programs
constraints in the existing parking supply. Surface parking
around the country generally
lots will become attractive development sites, resulting in
cover the cost of new parking
potential loss of parking as new development and
development by coupling feeredevelopment projects progress. The cost of providing
parking, especially structured parking, can adversely impact
in-lieu with other strategically
the financial feasibility of new development. As down town
identified revenue sources to
redevelops, the City must find the right balance between its
create a package of funds that
role and the role of the private sector in financing and
can fully support new parking
building parking to support new growth.
development.

2.2. Challenges
Key challenges for Hood River in this process are:

2

Many cities do not have fee-in-lieu or similar programs related to public off-street parking, choosing to put the
responsibility for off-street parking growth completely on the private sector.
3
Including fees generated from parking, bonds, infrastructure financing districts, parking benefits districts, etc.
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•
•

Continuing to attract new development to the downtown.

•

Addressing site constraints, including historic preservation that may limit the ability to
incorporate parking.

•
•

Removing barriers to new development or redevelopment of existing buildings.

•

Appropriately recognizing previous investments in parking both public and private.

Supporting developments constrained by the cost of parking development while reducing
reliance on surface parking areas.

Maintaining and encouraging an urban form for new development that is consistent with the
downtown vision and Hood River’s unique identity and character.

Fee-in-lieu is should be considered one option for providing parking, and private development should
not be discouraged from providing required parking without City assistance. A strong fee-in-lieu
program can be a powerful tool for achieving efficient development through the provision of common,
centralized, and/or district parking facilities. Giving developers the option to reduce or eliminate their
on-site parking requirement can result in better-designed and more productive developments and
streetscapes.
A fee-in-lieu rate is generally set at a level less than the cost for a developer to provide on-site parking.
Overall, a fee-in-lieu option encourages developers to consider downsizing their parking supply, and to
explore shared-use opportunities in reasonable proximity to their development site. When successfully
structured, fee-in-lieu programs can reduce development costs, making projects more feasible and
providing a revenue source that the City can invest in a consolidated parking development plan. By
offering a reduced-cost option for providing parking, many cities that offer fee-in-lieu must also identify
other funding sources to create a package of funds that can fully support new parking development.

3.0 Program Elements
As previously stated, the waiving of minimum parking requirements for private development projects
through a fee-in-lieu option assumes an intent or commitment by the City to provide public parking in
Downtown. Clear expectations regarding the City’s use of funds raised by fee-in-lieu payments are
therefore necessary.
For Hood River, there are several considerations in designing and refining the existing fee-in-lieu option.
The following sections describe several program elements that should be considered.

3.1. Current Code Minimums
Currently, residential code requires one and one-half parking spaces for each unit in a multi-family
development, 4 whereas minimum parking stalls required for commercial use are based upon employee
totals (see Chapter 17.03.040).5

4

Single dwelling, duplexes and triplexes require 2 stalls per unit.
Hood River’s code requirements for commercial uses are very unique. From a development perspective, using an
estimated employee total on a project-by-project approach is difficult without definitional or policy clarity on who
5
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3.2. Use of Funds
Per 17.024.010 B, the City directs funds collected from feein-lieu payments to be deposited “in a dedicated fund for
the development and provision of public parking facilities.”
Moving forward, the City should clarify that the fund is
flexible enough to allow the City to:
•
•
•
•

Develop new parking structures.
Purchase or lease underutilized private parking in
the Downtown for conversion to public access.
Partner with the private sector to add public
parking in new developments.
Invest in other transportation infrastructure in the
downtown (e.g., transit, bike, pedestrian)

3.3. Level of Expectation

The City will need to create
clear expectations regarding
its obligations for funds raised
by fee-in-lieu payments. These
obligations need to be
developed and adopted
concurrent with whatever fee
is implemented. The lower the
expectation for the payee that
parking is being provided as a
result of the fee, the lower the
fee assessed. Conversely, the
higher the expectation that
the payee is entitled to
parking, the higher the fee
assessed.

Fees-in-lieu are generally calibrated to the level of
commitment the City makes to the payer for access to an
off-site parking supply: an “entitlement” to parking access.
The lower the payer’s expectation of an entitlement to
parking as a result of the fee, the lower the fee assessed. Conversely, the higher the expectation of
entitlement to parking, the higher the fee. For Fiscal Year 2019-20, the following fees-in-lieu apply:6
•
•
•

Residential:
Commercial Uses:
Industrial Uses:

$22,088 per space (first 2/3) + $2,142 per space (last 1/3)
$1,226 per space
$1,226 per space

Currently, Section 17.24.010 provides a process for setting fees but does not specifically state the City’s
intent for assessing the fee. The disparity between the residential and commercial/industrial fees could
lead some to assume that any entitlement to parking access is not implicit in the commercial/industrial
standard given the low per space fee. The higher residential fee, however, may imply some greater
entitlement to parking from the City.

qualifies as an ‘employee’ or is this total employee that will use a building over a 24 hour period or are employee
shifts accounted for. Further, a developer may not know employee totals when programming a buildings’ uses as
tenants needs may different and may change between construction and actual occupancy.
6
(Consolidated fee schedules for the last 3 years are on the “Finance” section of the City’s website: http://ci.hoodriver.or.us/FinancialReports)
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Moving forward, the City will need to determine its comfort level in terms of expectation which should
then dictate the assessed fee. Creation of clear expectations regarding its obligations for funds raised by
fee-in-lieu payments will result in a more efficient fee-in-lieu parking program and better integrate into
strategic planning efforts related to the parking supply. These obligations need to be developed and
adopted concurrent with whatever fee is implemented.

3.4. Key Questions the City Should Answer
Several key questions about fee-in-lieu are outlined below. The consultant has provided single answers
to the questions, but only for context as to how they might be addressed. It is recommended that these
questions form the basis of future stakeholder discussions regarding the role of fee-in-lieu within the
downtown parking management plan. Consensus answers derived from this process would then inform
a revised fee-in-lieu program and set of specific expectations:
a. What type of access entitlement is a development assured in return for payment of a fee-inlieu fee based on an established minimum parking requirement? Entitlements do not imply
ownership, but long-term rights to parking. These access rights can be attached to the property
title and carried with it over time, including transfer in a sale. Because the fee-in-lieu is assessed
at a rate less than the cost of construction, those entitled to parking agree to pay the current
posted rates in facilities built with fees-in-lieu in the form of monthly passes, daily, and hourly
rates. These rates can be transferred to tenants, employees, and customers.
b. Is a development entitled to full access to a specific parking facility, or can access be spread
across multiple locations? The payment of the fee-in-lieu to the City would allow a
development to take advantage of all available parking under the City’s control but would not
guarantee parking at any specific facility. This can be an important element when cities begin to
assemble fee-in-lieu payments in advance of building a new parking facility; using surplus in
existing supplies to accommodate fee-in-lieu entitlements until new supply is put on line.
Further it allows for land use flexibility and infill development as the City’s needs for growth ebb
and flow based upon market conditions.
c. Are there proximity entitlements that assure access within a specified distance of a
development site? The City would ensure that development of new parking funded with fee-inlieu revenues is located within the Downtown Parking Management area. The area boundaries
and, in turn, the reasonable proximity to the development would be determined by the City. The
current code references “adjacent or nearby off-site off-street locations,” though this could be
better clarified in 17.03.040, G.1.d.
d. Can access entitlements be changed over time? For instance, could parking be moved from
one location to another over time as development patterns evolve? Yes. The City would retain
the right to redevelop parking facilities and to provide entitlement parking in different locations
within the downtown over time. This type of flexibility is important, as was referenced in (b)
above. The City may need to create temporary or interim sites as new structures are built.
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Surpluses within the parking system will need to be actively monitored so that entitlements may
be allocated accordingly.
e. What if the City is collecting fee-in-lieu payments, but cannot concurrently build a parking
facility? Fee-in-lieu could be used to build interim surface lots to meet entitlements until a new
supply (e.g., a garage) is both needed and feasible. If the City cannot meet near-term fee-in-lieu
demand requirements, the program can be suspended to ensure that existing/paid entitlements
can be accommodated.
f.

Can fee-in-lieu payments be used by the City to fund other forms of access (e.g., transit or
bike/walk options)? In some cities, that is the case. However, given the costs necessary to
develop structured parking, it is not anticipated that fee-in-lieu payments, as currently
configured, would allow the City of Hood River to fund other forms of access.

g. Are there any other charges associated with fee-in-lieu to those with access entitlements?
There could be. Given that most fee-in-lieu entitlements are assessed at a rate less than the cost
of actually developing off-street parking supply, agreements formalizing the entitlements would
allow the City to charge the then-posted monthly, daily, and hourly rates at public facilities in
the downtown. As demand for parking increases, monthly and daily rates would also increase.
Such charges are necessary to cover, at minimum, costs of maintenance, operation, and
administration of the public facilities, as well as debt service.
h. What happens if a development does not fully utilize its access entitlements? Given that
access is an entitlement and not a form of ownership, the City (or owner of the parking facility)
has the right to sell underutilized parking to the general public on a month-to-month basis. This
ensures that the City can maximize parking on weekdays, weekends, and evenings. Access
entitlements give priority to those with entitlements, but do not prevent the City from
capitalizing on unused space. Management of fee-in-lieu entitlements will require accurate and
ongoing data on occupancy and utilization of parking.

4.0 Rate and Format
4.1. Case Study Review
The appropriate rate for a fee-in-lieu varies by city and is influenced by the type of parking provided
(surface versus structure), costs of land and development in specific areas, and expectations associated
with the level of entitlement granted with payment of the fee. The following case studies are provided
for reference in developing recommendations for Hood River.
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•

•

•

Bend, OR: $26,000/per stall.7 Established in 1992, the fee was initially much lower ($510/per
stall). However, City Council annually sets the fee and policies regarding fee-in-lieu. The fee goes
into a fund designated “only for the planning, acquisition, development, and maintenance of
off-street parking facilitates located in and/or adjacent to the CBD.”
Corvallis, OR: $10,560/per stall. Funds to be used by the City to construct publicly available
parking spaces. “It should be recognized that Fee-in-Lieu Parking Program fees may construct
spaces that do not directly serve the parcels from which the fee was collected.”8
Tualatin, OR: $3,500 per stall required.9

A 2008 study of 27 cities by Carl Walker Consulting established a range of fees between $2,000 and
$27,520, with an average of $11,500 per stall. The formula for determining rates in the sampled cities
was generally based on a wide variety of factors, both parking-related and non-parking-related.
As shown, there is no clear standard, and Hood River’s fee-in-lieu program should be tailored to local
conditions.

4.2. Recommendations
It is recommended that the City of Hood River consider restructuring its current fee-in-lieu program
according to the following guidelines:
1. The current unit cost of garage development in the Pacific Northwest is approximately $32,000
to $45,000 per stall, including land, design, and construction. Variation in the range is most
typically influenced by land cost. This range offers a good starting point for a fee-in-lieu rate
discussion, which would be refined with further research on the actual cost of developing
parking in Hood River versus the average used here for discussion purposes.
2. Once a unit cost is established for parking in Hood River, base the cost of fee-in-lieu at a rate
less than this cost —e.g., 60%.10 As described earlier, the lower cost is intended to encourage
developers to downsize their on-site parking and rely on shared parking within a consolidated
public parking supply. The fee-in-lieu rate should provide a reasonable funding base from which
the City can then develop a full funding package that would likely leverage other funding
sources (i.e., user fees, bonding, local improvement district, urban renewal, etc.).

7

Bend’s fee-in-lieu program (Chapter 3.3) only applies to the Central Business District.
Corvallis City Council Policy Manual, Section 7.15.025 December 15, 2014)
9
Tualatin’s original fee-in-lieu was calibrated at approximately 50% of the cost of developing surface parking and
Bend’s fee was calibrated at approximately 67% of the cost of structured parking.
10
This figure was chosen only for purposes of discussion. It is hoped that this report is used as a basis for
structuring work sessions and/or in-depth discussions with stakeholders to develop a rate format that is both
appropriate and feasible for Hood River.
8
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3. Establish a periodic review of the fee-in-lieu program, allowing the City to evaluate (a) the
number of developments exercising the options, (b) factors contributing to developers’ use or
non-use of the program, and (c) adjustments to the rate as necessary based on (a) and (b). The
periodic review would also evaluate the capacity of the City to absorb new fee-in-lieu
entitlements.
4. Adjust the fee-in-lieu payment annually based on the Engineers News Record Index (ENRI). The
ENRI is a respected standard within the industry and would provide an objective index for
adjusting City fees and charges associated with a fee-in-lieu program.11
5. Recognize that other funding sources will be necessary for successful development of public
parking facilities, particularly structured facilities. These could include public facility districts,
business improvement districts, local improvement districts, general fund allocations, and state
and local grants.
Assuming the City intends to create a more efficient downtown capable of accommodating the
intensification of land uses, continuing to offer a fee-in-lieu option is both reasonable and strategic. This
is underscored by the financial challenges associated with developing structured parking facilities. It is
recommended that the City reevaluate and refine its current fee-in-lieu program so that it can be
successfully applied as new development and intensified uses emerge. That process should take place
within the context of the elements outlined above.

5.0 Summary
Hood River already provides for a fee-in-lieu option for new development and/or intensification of land
uses. The program needs to be reevaluated to ensure that it offers developers a reasonable option to
consider and provides a sound financial basis for the City to build new parking facilities. The fee must be
calculated using a credible market-based methodology that can be regularly updated as economics and
parking development costs evolve. The rate must be calibrated to reasonable expectations for access
that the payer can rely on. Finally, the fee must be strategically coordinated with other funding sources
to ensure that the City has a financially feasible system for offering the fee-in-lieu option as a
development incentive and can meet any demand for parking by those who pay the fee.
This memo provides context and document key elements of a fee-in-lieu program as an option for
managing and growing downtown Hood River’s parking supply. This information is intended to facilitate
additional discussion and questions from staff and stakeholders on the continuing role of fee-in-lieu and
how it is integrated into the downtown’s parking and economic development planning. Rate formulation
estimates are only a means to focus discussion and create a platform for examining, refining, and
clarifying Hood River’s current program. The consultant team hopes the information provided helps to
increase understanding of the complexities of fee-in-lieu and stimulate discussion on the appropriate
role for such a program in the larger context of a strategic downtown parking management plan.
11

There are other construction indexes as well, including the Rider Levett Bucknall quarterly construction cost
index and the Turner Construction index.
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City of Hood River
City Council Work Session
July 22, 2019
Council:

Mayor Paul Blackburn, Kate McBride, Mark Zanmiller, Megan Saunders, Tim
Counihan, Jessica Metta, Erick Haynie

Staff:

City Manager Rachael Fuller, City Attorney Dan Kearns, Finance
Director/ACM Will Norris, Public Works Director Mark Lago, City Engineer
Stoner Bell, Planning Director Dustin Nilsen, Police Chief Neal Holste, City
Recorder Jennifer Gray

Absent:
Mayor Blackburn stated a land acknowledgement. For the centuries before our people came
here there were centuries of people that were here already. He believes it is important to keep
that in mind.

I

CALL TO ORDER – Cell Phone Reminder & Pledge of Allegiance – 6:00p.m.

Mayor Blackburn administered the Oath of Office to Reserve Police Policer Francisco Javier
Salgado.

II

BUSINESS FROM THE AUDIENCE

Erica Gerald and Niko Ruhlen, Downtown business owners, Hood River, OR – they addressed
Council regarding the topic of downtown parking. After the community open house that was held on
July 9, Nikko was advised by Councilor Counihan to write down their suggestions for parking in a
letter to the City Council, in addition to filling out the parking survey. Before Erica read the list of
suggestions, she asked Council if the goal of the parking study is to find solutions to help people
access the local businesses, or is it solely focused on parking turn over, aimed to achieve 65%
parking impact. The community parking open house presentation gave her the impression the goal
of this study is to primarily increase turnover, creating access to quick parking. While that is great, it
is slightly skewed from what the downtown business are hoping to achieve. They constantly promote
“shop local” and give to abundant number of causes and charities in the community, yet meters are
a barrier to their efforts, preventing residents from parking local so they can continue to make budgets
and give back to the community. So far, nothing has been discussed to help locals access
Downtown. Erica read the list of suggestions. Her full statement has been added to the record.
Bonnie New, Hood River, OR – she is an affordable housing advocate and the Chair of the housing
committee of the Ageing in the Gorge Alliance. She appreciates Councils dedication for advancing
affordable housing in Hood River. Earlier this week she spoke with a 70-year-old woman who was
born and raised in Hood River. She is losing her housing because her rent is increasing for the third
time in four years. New questioned how and where this resident is going to find stable housing for
$680/month, including utilities? Stories like this speak of how vitally important Council’s work is on
affordable housing. On behalf of the AGA Housing Committee, their network of affordable housing
advocates and the many people seeking low income housing, she is here to convey their thanks to
Councils dedication. She thanked them for staying a course of a very challenging environment in
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the past year.
Jim Klaas, Hood River, OR – he asked that City Councils put effort to be open, transparent, and put
more information out to the public. He would like to streamline the process for audio copies of Council
meetings and Planning meetings. He recommends the recordings be made available on the City’s
website. He noted there are some City meeting minutes that are not posted on the website. this
makes it hard to do research.

III

PUBLIC HEARINGS
1.

Appeal of City Denial of Access to Tax Lot 903 on Wasco

Mayor Blackburn opened the public hearing at 6:14 p.m. hearing and read the rules regarding public
hearing conduct.
Council Disclosures:
Councilor McBride stated someone who is involved in the application, but she is not sure who, called
her husband Rich McBride to ask him about this particular lot a few months ago because he is a real
estate agent. Her husband told her someone was trying to get an access off of Wasco Street. He
asked her what they needed to do. She told him they would need to talk to the Planning Department
or the Engineer. She told her husband it may come to Council for a decision, so she cannot discuss
it.
Councilor Zanmiller stated he walked down to the site to view the property.
Councilor Haynie stated he drove by the property today.
There were no questions or challenges.
Bell (City Engineer) presented the staff report. Bell’s PowerPoint has been added into the record.
Bell stated the application was denied by the Engineering Department. The applicant appealed six
reasons why the denial for access should be overturned. Bell stated in his opinion, the applicant
does not address the approval criteria listed in code which provids additional information that
warrants change to the City’s decision, to deny access from Lot 903 to Wasco Street. The City’s
Engineer denial of the applicant’s alternative access request on Wasco Street, was based on multiple
provisions of the Hood River Municipal Code and Hood River Engineering Standards.
Bell stated based on the Engineering report, Council will have the alternatives to grant the applicants
appeal and approve the access permit for Lot 903 on Wasco Street as requested, grant the
applicants appeal and approve the access permit for Lot 903 with conditions, or deny the applicants
appeal and uphold the City Engineers decision and deny the requested access permit for an
alternative new access onto Wasco Street.
In favor of the Applicants Position and Appeal:
Mike Nykreim, property owner 903 Wasco – he and his daughter Kara Gapon own the property.
Gapon did the design conceptual that is in the packet. He gave a high-level overview; he is highly
familiar with the public process, right of way development and the necessity of proper engineering to
create safe streets. He stated the City Engineer’s photos do not match theirs and they are clearly
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incorrect. The tangent points were taken from a property line, not where the curb line is front of their
property. It is almost line in sights straight to the west all the way down Wasco. He is very
disappointed in the presentation that Council was shown. It does not match what they had
presented, and it does not match their State of Oregon license traffic engineer presented. He stated
this is a challenging piece of property, but he has built on more challenging sites. This is small
development (2,000 sq. ft. commercial building) and three cars for off street parking. They are trying
to do the right thing and alleviate the congestion of parking.
Cara Gapon, property owner 903 Wasco – from a design point of view as she puts together a building
layout and also from being a good neighbor, they were excited to purchase this property to have a
cool starter project in Hood River. The last thing they want to do is interrupt the neighborhood. That
was the main point at the end, do the right thing for the neighborhood and be involved. She
understands it is a difficult site but at the same time there is parallel parking on Wasco; cars are
constantly stopping for cars that are getting in and out of parallel parking spots. She spoke about
the dangers on Columbia Street with residents backing in and out of easements. She and her father
prepared the packet, with the request with a safer option which would be off of Wasco Street.
Councilor Zanmiller asked what her dream goal is for development on that site. She stated she likes
the idea of a mixed-use space. She knows housing is an issue for Hood River. If it were to be a
mixed use, one unit could be a long-term rental/retirement home and the other could be an office
space. If it were to be all office spaces, they would settle with that and figure out how to make it
work. She wants it to be a fun space and a positive thing for the community.
Steve Mutkosk - property owner of 730 Columbia Street. They have owned this home for 11 years.
Several years before they purchased the home, it was the original parcel on which seven properties
now sit. Overtime, four townhomes were built by Maui Meyer in the early 2000’s. The property to
the east of their home, built two townhomes. Those townhomes were granted a 10-foot easement.
He believes it is important to establish who granted the easement and who didn’t. This is a messy
piece of property. He is a lawyer by training. He does not do land use, but he has spent the last 10
years reading all of these interconnected documents to understand when someone purchased this
piece of property and what they can and can’t do.
He is here tonight informally representing all seven of those properties. He says informally because
initially they were supposed to represented by legal counsel for they have done a lot of work on this
issue, but counsel has become unavailable. He was notified at noon today that he needed to be
here. He stated all seven property owners are looking for support for access from below on Wasco
Street. He stated there are 10 children that live on these properties. They routinely have challenges
with traffic coming in and out. Typically, one or two of the units has a renter in them and not all are
courteous or careful. Children ride their skateboards and bikes in this area. At best right now, there
is a 10-foot easement. The driveway that was built, is very challenging. He stated the driveways on
Columbia Street are not safe; they have had a car hit them as they pulled out of their driveway. There
is zero visibility and it’s a burden already. He stated because of the way the driveways come out of
the two car garages on the townhomes, there is a strange embankment that is built out, that cuts into
the width of the driveway. His property never gave an easement for the 10-foot egress and ingress.
That was meant to come from the other property. They believe there is a couple of inches under 10
feet without getting on their property, and they fully agree with the position of not being able to back
out and turn around. The shared driveway is extensive and it’s a part of the extensive easements.
They have been working on potential options for a way in which the property could be developed.
One of the positions he has made clear, is they will not allow someone to turn around on the property.
Whatever comes in, it will have to go straight back out. Having a car backout is even more
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dangerous. He stated there was no intention to having more cars go through the driveway. When
he purchased his property, they had a parking area that is very close to the right of way. He asked
a lot of questions around this and read all the documents. It is surprising to him as that lot was sold;
he found people were under the impression they would bring vehicles through there.
Opposed to the Applicants Position and Appeal:
Lesley Haskell, Hood River, OR – she is representing Michelle Harvey. Harvey’s property is the
adjacent property directly south of the proposed site. Haskell explained Harvey first learned about
this evenings hearing when she received a flier earlier this week. It was very alarming to Harvey.
The flyer insinuates that everything is going to happen, and they must choose the lesser of two evils.
She stated the applicants said all neighbors are in favor of this. They did not ask this neighbor and
she is a primary neighbor who is not in favor of the Wasco access. Haskell stated the statement
that all neighbors are in favor of this is a misrepresentation to Council. Wasco Street is a very busy
street and she asked Council to listen to the City Engineers recommendation regarding the site
distance and stop distance. The statement that Columbia Street is busier than Wasco Street is false.
If the other neighbors believe this, a traffic study should be done. She made a formal request to be
included on the notification list when the next application comes in or if the appeal goes anywhere
else.
Applicants Final Rebuttal:
Mike Nykreim – as a developer he learned many years ago to meet with all the neighbors, get your
card out there and let them get to know you. For this issue, they sent out information to 75 addresses.
They were not asked to notify anyone; they did this one their own. He is surprised and curious why
the Harvey’s are not in favor of this because the request for access would lessen the impact on
Harvey’s property. Nykreim explained correspondence with the neighbors has been through their
attorney Johnson Dunn. He had received an email that the entire neighborhood was in complete
agreement with what they are trying to promote. He also spoke about concerns regarding fire
accessibility to the property.
Mayor Blackburn closed the oral argument and public testimony portion of the public hearing and
Council entered into deliberations.
Kearns addressed the title issues, easement and access. The easement is in the record on Page
33 of the packet. It specifically talks about the easement being 10 feet wide for an egress and ingress
in utilities, not just for pedestrian access. It is also referred to on the sale deed on Page 18. The lot
was created in 1996. This lot is not very old but what is very old is the 1958 agreement. When he
first saw this file, he could not find the right of access. What he has determined is in Nykreim appeal
statement on Page 9, he speaks about the 1958 agreement. This agreement dealt with the vacation
of right of way the City held at the time for 6th and 7th Street. In the agreement, the City agreed to
vacate 6th and 7th for the dedication for new right of way for Wasco Street. Nykreim quotes the
agreement “the entire frontage is now improved to the entire satisfaction approval of the City
Engineer and streets department.” Kearns stated the provision Nichol is sighting is in the recitals of
the agreement, and it refers it inferentially about what the City is going to construct by way of Wasco
Avenue right of way. It was in terms of what the street in the future be constructed. It says nothing
about access or lots on to Wasco Street. As the City Attorney, he is very concerned about when
people have a dedicated deed of access. That is a bid deal. Otherwise in this case, the only access
is the easement access on Page 33 to Columbia Street. It is illustrated on Page 49. If they are
wanting more or different access, go to the code section under the Public Works part for right of way
permit under Chapter 13.36.030. That is where they are today. Nykreim applied for right of way
access permit for a new different access on Wasco Street, to comply with the City’s requirements.
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Those were the focuses and bases of the City Engineer’s denial for the permit; Pages 53-59 are
based on the double frontage lot. In Kearns view, this lot does have frontage access on Columbia,
as well as frontage on Wasco. It is subject to that double frontage lot access requirement that exits
off the lower classification street (Columbia Street). The City hired an outside independent engineer
to evaluate the permit request and the legitimacy of the City Engineers denial. That is the last exhibit
in the record, Pages 71-73. Ferguson Engineering came to the same reasons as the City Engineer.
The double frontage lot taken from the lower classification street does not meet intersection site
distance requirement which is also a basic traffic safety requirement. It does not meet stopping sight
distance which is a basic safety requirement. Kearns noted Lancaster Engineering had also stated
due to horizonal curb on Wasco Street, roadside east of the proposed access locations in retaining
wall to the west, the minimum recommended site distance cannot be sufficiently met. Kearns stated
all of the engineers in the record appear in his view to agree that it does not meet intersection or
stopping sight distance requirements, and the double frontage lot would dictate access only from
Columbia.
Nilsen noted as provided, the lot is zoned C-1 as well as all of the lots surrounding it and all of the
lots between 7th and 8th for 1,000 feet to the south. C-1 is defined in the Municipal Code as office
residential; it does allow both uses. The professional office uses are permitted subject to site plan
review which would be the process in which Staff would provide notification to the neighbors for
official hearing, rights of appeal, solicit comments from agents’ bodies and allow them to provide
arguments and bindings. At this point, they do not have a site plan request. Therefore, they have
not triggered any of those uses or notices. He has no findings, no record or bases to make any
waivers, variances or approvals on this matter. That is all outside of context of this request.
Bell added that driveways on collectors have to be located directly across from another road or
another driveway. There needs to be a 100-foot minimal spacing between those which also would
be very problematic. It would not meet the City’s standards. He stated there is a lot of logistical
issues with the proposals from the applicant. Bell spoke in response to several of the statements
brought up by the applicant. Bell added the area is going to develop both industrial and commercial.
The City is trying to create infrastructure that will meet the area, as it is developed. Wasco and
Industrial will have more large truck traffic; that is planned, and they need to evaluate the access
appropriately based off that.
Council agreed to close the record.
Mayor Blackburn stated he does not believe it would be in the best interest for the City to waive the
City Engineers recommendations. He does not believe a driveway access on that curve on Wasco
Street is a good idea. It is a bad spot for a driveway.
Councilor McBride stated she agreed with Mayor Blackburn’s statement. All three engineers that
reviewed this had the same comments and concerns. She has reviewed a lot of easements in the
past and she agrees the easement is not just for walking.
Counselor Counihan stated he also agreed. He hopes the property owner finds some type of unique
way to develop the property.
Councilor Saunders stated it’s a tough site. She trusts the engineers and their recommendations.
Councilor Haynie stated that, with respect to the municipal code interpretive issue, he agreed with
the applicant and supporters of the application that there is only one frontage. Councilor Haynie also
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expressed concern about an apparent medical emergency associated with counsel for one of the
supporters of the application, and wished he could attend, but also noted that no one who spoke at
the hearing was requesting a continuance. Also, Councilor Haynie remarked that, even if the
applicant's application could be considered to have satisfied all elements of the municipal code, in
Councilor Haynie's view the applicant had not overcome staff's discussion with respect to the
additional elements required to be proven, under the separate and applicable engineering standards,
to sustain the application.
Councilor Zanmiller stated he believes everyone spoke well but this is a safety issue; the engineering
standards and the fact that the applicants engineer stating unless something special is done they
can not make the corner safe. To him that is the bottom line.
Councilor Metta agreed that meeting the engineer standards for safety clearly needs to be done.
Motion:
First:
Second:
Discussion:
Vote:

I move to Deny the Applicant’s appeal, uphold the City Engineer’s decision,
and deny the requested access permit for an alternative/new access onto
Wasco Street.
Saunders
McBride
None
Motion passed (roll called)
Ayes: Blackburn, McBride, Zanmiller, Saunders, Counihan, Metta,
Haynie
Nays: None
Abstentions: None
Excused: None

Mayor Blackburn adjourned the public hearing at 8:06 p.m.

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING
I

OPEN REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING – 8:12 p.m.

II

AGENDA ADDITIONS OR CORRECTIONS – Removal of the Regular Business

III

CONSENT AGENDA

Item; Dog Area Lease and Resolution 2019-09

1. Council Meeting Minutes – July 8, 2019
2. OLCC Permit Application Approval
- Naked Winery, 606 Oak Street (New Location)
Motion:
First:
Second:
Discussion:
Vote:

To approve the Consent Agenda as amended.
Saunders
McBride
Councilor Haynie stated he will be abstaining himself from voting to recuse
himself from voting on the OLCC permit. Councilor Haynie had one minor
word edit to the July 8 minutes. Gray will correct the minutes.
Motion passed (roll called)
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Ayes: Blackburn, McBride, Zanmiller, Saunders, Counihan, Metta
Nays: None
Abstentions: Haynie
Excused: None

IV

REGULAR BUSINESS ITEMS

1. Initiative Measure 14-67 (City Charter amendment), D. Kearns
Kearns stated what Council has before them is a requirement in State Law dealing
with Initiative Measures. This has to do with the Charter amendment that was
proposed and circulated to get on the November ballot. Sufficient number of
signatures were collected; it will appear on the November ballot. It was filed with
Council at the last meeting. Under State law Council has 30 days to decide on one of
three options: (1) the Council may adopt/accept the measure, in which case it will still
proceed to a vote as required for all Charter amendments; (2) reject the measure and
recommend a competing ballot measure, both of which will proceed to a vote in the
November election, or (3) do nothing, and Measure 14-67 will still appear on the
November ballot.
Councilor Saunders stated there is a general rule that you don’t amended the charter
to solve a single issue. There is a reason why they don’t amend the Constitution to
deal with the National Parks System. You can see this in the Constitution, in
Measure 5 and Measure 50. There were some unintended consequence 20 years
later. In addition, the Charter gives Council power to allocate all of City property
(buildings, road, sewer, water). Put trust in Council to allocate all of those resources
correctly. Lastly, the issue of Goal 8 policy interpretation threatening future parks.
She does not believe that is a true threat. If it is a threat, she does not see this
addressing that problem. You can certainly turn to Goal 8 Policy 1 in a way that
would threaten parks and just not sell or lease them.
Councilor Zanmiller applause the people who fought for Morrison Park. He gives
them props for working hard. He believes the Charter amendment is not the way to
do this for most of the reasons Councilor Saunders stated. It is also most of the
reasons he votes no on most Constitution amendments. This is a legislative thing.
The public can vote the Mayor and Councilors out of office. If that is the best way to
do it, that is what should be done. He believes Council should put it on the ballot
without supporting it.
Councilor McBride agreed with Councilor Saunders and Councilor Zanmiller. She
knows this has to do with what has happened in the past couple of years, with one
specific park in mind. She does not believe this is the way to do it. The way to do
this is to elect the officials to make decisions. People voted the current Council to
make decisions for the people of the City. There will be future elections when
changes could be made.
Council Counihan stated he has generally never been opposed to having the people
decide certain things. He understands that arguments that have been made so far
but Council has made a decision. He believes Council would have saved themselves
a lot of trouble if they would have put the Morrison Park issue on the ballot. Given
what he knows about the people of Hood River and their commitment to social justice
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and diversity, he would be surprised if it had not passed. He has faith in the people
of Hood River to do the right thing.
Councilor Metta appreciates the comments made by Councilors who have been on
Council longer. They are points she was also thinking.
Councilor Haynie stated the significant amount of number of people who signed the
petition raised a concern with him. Ultimately the park land is a public asset of the
people, not Council. It is our Charters Council to be the best stewards for our
community. Because this was such a limited exception for the people speaking up
and wanting to have a say with respect to public assets, it feels appropriate to let the
people speak.
Motion:

I move to that Council do nothing and Measure 14-67 it will appear on
the ballot.
First:
McBride
Second: Saunders
Discussion: Councilor Counihan stated it if were up to him, they would put the
Morrison Park issue for a vote on the November ballot. If this happened, he believes
they would have a positive outcome.
Vote:
Motion passed (roll called)
Ayes: Blackburn, McBride, Zanmiller, Saunders, Metta
Nays: Counihan, Haynie
Abstentions: None
Excused: None
2. Dog Area Lease and Resolution 2019-09 – REMOVED

V

REPORT OF OFFICERS
A. Department Heads
1. Announcements
2. Planning Director Update

VI

REPORT OF COMMITTEES

1. Visitor Advisory Committee – Metta and Saunders
Councilor Saunders gave a brief update. The name of the group is changing; she will
confirm the name later. They are working on goals. They discussed goals of increasing
expenditures but also looked at the impacts on the community; negative impacts to local
residence. Mayor Blackburn stated when he sat on the Visitors Council there was some
type of counter baring goal that also included protecting and enhancing quality of life for
all. He believes this is important to not to lose site on. Councilor McBride agreed it
should be local friendly.

VII

MAYOR

VIII

COUNCIL CALL

Councilor Haynie cannot attend the next ACT Region 1 meeting. Councilor Counihan
will attend in his absence.
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Councilor Saunders has noticed new signs in the private lots at the waterfront. The next
waterfront parking meeting will be held in October. She believes some things
(permanent signage) have happened that were not discussed at the last meeting.
Council agreed to not take immediate action and wait for the October meeting.
Councilor Saunders stated she has continued to follow the Pacific Power Shutoff
meetings.

IX

EXECUTIVE SESSION – 8:44pm – 9:12pm

X

ADJOURN – Adjourned by unanimous consent at 9:12 p.m.

Oregon Revised Statute 192.660 1 (e) To conduct deliberations with persons designated by
the governing body to negotiate real property transactions.

_____________________________
Kate McBride, Council President
_____________________________
Jennifer Gray, City Recorder
Approved by City Council on
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET
Meeting Date:

September 9, 2019

To:

Honorable Mayor and City Council

From:

Jennifer Gray, City Recorder

Subject:

Mayor Vacancy - report from City Recorder and appoint
Council interview question committee

Background:
On May 28, 2019 Mayor Paul Blackburn announced his family would be moving out of state
and he would be resigning from City Council in August 2019. Council opened the vacancy,
with the deadline of August 23, for applications. Three applications were received. The City
Recorder has verified requirements for Kate McBride and Edwin Wilder; both resided within
the City limits for the preceding 12 months and have been a registered voter in the City of
Hood River for the preceding 12 months. Status is pending for Jason Gibson. Staff has
been unable to verify both requirements with the information provided by this applicant.
Interviews will be conducted during the September 23, 2019 City Council meeting.
Interviews will be the first item on the agenda. Council will vote immediately after interviews,
to select the next Mayor of the City of Hood River. The term for the Mayor position will expire
December 31, 2020.
On June 24, 2019, Council approved a recommendation to appoint a Council subcommittee
to develop interview questions. The subcommittee will develop questions that would be
included, along with the applications in the September 23, 2019 Council meeting packet.
Staff Recommendation:
Appoint a committee of Council members, excluding Councilor Kate McBride to create
questions to be asked at the September 23 interviews.
Determine final interview list.
Suggested Motion: I move to appoint the following councilors to the interview question
sub-committee:
(TBD by City Council)
I move to interview the following candidates on September 23, 2019:
(TBD by City Council)
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Alternatives: Take no action. If Council takes no action, the Council President will continue
to serve in the Mayor’s absence.
Fiscal Impact: No direct fiscal impact.
Environmental Impact: No impact.
Attachments: Applications for City Council.
1. Kate McBride
2. Edwin S. Wilder
3. Jason G. Gibson
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CITY OF HOOD RIVER

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
211 Second Street Hood River, OR 97031 Phone: 541-387-5217

Date:
To:
From:
Subject:

September 9th, 2019
City Council
Dustin Nilsen, Director of Planning
Planning Commission Appointment

Background:
At the direction of Council in March, staff initiated a pilot selection process for Planning
Commission appointments. The process included an open advertising for the position,
the submission and review of candidate applications, and an interview with the Mayor,
Council representative, and staff liaison, where each candidate was interviewed and
evaluated based on qualifications, eligibility, and ability to serve the needs and roles of
the Commission.
Candidate Recommendation: After all candidates were interviewed by the committee,
the consensus opinion and highest-ranking candidate, Erika Price has been
recommended to Council for appointment. A complete list of applications are included in
Council packet for reference.
Council Selection: As previously discussed, Council is now being provided a
recommendation from the interview committee where it can choose to interview the
recommended Candidate before the entire body, reject the recommendation, or accept
the recommendation and approve the matter as regular business at a future meeting.
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Council vote to appoint Erika Price
to the Planning Commission. As part of the pilot selection process, staff would request
Council feedback and discussion as part of a future Council work session.
Suggested Motion: I move to have the Council appoint Erika Price to a four year term as
a Planning Commissioner.
Alternative Motion: Motion to interview all candidates and/or advertise for vacancies.
Motion to consider the appointment matter at a later meeting.
Fiscal Impact: None
Attachment: Applications

75

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

87

88

89

90

91

92

93

94

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET
Meeting Date: September 9, 2019
To:

Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

From:

Mark Lago, Director of Public Works

Subject:

Award Professional Service Contract for Design of the Waterfront
Storm Line

Background:
The City of Hood River developed and advertised a Request for Proposal (RFP) for
professional services for the evaluation and design of the Waterfront Storm Line
On June 28, 2019, this RFP was advertised in the Oregon Contractor Plan Center,
Daily Journal of Commerce, Tri City Construction Council, Premier Builders
Exchange, Salem Contractor Exchange, SW Washington Contractors 7017,
Hermiston Plan Center, Central Oregon Builders Association, McGraw-Hill
Construction Dodge, Construct Connect and the Hood River News.
A pre-proposal meeting was held on July 9, 2019 at City Public Works and a site
tour and 8 engineering firms attended. Three firms submitted an RFP on July 26,
2019. The three RFP’s were evaluated by using a ‘Content and Evaluation Criteria’ set
in the RFP. Please see the content and evaluation results below.
Content and Evaluation Criteria
Introductory Letter
Insurance Coverage
Computer Equipment
Consultant firm qualifications
Key Personnel qualifications
Quality of client service
Scope of services & schedule
Supporting information
TOTAL POINTS

BELL
X
X
X
86
129
63
144
23
445

HHPR
X
X
X
93
127
69
112
22
423

RH2
X
X
X
76
111
68
107
23
385

1. Bell Design Company
2. HHPR
3. RH2
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Stoner Bell has served as the City Engineer under a professional services
agreement since 2011. His firm, Bell Design, has designed numerous capital
improvement projects for the City as “special assignments” under the professional
services contract or in response to a formal request for proposals.
As Council is aware, the City is actively recruiting for an in-house City Engineer.
Wade Seaborn, City of Hood River, Senior Project Manager (P.E.) will be the Project
Manager and will oversee the design of the waterfront storm line project.

Staff Recommendation: Authorize the Director of Public Works to enter into
professional service contract negotiations with Bell Design Company.

Suggested Motion: I move that on tonight’s consent agenda we authorize the

Director of Public Works to enter into professional service contract negotiations with
Bell Design Company.

Alternatives: Do not authorize the signing of the professional service contract and
provide other direction to staff.

Fiscal Impact:
The contract engineering costs will be determined through negotiations with the
selected firm and brought to the City Council for approval before final award. The
Hood River Urban Renewal Agency authorized expenditure of $250,000 and the
State of Oregon has committed $1,700,000 for the project. It is anticipated that these
two funding sources are sufficient to fund design and begin the first phase of
stormwater line project.

Attachments: None
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