
Hood River City Council 
211 Second St. 

Hood River, OR 97031 
(541) 386-1488

www.cityofhoodriver.gov 

Tuesday, October 13, 2020 AGENDA 6:00 p.m. 

Kate McBride, Mayor 
Councilors: Mark Zanmiller (President) Megan Saunders Tim Counihan 

Jessica Metta  Erick Haynie Gladys Rivera 
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

The City of Hood River is taking steps to limit exposure and spread of COVID-19 (novel coronavirus).  In 
support of state and federal guidelines for social distancing, the City of Hood River will hold this meeting 
by using Zoom Conferencing.  

Please use the following phone number or video link: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81654410013 

(253) 215 8782

Meeting ID: 816 5441 0013 

Members of City Council and City staff will participate by Zoom, they will not be on site at City Hall during 
the meeting. The audio recording of the meeting will be posted shortly after the meeting on the City’s 
website. Please check the City’s website for the most current status of planned public meetings. 
https://cityofhoodriver.gov/administration/meetings/  

I CALL TO ORDER – Cell Phone Reminder 

II BUSINESS FROM THE AUDIENCE 
The Hood River City Council encourages community members to talk about issues important to them.  If 
you wish to speak during “Business from the Audience”, there are two options to choose from: 

1. Submit written comments to the City Recorder at j.gray@cityofhoodriver.gov by Tuesday, October
13, no later than 12 noon in order to distribute to the City Council in one packet for review by 3pm. All
comments will be added to the record.

2. To address Council during Business for the Audience, email the request (name of speaker and
topic) to j.gray@cityofhoodriver.gov by Tuesday, October 13, no later than 12 noon. Please specify the
topic your testimony addresses. Testimony will go in order of requests received.  Attendees that have
registered will be unmuted by the IT Administrator for 3 minutes to address Council. Public comment will
be by audio only.  At the Mayors discretion, public comments may be received prior to a specific topic of
relevance during the meeting.

WORK SESSION 

III OPEN WORK SESSION 
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IV AGENDA ADDITIONS OR CORRECTIONS 
 
V DISCUSSION ITEMS         
 
VI ADJOURN WORK SESSION 
 

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING 
 
I OPEN REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING 
 
II AGENDA ADDITIONS OR CORRECTIONS 
 
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. Fee in lieu - Resolution 2020-18               Pages 3-5 
2. Vehicle Purchase – Dump Truck, M. Janeck               Pages 6-28  
3. Change Order Waterfront Storm Sewer Project, M. Janeck            Pages 29-34   
4. OLCC Permit Application Approval – Patco Brands             Pages 35-37 
5. Change Order Third and Industrial Waterline Repairs, W. Seaborn     Pages 38-39  

    
IV       REGULAR BUSINESS ITEMS 

1. Notice of Appeal Denial of Variance - Irwin;  
File No. 2020-14/IRWIN, J. Kaden               Pages 40-165 

2. ODOT Cascade/Rand Presentation and Resolution 2020-17,  
M. Janeck, W. Seaborn                Pages 166-191 

3. Waterfront Stormwater Line Financing – Resolution 2020-16,  
W. Norris, W. Seaborn                 Pages 192-199 

4. Bi-State Working Group Memorandum of Understanding, R. Fuller      Pages 200-207  
 

V REPORT OF OFFICERS  
A.   Department Heads     

1. Planning Commission Vacancy and Recruitment, D. Nilsen 
 

B. City Recorder                 Pages 208-214 
1. Reading of Ordinance 2056 (Historic Buildings) for the first time by title only 

 
VI MAYOR 

1. Indigenous Peoples Day - Resolution 2020-19             Pages 215-216  
2. Letter of Support for Historic Highway Project             Pages 217-218 

 
VII COUNCIL CALL  
 
VIII ADJOURN REGULAR MEETING  
 

2



CITY COUNCIL WORKSHOP COVER SHEET 
 
Meeting Date:                    October 13th, 2020 
 
To:                                     City Council   
 
From:            Dustin Nilsen, Director of Planning  
                       
Subject:                             Resolution 2020-18 A Resolution Revising the “In Lieu 

Parking Fee” for uses in the Central Business District, 
Waterfront Business District and the Heights Business 
District collected pursuant to HRMC Chapter 17.24.   

 
Background:    
At the conclusion of its September 28th, 2020 hearing, Council directed staff to place an 
ordinance on its next agenda to revise the City’s In-Lieu Parking Fee regulations which are 
found in Title 17 of the Hood River Municipal Code (HRMC).  HRMC 17.24 states that the 
In-Lieu Parking Fee is set by resolution of the City Council and the Council shall review the 
amount on at least an annual basis.   
 
To accompany Ordinance 2056 and to revise the In-Lieu Parking Fee based on 
recommendations from Rick Williams Consulting and the Hood River Planning Commission, 
staff has prepared Resolution 2020-18, which sets the In-Lieu Parking fee at $3,000 per 
space for residential and commercial development.   
 
Staff Recommendation:    
Staff recommends Council approve Resolution 2020-18.  
 
Suggested Motion:   
I move to approve Resolution 2020-18. 
   
Alternatives:    
I move to approve Resolution 2020-18 as amended. 
   
Fiscal Impact:  
As provided in the accompanying legislative ordinance, staff estimates the total downtown 
residential potential in existing Historic Buildings between 50-100 units.  If fully utilized by 
downtown property owners, this will generate up to $150,000 to $300,000.  This revenue 
will accrue over a several decades and be adjusted for inflation consistent with City of Hood 
River financial policies. 
 
Environmental Impact:   
There is no adverse environmental impact to adaptive reuse of existing structures, reducing 
parking requirements, or improved code clarity.    
 
Attachments: 
Resolution 2020-18 
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Page 1 – Resolution   (In-Lieu Parking Fees) 

City of Hood River, Oregon 
Resolution No. 2020-18 

 
A Resolution Revising the “In Lieu Parking Fee” for uses in the Central Business 
District, Waterfront Business District and the Heights Business District collected 

pursuant to HRMC Chapter 17.24. 
 
 The City Council for the City of Hood River adopts the following findings: 
 
 WHEREAS, the various base zones set forth in Title 17 (Zoning) in the Hood River 
Municipal Code (HRMC) require certain minimum number of vehicle parking spaces for various 
uses and developments constructed in those base zones; and 
 
 WHEREAS, HRMC Chapter 17.24 (In-Lieu Parking Fee) allows a developer to pay a set 
fee per parking space in lieu of constructing all or some of the parking spaces required by the base 
zone to serve new development; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council adopted an initial schedule of in-lieu fees for parking under 
different development situations in Resolution 2007-05, which it subsequently amended, most 
recently in Resolution No. 2017-18, (FY 17-18 Consolidated Fee Schedule), in which the Council 
set the in-lieu parking fee for development in the three primary commercial districts in the city 
(Central Business District, Waterfront Business District, and the Heights Business District); and 
 

WHEREAS, in 2019 City conducted a downtown parking study to analyze parking 
management strategies and forecasted needs relating to future parking supply and usage 
downtown; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to facilitate residential development and the reuse of 
historic buildings in its primary commercial districts and to not exacerbate the parking shortage in 
these areas; and 
 
 WHEREAS, to achieve these policy objectives, the City Council considered various 
proposals to replace the fee in lieu of parking during 2019 and at the Council’s regular meetings on 
September 28th heard the Planning Commission recommendation to approve amendments to its 
parking rates and in lieu parking fee consistent with its findings and the 2019 Parking Study; and 
 
 WHEREAS, at the conclusion of its September 28th, 2020 meeting, a majority of the Council 
favored a reduced in-lieu parking fee of $3,000 per space for new residential and commercial 
development in the City’s commercial districts.  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Hood River City Council that: 
 
1. Amendment.  Resolution No. 2017-18 is hereby amended with regard to the “PARKING IN 
LIEU” fee for the Central Business District, Waterfront Business District, and Heights Business 
District, which shall be amended to read as follows: 
 

In-Lieu Parking Fee residential and commercial development in the Central Business 
District, Waterfront Business District, and Heights Business District pursuant to HRMC 
17.24.010 is $3,000 per required parking space.   

 
2. Allocation of fees Collected.  Fees collected pursuant to this resolution shall be deposited 
into a dedicated fund to be used for the development and provision of public parking facilities, 
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Page 2 – Resolution   (In-Lieu Parking Fees) 

consistent with HRMC 17.24.010(B). 
 
 Approved and Effective this ___ day of ____________ 2020 by the Hood River City 
Council. 
 
 
       ______________________________ 
       Kate McBride, Mayor  
 
 
 
Attest: 

 
 
      
Jennifer Gray, City Recorder 

Approved as to form: 
  
 
      
Daniel Kearns, City Attorney 
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 
 
 
Meeting Date: October 13, 2020 
 
To:    Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council 
 
From:    Mark Janeck, Director of Public Works  
 
Subject:   Purchase of new 2020 International Single Axel Dump Truck  
 
Background: The City’s fleet includes three single axel, four wheel drive, 5 yard 
dump trucks. These vehicles are used for soil and debris hauling as well as represent 
the City’s main snow plow vehicles during the winter months. The vehicle proposed 
to be replaced was purchased in 2005, has surpassed its useful life as a plow truck, 
and is budgeted and scheduled for replacement through the City’s vehicle 
replacement program. Historically, dump trucks have followed a replacement 
schedule of 10-12 years, but staff improvements in specifying certain options and 
materials during the ordering process, enhanced preventive maintenance, and 
careful annual evaluations, have added additional years of use in a safe and 
economical way.  
 

The new dump truck will be more energy efficient and require less maintenance. 
Public Works fleet personnel are satisfied with the operations and design 
improvements relative to International dump trucks.    
 

The City will be purchasing this vehicle based on a contract price obtained by 
McCoy Freightliner through the Department of Administrative Services PA5560, a 
State contracting agency that facilitates the competitive bidding and contracting 
process on behalf of its members, including Hood River. In this case, the 
Department of Administrative Services provided a public bid price for the vehicle, 
which Public Works was able to further reduce through negotiation. If approved, 
the City will take receipt of the new dump truck in November due to ordering and 
delivery timeframes. 
 
Public Works intends to continue use of the 2005 truck chassis as a replacement for 
an existing 25 year old sand spreading truck that has outlived its useful life and will 
be auctioned. Public Works will attempt to transfer and reuse of the existing 2005 
dump body on the new truck, and will also attempt to transfer and reuse the existing 
sand spreader to the 2005 truck win order to reduce funding outlays.     
 
Staff Recommendation: McCoy Freightliner has been selling vehicles and 
supplying and installing quality equipment on City trucks for numerous years. 
Columbia Truck will be performing the after market work on the new and existing 
trucks.    
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The attached truck specifications reflect those used for ODOT trucks, 
specifications well within those required for municipal operations, and not 
containing superfluous features and options.  
  
The Director of Public Works recommends purchase a new 2020 International 5 Yard 
Dump Truck with Single Axel as described in attached contract.   
 
Suggested Motion: I move that we authorize the Public Works Director to 
purchase one (1) International Single Axle dump truck for a total not to exceed 
$156,352.32. The truck dealer, McCoy Freightliner of Portland, has agreed to the 
purchase and additional work as indicated in the attached contract.   
 
Alternatives:  Continue to repair existing 2005 International dump truck for an 
additional one or two more years. 
 
Fiscal Impact:  The publicly bid contract price for the proposed 2020 International 
5 Yard Dump Truck with Single Axel is $156,352.32 and there is $170,754 set aside 
in the Vehicle Replacement Program for this purchase.   
 
Attachment:  Attached is the contract and specifications associated with the 
proposed purchase. The purchased vehicle will receive City of Hood River specific 
decals.  
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 
 
 
Meeting Date: October 13, 2020 
 
To:    Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council 
 
From:    Mark Janeck, Director of Public Works  
 
Subject:   Change Orders 1 and 2  

Phase 1 Waterfront Storm Sewer Project   
 
Background:  
The City has begun work on a storm sewer project located within the Hood River 
Waterfront. The project is Phase 1 of a four phase project that includes replacement 
of waterfront storm sewer line from the intersection of N. 2nd St. and Riverside Dr. to 
a relocated outfall to the Columbia River, as well as many other public infrastructure 
improvements, over the next four years. The Phase 1 work consists of installing a 
new pipeline from a manhole in the Hood River Distillers (HRD) gravel lot, 
approximately 145 feet southwest to Riverside Dr., west 505 feet along Riverside Dr. 
to N. 8th St., and north 300 feet along N. 8th St. A section of pipeline along N. 8th St. 
will require installation by boring under an existing railroad spur. Also included will be 
the work to abandon approximately 1,000 feet of the existing deteriorated 18” and 
36” corrugated metal pipe from Riverside Dr. to the existing waterfront pipeline by 
filling it with low-density cellular concrete. The entire existing waterfront pipeline is 
installed below the ordinary high watermark (OHWM) of the Columbia River, while 
the new pipeline will be installed above the OHWM of the Columbia River. 
 
The Phase 1 project includes the installation of 1,000 linear feet of 36” storm sewer 
pipe on 8th Street and Riverside Drive. Numerous manholes are also being installed 
along the pipe route as well as creating pipe connections to existing storm sewer 
pipes. The purpose of the project is to replace the existing, deteriorated corrugated 
metal pipe that is approximately 18-20 feet below the surface.  
 
Change Orders:  
Two Change Orders are being requested for consideration by the Council for this 
project.  
 
Change Order 1 involves additional costs that occurred during pipe boring installation 
under existing railroad tracks on 8th Street. Construction utility locates revealed 
existing utility conflicts that had not shown up during the design locates.  These 
locates required an additional boring length of 20’. Change Order 1 is in the amount 
of $27,600 and includes both additional boring costs and a reduction in pipe length 
paid under a separate bid item. 
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Change Order 2 involves a problem that occurred during the installation of a manhole 
north of the railroad tracks on 8th Street. Installation of the manhole required that a 
foundation for the manhole be placed below and around the deteriorated 36” 
corrugated metal pipe approximately 20’ below the roadway surface. Excavation and 
shoring for the foundation installation was accomplished, however safety and 
flooding concerns arose due to observation of the amount of water flow in the existing 
36” pipe and possible safety implications if the pipe burst during construction activities 
which could cause soil failure and roadway flooding. After deliberations with the 
design engineers, City Engineer, the contractor and City Public Works personnel, the 
decision was made to bypass the manhole construction in that location and instead 
construct a planned manhole and piping that has been planned for construction as 
part of Phase 4 of the overall project. Change Order 2 is in the amount of $117,712 
and contains approximately $10,000 of costs for the original materials and labor to 
attempt the first manhole installation, and approximately $107,000 of costs to  
relocate equipment and personnel to excavate and install the manhole and piping 
required for the manhole in the new location. Approximately $78,500 of this Change 
Order contains costs that would have been spent in Phase 4 of the overall project. 
The additional costs to the overall project (all phases) is $39,186. 
 
Staff Recommendation:  
Both Change Order 1 and 2 involve situations that were unforeseen by Public 
Works and the design engineer, Tetra Tech. Change Order 1 involved new utility 
information not previously provided, and Change Order 2 involved a situation that 
has revealed serious potential negative impacts to contractor safety as well as 
potential flooding to public streets and private property.  
 
The attached Change Order 1 and 2 have been reviewed by the design engineer, 
Tetra Tech and Public Works personnel, and have been agreed to as fair and 
correct.   
  
The Director of Public Works recommends approval of Change Order 1 and 2 as 
requested by Landis and Landis, the City’s contractor on site.  
 
Suggested Motion:  
I move that we authorize the City Manager agree to fund both Change Order 1 
totaling $27,600, and Change Order 2 totaling $117,712, as part of the storm sewer 
Phase 1 project under contract with Landis and Landis Construction. As indicated 
in the attached documents.   
 
Alternatives:   
Attempt to install the original manhole in location and risk possible issues with 
personnel safety and possible street flooding.  
 
Fiscal Impact:   
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The publicly bid contract price for the Phase 1 of this storm water project is $984,352. 
If these Change Orders are approved, the Phase 1 project cost would increase from 
$984,352 to $1,129,664. 
 
Attachment:   
Attached are Change Order 1 and 2 as submitted by the contractor.  
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 
 
 
Meeting Date:  October 13, 2020 
 
To:     Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council 
 
From:    Wade Seaborn, Senior Project Manager  
 
Subject:   Repair of the 3rd & Industrial water main break 
 
Background:  
 
On Sunday evening the 19th of January 2020, the City experienced a 12” water 
main break near Third and Industrial Streets.  Immediate action was taken, the 
break was isolated and the area cleaned-up and made safe for the public.  Multiple 
bends (fittings) and a section of pipe operating at or near its maximum design 
pressure appear to be the cause of the pipe failure. The repair included realigning 
the pipe to reduce the number of bends and replacing all 150 psi pipe with 250 psi 
pipe.  Approximately 70 feet of pipe needed to be upgraded upstream of a pressure 
reducing vault.  
 
The repair itself was put out to bid and the City received three bids from area 
contactors.  The low bid was Beam Excavating in the amount of $41,417.  Beam 
Excavating was awarded the contract on June 29, 2020.  The alignment of the 
existing pipes discovered during excavation for the repair necessitated an 
increased length of the repair and an associated increase in the asphalt paving 
required.  Additionally, a large mass of concrete was discovered within the new 
pipe alignment.  The concrete had to be chipped away with an excavator.   These 
unexpected discoveries resulted in an increased cost of $9, 278.50, for a total cost 
of $50,695.50. 
 
The purpose of this agenda item is to inform Council of the repair work and seek 
formal approval for the $50,695.50 expenditure. 
 
Staff Recommendation: Approve payment to Beam Excavating in the 
amount of $50,695.50 for repair of the Third and Industrial water main. 
 
Suggested Motion:  I move that on tonight’s consent agenda we approve 
payment to Beam Excavating in the amount of $50,695.50 for repair of the Third 
and Industrial water main. 
 
Alternatives:  No suggested alternatives 
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Fiscal Impact: Funding will be through water operations – capital outlay.  
 
 
Attachments:  
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 
 
 
 
Meeting Date:   October 13, 2020 
 
To:   Honorable Mayor and City Council   
 
From:     Jennifer Kaden, Associate Planner 
 
Subject: Appeal of Planning Commission Decision – Irwin Variance File No. 2020-14              
_________________________________________________________________________   
 
This matter comes to City Council as an appeal of a Planning Commission decision to deny a 
Variance to the maximum allowed building height to construct a roof over an existing third-story 
deck. The question before the Council is whether the Planning Commission erred in its decision. 
 
Background:  The request to construct a roof over the existing 3rd story deck originally came to the 
Planning Department for review as a building permit. The subject dwelling is a legal, 
nonconforming structure, permitted at a time when the maximum allowed building height in 
residential zones was 35 feet. The height of the proposed roof addition exceeds the current 
allowed maximum height of 28 feet, and would increase the nonconformity of the existing structure, 
therefore staff was unable to approve the building permit without first getting approval through a 
publicly-noticed land use process.   
 
Subsequently, the property owner applied for a variance to the maximum allowed height in order to 
construct a roof over the deck. The purpose of the roof is to protect the area from continued 
damage caused by sun, wind, and rain.   
 
To be approved an applicant must demonstrate the variance meets the following four criteria: 

1. There are unique or unusual circumstances which apply to the site which do not 
typically apply elsewhere. 

2. The proposal’s benefits will be greater than any negative impacts on the development 
of the adjacent lawful uses; and will further the purpose and intent of this title and the 
Comprehensive Plan of the City. 

3. The circumstances or conditions have not been willfully or purposely self-imposed. 
4. The variance requested is the minimum variance which would alleviate the hardship. 

 
On September 8, 2020, the Planning Commission considered the variance request in a public 
hearing and voted to deny the request based on a determination that the request did not meet all 
four criteria required for approval.  A Final Order setting forth the Planning Commission findings 
and decision and a Notice of Decision were issued on September 16, 2020 (Attachments 3 & 4).   
 
On September 28, 2020, the property owner submitted an appeal of the Planning Commission 
decision (Attachment 2). The reasons for the appeal include an initial Planning Commission motion 
to approve the variance that failed on a tie vote, a belief that some Planning Commissioners 
misunderstood the basis for the variance request, and a subsequent conversation between the 
property owner and a roofing contractor. In short, the property owner believes the Planning 
Commission erred in its decision.  

 
Appeal Hearing Procedure:  Pursuant to HRMC 17.09.070.G.2, appeals of quasi-judicial actions 
by the Planning Commission are heard on the established record before City Council. The scope of 
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the appeal is limited to the grounds on which the appeal is made and limited to the record created 
during the proceedings prior to appeal to the City Council.  This means that Council and the 
applicant cannot ask for or provide new information, but rather the Council must make its decision 
on the materials already submitted as part of the Planning Commission decision.   
 
Staff Recommendation:  The Council shall make findings, conclusions, and decide whether 
Planning Commission erred in its decision based on the materials and information already in the 
application record.  Staff recommendation and findings (Attachment 6) along with the Planning 
Commission findings (Attachment 4) are included.   
 
Alternatives:  In its decision Council can choose to: Affirm the Planning Commission Decision; 
Reverse the Planning Commission Decision; or Modify the Planning Commission decision.   
 
If the Council chooses to modify or reverse the Planning Commission decision and approve the 
variance request, the Council needs to make revised findings and may choose to include 
conditions of approval.   
 
Suggested Motion:  There are at least two possible motions:  a motion to affirm the Planning 
Commission decision and deny the appeal; a motion reverse the Planning Commission decision 
and approve the appeal that would grant the variance request, with revised findings, and with or 
without conditions of approval.  
   
Fiscal Impact: None.  

 
Environmental Impact:  None.   

  
Attachments:   The hearing record includes: 
1. City Council Notice of Public Hearing & Appeal, September 29, 2020 (Packet pp. 42-43) 
2. Lisa Irwin Appeal Application and Statement of Appeal, September 28, 2020 (Packet pp. 44-46) 
3. Notice of Decision, September 16, 2020 (Packet pp. 47-48) 
4. Planning Commission Final Order with attachments, September 16, 2020 (Packet pp. 49-106) 
5. Draft Planning Commission meeting notes, September 8, 2020 (Packet pp. 107-111) 
6. Staff Findings with attachments, September 1, 2020 (Packet pp. 112-165) 
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CITY OF HOOD RIVER 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

211 2nd Street, Hood River, OR 97031  Phone: 541-387-5210 

N:\Planning\1-Land Use Applications and Actions\Variances\20-14 Irwin\3 - Notices & Referral\20-14 VAR Irwin CC appeal hearing notice - 
updated.docx 

September 29, 2020 
CITY OF HOOD RIVER CITY COUNCIL 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING & APPEAL - Updated 

Notice is hereby given that the City Council will conduct a public hearing on Tuesday, October 13, 2020 beginning no 
earlier than 6:00 p.m. to consider the following land use application. The City of Hood River is taking steps to limit 
exposure and spread of COVID-19 (novel coronavirus).  In support of state and federal guidelines for social distancing, the 
City of Hood River will hold this hearing online by using Zoom Conferencing (links below).   

FILE NO.:  2020-14 – Irwin VAR 

PROPOSAL:  Appeal of the Planning Commission decision to deny the request for a Variance to the maximum allowed 
building height to construct a roof over an existing 3rd story deck.   

APPLICANTS/OWNERS:  Lisa Irwin & Tim Roddy 
APPELLANT:  Lisa Irwin 

PROPERTY LOCATION & ZONING:  10 East Point Court; Legal Description:  3N10E36AB Tax Lot 6500. The property is zoned 
Urban High Density Residential (R-3).   

CRITERIA:  The City Council will evaluate the appeal at a public hearing pursuant to the Quasi-Judicial Public Hearing 
Procedures and the following applicable criteria of the Hood River Municipal Code:  Section 17.09.040 Quasi-Judicial 
Actions; 17.03.030 Urban High Density Residential Zone (R-3); 17.05 Non-Conforming Uses and Structures; 17.18 
Variances. 

RESPONSE:  The hearing is on the record, where testimony is limited to legal argument of preserved issues by parties of 
record.   

Should you wish to provide testimony at the public hearing, please contact Jennifer Gray, City Recorder, at 
j.gray@cityofhoodriver.gov no later than 12 noon on Tuesday, October 13, 2020.  Please use the following video link
or phone number to observe or participate in the public hearing:

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81654410013 
Phone: (253) 215-8782 

Meeting ID: 816 5441 0013 
International numbers available: https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kFEQqmb35 

Submit written comments to the City Recorder at j.gray@cityofhoodriver.gov  by Tuesday, October 13, no later than 12 
noon, in order to distribute to the City Council for review by 3pm. All comments will be added to the record.  

The application, Planning Commission decision, appeal, all documents and evidence related to the land use file, and 
applicable criteria are available for inspection upon request at no cost from the Planning Department.  Please email 
Jennifer Kaden, Associate Planner, at j.kaden@cityofhoodriver.gov for copies of materials. The report to City Council will be 
available in the City Council packet by 5:00 p.m. on Thursday, October 8, 2020.   

STAFF CONTACT:  Jennifer Kaden, Associate Planner, (541) 387-5215 or j.kaden@cityofhoodriver.gov Attachment 1

42

mailto:j.gray@cityofhoodriver.gov
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81654410013
https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kFEQqmb35
mailto:j.gray@cityofhoodriver.gov
mailto:j.kaden@cityofhoodriver.gov
mailto:j.kaden@cityofhoodriver.gov


 

N:\Planning\1-Land Use Applications and Actions\Variances\20-14 Irwin\3 - Notices & Referral\20-14 VAR Irwin CC appeal hearing notice - 
updated.docx  Page 2 of 2 

 
 
 
 
EXISTING 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PROPOSED 
 
 
 

 

 

 

43



2020-14
$250
9/28/2020
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{00017584:1}

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL 

I am writing to appeal the decision of the Hood River Planning Commission to disapprove the 
Irwin/Roddy (Irwin, 2020-14) Variance request. This request was reviewed on September 15, 2020. 

As the Variance request application describes we have struggled for over ten years with the surface 
of the upper level patio of our home. This particular patio is fully exposed (Southwest exposure) to 
the sun with no shade at any time of the day.  The original deck application, which was applied in 
2006, consisted of a layered membrane system using a fiberglass liquid product.  A scupper system 
was also installed for drainage.  

This particular deck failed within two years, had to be completely stripped and resurfaced, and within 
another two years started splitting open again. Over the course of the next 6-7 years we consulted 
with experts in the field and resurfaced it several times using different liquid membrane layering 
products,  most recently with Durabak.  All of these applications began lifting within a year or two. 
See photographs.  Our home has four other areas with the original fiberglass application and all are 
in excellent condition.   

At our wits end we turned to general contractors for their input on how to solve this repeated problem 
and were told to cover it.  We were pointed to Bell Engineering who designed a load appropriate 
engineered shed style cover into the existing roof.   

In late February we submitted the plan to the City of Hood River planning department for review and 
were told that they were unable to approve it because of a change in the height restriction that had 
been implemented after we built our home.  Neither of the builders we consulted nor Bell Engineering 
were aware that we would be subject to any new restrictions.  When we built our home the height 
limit was 35 ft. and was subsequently changed to 28ft.  The architectural plan designed by Art Larson, 
a local architect, shows our home to be 32’10” at the peak.  The proposed structure would tie into the 
roof at about 29.5 to 30’ and slope to the west.  This structure is attractively designed to match the 
existing architecture and would enable us to use the deck, a deck which has a view of the Hood River 
valley and Mt. Hood.  Currently it is unusable.  We did consider a portable or temporary structure 
such as an awning but felt that it would not be practical because of the wind. 

We were told by the Planning Department that the only other option would be to request a variance. 
At the time I was recovering from a major orthopedic procedure and my husband was in the thick of 
dealing with the early Covid surge in Vancouver.  We decided to have Kristen Campbell, a local land 
use attorney, help us with the variance application.  This was submitted in June and our hearing took 
place on September 15, 2020 via zoom teleconference. 

During the opening of the hearing one of the seven members recused himself without explanation 
leaving the review to the remaining six members.  Our situation was discussed and ultimately a tie 
occurred with three wanting to grant approval and three not.  The points of contention seem to focus 
on whether this was a unique situation.  The members recommending approval felt it was unique 
because of the change in height restrictions and others opposed seemed to not want to set a precedence 
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and felt that the restrictions were for a reason.  During the deliberations I believe two members, 
however, it could of been one as it was hard to follow, made comments that they did not know much 
about building or a situation like our that resulted from heat related expansion and contraction.  These 
two members did not articulate a good argument as to why our proposal should be denied and left us 
wondering if they really understood our situation.   

I was also surprised that a letter of opposition submitted a week after the deadline from someone 
residing in a neighborhood above us was included in the hearing packet.  The only other public 
opponent apparently lives below us and made wildly false accusations about our home being built 
illegally without proper permitting.   

In the materials provided to the Commission there was support for our proposal from both the fire 
marshal and the city engineer. No one mentioned this.  All of our immediate neighbors have also 
voiced support for our structure proposal.  

One disturbing finding was a series of inter-department memos from staff.  There were inappropriate 
assumptions made about the quality, design, and craftsmanship of our home with the implication that 
the initial or subsequent deck surfaces were not applied by an experienced crew.  Not true.  The 
contractors we used were very experienced and did beautiful work.  We have 4 other areas with the 
original surface that are pristine at 14 years old!  There was a comment that we “patched” the deck 
when in fact we stripped it to the plywood every time.  There was also mention that we probably had 
a low grade roof when in fact our roof is a 50 year top-of-the-line copper embedded roof with a high 
wind rating.  Another about the design of our home.  This was discussed at the hearing as well. 
Designing an upper exposed patio without a shade structure was definitely a mistake.  There was a 
comment that we should of considered cement decking......we did.  Too heavy.  

After the Hearing, building inspector Danielle Meyers graciously reached out to us and recommended 
that we contact Brown roofing for a consultation.  Travis from Brown roofing spoke to me at length 
and related that while he does do some liquid membrane applications in new construction using 
Durabak, the same product we used, he would not feel comfortable doing an already constructed deck 
that has failed.  He did relate that he had seen other liquid membrane decks fail in the Gorge for heat 
and other reasons.  He only knew of one contractor in the Portland area who may be able to help. 
Mason, at Right Turn Construction is scheduled to look at our deck next week.   

Given that the rules mandate that a split or “tie” vote result in a failure to approve, we felt that a 
request for second review was reasonable.  We truly appreciate your thoughts and recommendations. 
We are frustrated and discouraged about this flawed part of our home, an area that we want to use. 
We want the option of covering the patio with a stout shade structure to lower the surface temperature 
and would embrace working closely with city planners to accomplish this. 

Sincerely, 
Lisa Irwin 
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CITY OF HOOD RIVER 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

211 2nd Street, Hood River, OR 97031  Phone: 541-387-5210 

N:\Planning\1-Land Use Applications and Actions\Variances\20-14 Irwin\3 - Notices & Referral\20-14 VAR Irwin NOD w attach.docx 

September 16, 2020 

CITY OF HOOD RIVER PLANNING COMMISSION 
NOTICE OF DECISION 

TO: Applicant, Owner, Participating Parties, Persons Entitled to Notice and City Council 
FROM: Jennifer Kaden, Associate Planner 
SUBJECT: Denial of Variance – Irwin; File No. 2020-14 

PROPOSAL:  Variance to the maximum allowed building height to construct a roof over an existing 3rd story deck.  

APPLICANTS/OWNERS:  Lisa Irwin & Tim Roddy  

PROPERTY LOCATION:  10 East Point Court; Legal Description:  3N10E36AB Tax Lot 6500. (See attached location map.) 

ZONING:  The property is zoned Urban High Density Residential (R-3).  

DESCRIPTION OF ACTION:  The Planning Commission DENIED the Variance request at a public hearing on September 8, 
2020.  The Planning Commission decision setting forth the findings of fact was signed on Wednesday, September 16, 
2020. 

A copy of all documents and evidence submitted by or on behalf of the applicant, applicable criteria, the staff report, 
and the findings of fact, which include any conditions upon which the decision is based, and the conclusions of law 
derived from those facts, are available from the City Planning Department: planning@cityofhoodriver.gov, 
j.kaden@cityofhoodriver.gov , or 541-387-5210, between the hours of 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through Friday
excluding holidays. 

APPEAL:  The decision of the Planning Commission shall be final unless a Notice of Appeal, including the appeal fee, is 
filed by 5:00 p.m. on Monday, September 28, 2020, with the City Recorder at 211 2nd Street, Hood River, OR, 97031.  
The appeal cannot be made directly to the Land Use Board of Appeals under ORS 197.830. 

The following persons may appeal the above-referenced decision: 
1. The applicant.
2. Any party of record to the particular action.
3. A person entitled to notice and to whom no notice was mailed.  A person to whom notice is mailed is deemed

notified even if notice is not received.
4. The City Council upon a majority vote.

If you have any questions, please call Planner Jennifer Kaden at (541) 387-5215.  

Attachment 3
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CAMPBELL PHILLIPS Pc 

Attorneys at Law 

June 1, 2020 

City of Hood River Planning Department 
2112nd St. 
Hood River, OR 97031 
pla nn ing@cityofhood river .gov 

Re: Variance Application 

Dear Planning Department: 

Enclosed please find three copies of a Variance Application for property located at 10 E. 
Point Ct., Hood River along with a check in the amount of$1,933.00 for the application fee. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at kcampbell@campbellphillipslaw.com or 
541-371-5585. Thank you. 

KAC:bkd 
By first class mail and email 
Enclosures 
Cc: Lisa Irwin and Tim Roddy 

Sincerely, 

CAMPBELL PHILLIPS PC 

~ 
Kristen A. Campbell 

541-371-5585 I campbellphillipslaw.com I P.O. Box 2449 The Dalles, OR 97058 

919 Cherry Heights Road, The Dalles, OR 97058 & 208 State Street, Suite 202, Hood River, OR 97031 

Attachment A - File No. 2020-14
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CITY OF HOOD RIVER 
VARIANCE APPLICATION 

File No.: _ _____ _ 
Fee: _______ _ 
Date Submitted: ____ _ 

Submit the completed application form with three (3) paper copies of all application materials 
including full- and reduced sized plans and written analysis, one electronic cow (original 
.pdfl and appropriate fees to the City of Hood River Planning Department, 211 2 St., Hood 
River, OR 97031. Additional paper copies may be required as determined by staff. If you have 
any questions, please contact the Planning Department at (541) 387-5210. 

APPLICANT: 

Name: Lisa Irwin and Tim Roddy 
Address: 10 East Point Ct., Hood River, OR 97031 
(physical) 

(mailing) 19115 NE 42nd Ct., Ridgefield, WA 98642 

(email) irwin36@mSn.com 
Telephone: 360-607-7557 ( cell) Cell Phone: 503-819-6690 
. . £ ·---7- '::'1 Signature. Tim Rodd, and Lisa Irwin Roddv !Jun 1 202015:07 PDTI 

PARCEL OWNER: (if different than applicant) 

Name: 

Address: 
(mailing) 

Same 

Telephone: Cell Phone: -------------
Signature: 

*Authorization of parcel owner required. 

PARCEL INFORMATION: 

Township 3 N Range 1 0 E Section 36AB Tax Lot(s) 6500 -------
Current Zoning: R3 Parcel Size: -------- --------------
Property Location (cross streets or address): 10 E. Point Ct. Hood River, OR 
REQUEST: 
Type of: Ointerpretation □Administrative relief Ooimensional variance 01nability to use land 
Variance 

Brief Explanation of Request: 

REQUIRED WRITTEN ANALYSIS: (See Next Page) 
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INTRODUCTION 

Lisa Irwin and Tim Roddy ("Applicants") purchased a vacant parcel located at 10 East 
Point Court, Hood River, in 1998. See Deed attached as Exhibit A. The Applicants 
constructed their home in 2006. According to those architectural plans (the "Plans"), the 
height of the home is 32' 1 0" .1 See Plans attached as Exhibit B. It is important to note that 
at the time the home was constructed, the City of Hood River Municipal Code height 
limitation for this R-1 parcel was 3 5 feet. 

Shortly after construction, the Applicants became aware of intense sun exposure on the 
south facing upper deck surface, which is an uncovered exposed deck (the "Deck"). See 
depiction on attached Exhibit B. The sun exposure is intense, constant and direct. By 
2008, the sun was causing degradation in materials and systematic splitting and flaking of 
the entire surface of the Deck, which subjects the underlying structure to significant water 
damage and dry rot. 

As evidenced below, over the course of 12 years the Applicants consulted with numerous 
experts in the field and have resurfaced the Deck several times with the recommended 
products. They have also explored alternatives such as awnings and cooling systems, which 
were not practical. Each and every measure has failed to date and water is seeping into the 
substructure and creating an unsafe situation. See photographs attached as Exhibit C. 

As a last resort to prevent irreversible structural damage, Bell Engineering recently 
designed a plan to cover the Deck, which was submitted to the City at the end of February. 
The Applicants were advised that the City could not approve the plan due to revised height 
limitations. Specifically, the height limitation for this parcel is now 28 feet as opposed to 
the 35 feet limitation applicable when the Applicants constructed their home. See 
17.03.030 Urban Low Density Residential Zone (R-3). Despite the fact that the roof cover 
would sit two feet below the peak of the home, the City opined that the deck cover would 
exceed the current limitations by 1.5 feet. After numerous subsequent conversations with 
the City in an effort aimed at resolution, the Applicant respectfully requests that the City 
grant this variance so that they may commence with covering the Deck before they endure 
damage. 

ANALYSIS 

1. There are unique or unusual circumstances which apply to this site which do 
not typically apply elsewhere. 

The origin of the problem is the intense heat on the deck surface from direct, constant sun 
exposure and the resulting expansion/contraction phenomenon that causes cracking. All 

1 Height references are best approximate calculations based on existing, attached, existing plans. 
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four additional decks on the home have original deck surface and are in excellent 
condition. Every product and measure recommended by various experts has failed. The 
sole remaining option is to cover the deck with solid structure to provide shade and protect 
against weather elements. 

2. The proposal's benefits will be greater than any negative impacts on the 
development of the adjacent lawsuit uses; and will further the purpose and 
intent of this title and Comprehensive Plan. 

This project will result in covering an area approximately 12 x 10 or 14 x 12 with a cover 
that blends in with the home and conforms to the character of the neighborhood. The cover 
would be approximately two feet or more below the existing peak. Moreover, this cover 
would in no way obstruct the view of any other adjacent parcel. In short, there will be no 
impact to any adjacent use. 

3. The circumstances or conditions have not been willfully or purposely self-
imposed. 

The applicable height limitation was amended since the Applicant's purchased the property 
and built the home. The damage necessitating the cover is caused by an act of nature, over 
which the Applicants have no control. Further, the Applicants have made every reasonable 
effort, and expended substantial sums of money, to unsuccessfully remedy the situation 
short of filing for this variance. 

4. The variance requested is the minimum variance that would alleviate the 
hardship. Provide an explanation indicating what measures you have explored 
as possible alternatives to the variance. 

The proposed cover is two feet below the peak of the house. The proposed cover is a mere 
14 feet long, only enough to shelter the Deck. The proposed pitch of the cover is as flat as 
possible, a mere 12 inch drop every 12 feet, as evidenced in the Plans. The following is a 
timeline of attempted alternatives: 

Spring 2006: 5 decks (NE comer exposed deck, NW comer covered deck, south facing 
covered deck, NE covered deck and the subject SW exposed deck) were all surfaced using 
advanced waterproofing and industrial grade glass fiber resin sealant system2• The 
contractor was Joe Szeremi of Polymite NW. 

2 Fiberglass is well regarded as one of the best deck coating materials to achieve a waterproof, weather-resistant 
surface. 
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During construction a scupper drainage system was installed on the Deck. This system has 
provided excellent drainage with no surface water accumulation since 2006. However, 
deterioration of the Deck surface has disrupted the grade flow of water. 

Summer 2008:- Large cracking had uniformly developed on the Deck surface. 

October 07, 2008: - Polymite NW stripped and resurfaced the Deck using the same 
fiberglass matrix system. $1,000.00. 

2010:- Large cracks had again developed on the Deck. 

2011: Additional cracking compounded the existing large cracks. Applicants consulted 
with Ray Grimme, a renowned expert specializing in deck surfaces. 

October 27, 2011: Mr. Grimes stripped and applied Durabak 18, a marine grade 
elastomer product, specifically regarded for its stretchability. Durabak 18 is intended for 
marine applications including pool decks along with other outdoor surfaces exposed to 
direct sunlight. $1,370.00. 

July 03, 2012: More cracking had developed and the Deck was resurfaced again using 
Durabak 18. $485.00. 

May 23, 2014 - Substantial cracking has developed. Applicants again consulted with 
decking specialists regarding different products that would withstand southwest sun 
exposure and resulting expansion and contraction. A marine grade polymer resin product 
with elasticity and flexibility properties was applied by Samuel Ortega. $900.00. 

August 03, 2017 - Significant cracking and flaking had again developed. Applicants 
undertook a complete deck resurface. $1,000.00. 

2018 - More cracking and flaking occurred. See photographic evidenced attached as 
Exhibit C. The Deck surface is now substantially deteriorated and has led to exposure of 
the wood substructure. This deck is directly above living space. Because of the disrupted 
surface, water accumulates and seeps into substructure. Applicants are concerned about the 
mounting water damage to underlying structure. 

Fall 2019-Applicants consulted with two construction contractors, SMP Construction and 
Hood River Construction (the initial architect and original structural engineer, 
respectively) to discuss other possibilities, including covering the deck. Both opined that 
the only long-term option is to cover the Deck with a roof structure. Tim Sweeney directed 
Applicants to Bell Engineering Design. Evony Hubert, a design engineer, designed a shed 
type cover that would tie into the current roof line just above the Deck's door header. Bell 
Engineering engineered the loads and build out with a design that conforms aesthetically 
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to the neighborhood. No one realized that this build out from the existing roof line, two 
feet below the peak, would subject the Applicants to height limitations that were revised 
since the original construction. 

February 2020: - Bell Design plan was completed and submitted to the City. See Exhibit 
D. 

Other Solutions Explored: 1) Cooled water mist system, which is not guaranteed to work 
and deemed impractical due to the volume of water required and the complexity of the 
engineering; and 2) awning system, which was deemed impractical with high winds. 

CONCLUSION 

According to the original architectural plans the subject house peak height is 32' 1 O". The 
proposed cover is the minimal variance. Specifically, it would initiate at the roof line just 
above the deck's door header, at a flat pitch, around 2-2.5 feet below the existing peak of 
the home. The Applicants have exhausted all reasonable alternatives. The cover is critical 
to prevent further structural damage to the home and conforms to the character of the 
neighborhood. Finally, not only does the cover not impact any other view of adjacent 
parcels. Based on the foregoing, the Applicants respectfully request approval of a variance 
to allow for construction of the cover in accordance with the Bell Engineering plans. 
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After recording return to: 

Darin D. Honn 
Sussman Shank LLP 
1000 SW Broadway, Suite 1400 
Portland, OR 97205-3089 

Send all tax statements to: 

Timothy J. Roddy and Lisa M. Irwin, 
Trustees 
Roddy-Irwin Family Trust 
19115 NE 42nd .Court 
Ridgefield, WA 98642 

HOOD RIVER COUNTY, OR 2011-01865 
0-WD 06/27/201110:16 AM 
Cnt•1 Stns14 LEAH DAY 
$10.00 $11.00 $15.00 $10.00 $46.00 

ll lllll I I II ll II l I II I Ill llllll I I Ill I I IIII II Ill I Ii 
00034340201100018850030034 

I certify that this Instrument was received and 
recorded in the records of said county. 

Brian D. Beebe, Director of Records and 
Assessment and Ex-Officio Recorder. 
- --- -----· -- - -- -. - - -,- -.-~,,,, 

STATUTORY SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED 

Timothy J. Roddy and Lisa M. Irwin, Granters, convey and specially warrant to Timothy J. 
Roddy and Lisa M. Irwin, Trustees, Roddy-Irwin Family Trust, Grantee, the property 
located at 10 East Point Court, Hood River, Hood River County, Oregon, free of 
encumbrances created or suffered by the Grantor except as specifically set forth herein, 
and described on Exhibit A attached hereto and made a part hereof by this reference. 

See attached Exhibit A 

Tax Assessor's Parcel No. 3N10E36-AB-06500 

The true and actual consideration for this transfer is $0 and consists of or includes other 
property or other value given or promised. 

BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON 
TRANSFERRING FEE TITLE SHOULD INQUIRE ABOUT THE PERSON'S RIGHTS, 
IF ANY, UNDER ORS 195.300, 195.301 AND 195.305 TO i95.336 ANO SECTIONS 5 
TO 11, CHAPTER 424, OREGON LAWS 2007, AND SECTIONS 2 TO 9 AND 17, 
CHAPTER 855, OREGON LAWS 2009. THIS INSTRUMENT DOES NOT ALLOW USE 
OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF 
APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR 
ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO THE 
PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY THAT THE UNIT OF LAND BEING 
TRANSFERRED IS A LAWFULLY ESTABLISHED LOT OR PARCEL, AS DEFINED 
IN ORS 92.010 OR 215.010, TO VERIFY THE APPROVED USES OF THE LOT OR 
PARCEL, TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR 
FOREST PRACTICES, AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930, AND TO INQUIRE ABOUT THE 

Page 1 - STATUTORY SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED 
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RIGHTS OF NEIGHBORING PROPERTY OWNERS, IF ANY, UNDER ORS 195.300, 
195.301 AND 195.305 TO 195.336 AND SECTIONS 5 TO 11, CHAPTER 424, 
OREGON LAWS 2007, AND SECTIONS 2 TO 9 AND 17, CHAPTER 855, OREGON 
LAWS2009. 

DATED this 14th day of June, 2011. 

GRANTORS: 

~~ Timothy J. Rd 

STATE OF OREGON ) 
) ss. 

Lisa M. Irwin 

County of Multnomah ) . 

This instrument was acknowledged before me on ...;:J;_..L_H-=--\p_lL""""t ____ , 2011 by 
Timothy J. Roddy. 

Notary P ic for Oregon 

-

OFFICIALSEAL 
CAROLYN Q GAFFNEY 

NOTARY PUBUC-0REG0N 
COMMISSION NO. 455117 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES ffSRllARV r11, 2015 My Commission Expires:--~~-

STATE OF OREGON } 
) ss. 

County of Multnomah } 

This instrument was acknowledged before me on ....;J-L='..J...~~_;.[L{_,!_ ___ , 2011 by 
Lisa M. liWin. 

-

OFFICIAL.SEAL 
CAROLYN Q GAFFNEY 

NOTARY PU8lJC,OFIEG0N 
COMMISSION NO. 455117 

MY COMMtSSIOMEXPIRES FEBRUAR\'07, 2015 

F:\CLIENTS\21442\001\ESTATe PLANNING DOCUMENTS\DEED-10 EAST POINT COURT.DOC 

Page2- STATUTORY SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED 
EXHIBIT 

I A-1-
66



EXHIBIT A 

Parcel I: Beginning at the Southeast comer of Lot 8, Block 6, WINANS ADDITION 
TO THE CITY OF HOOD RIVER, in the City of Hood River, County of Hood River and 
State of Oregon; thence Northwesterly to a point on the West line of said lot that is 40 
feet North of the Southwest comer thereof; thence Northwesterly to a point in the 
centerline of East Second Street as now vacated that is 60 feet North of the South line 
of said Winans Addition; thence South 60 feet along said street centerline to the South 
line of said Winans Addition; thence Easterly along said South line 75 feet, more or less, 
to the point of beginning. 

Parcel 2: Lot 5, Block 7, WINANS ADDITIONAL TO THE CITY OF HOOD RIVER, 
in the City of Hood River, County of Hood River and State of Oregon, EXCEPT that 
portion conveyed to the City of Hood River by deed, recorded September 12, 1974, as 
Recorder's Fee No. 7 41720, Film Records.--

TOGETHER WITH that portion of vacated 2nd Street which inured thereto, by reason of 
the vaction thereof.--

EXHIBIT 
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Jennifer Kaden

From: Kristen Campbell <kcampbell@campbellphillipslaw.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 9:14 AM
To: Jennifer Kaden
Subject: FW: Irwin VAR request; File No. 2020-14

Can you please supply this to the Commission ahead of the hearing? 
 

From: Lisa Roddy <lirwin.roddy@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 4:52 AM 
To: Kristen Campbell <kcampbell@campbellphillipslaw.com> 
Subject: Fwd: Irwin VAR request; File No. 2020-14 
 
A few edits. Also one thing that is a bit offensive is Danielle’s flippant assumptions (that are not based on fact) about the 
quality of craftsmanship and and design of the home. This home was meticulously planned over the course of two years 
using a well respected architect (35k) and engineering around 20k.  We also consulted with city staff every step of the 
way, staff who were very pleasant to work with and we had great rapport with. My husband actually became a couple of 
the guys doctor.  As far as I’m concerned the only thing we did wrong was not cover the deck from the beginning, which 
we had thought of doing but I thought we could add it later.  
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Lisa Roddy <Lirwin.roddy@gmail.com> 
Date: September 1, 2020 at 11:38:50 AM PDT 
To: Kristen Campbell <kcampbell@campbellphillipslaw.com> 
Subject: Re:  Irwin VAR request; File No. 2020-14 

 
Hi Kristen. I’m available anytime. Yes received.  This whole thing is so emotionally and financially 
draining. So discouraging that one negative comment can cause us not to be approved.  
 
Danielle does not understand the situation or process we have been through.  We have never “patched” 
the deck surface but have fully removed the damaged fiberglass surface and reapplied multiple layers 
each time.  The first re-do was done under warranty and we paid for product only.  Other times we did 
ourselves with consultants physically helping.  We have also had it resurfaced by subcontractors because 
the fumes landed my husband in the hospital.   
 
This deck is not a cheap deck and was state of the art at the time.  The initial install was quite 
spendy.  Even today, the reviews are positive for fiberglass decking and it is still highly recommended as 
a tough durable deck surface that can withstand marine elements. We have four other decks with this 
surface and do not have one crack in any of the others in 14 years. The issue is the sun.  
 
Over the years we have had different contractors including general contractors look at it and most 
conclude that we need to cover it.  Both Tim Sweeney and Sean Palmieri recommend this. We thought 
about a roofing type product but felt that we were so done with trying to fix the surface that covering it 
made the most sense. It is also extremely hot up there making it unusable most of the time. We are not 
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able to use this space currently and have not for some time.  This is great space with a fantastic view and 
we want to be able to enjoy it.   
 
There is no roof surface underneath as Danielle seems to imply and the roof on the house is top of the 
line, 50 year.  Of course we would use a non-combustible product to cover the deck.  The house is also 
equipped with a sprinkler system for fire suppression.  Below the deck is living space, which we are very 
concerned about water penetration. We built this home with top-of-the-line materials, used engineering 
extensively, and did not cut any corners. This is our retirement home and we built it to last. Art Larson 
was our architect and he is well respected.  We took two years to design this home and worked closely 
with city staff during the entire process.   
 
I reached out to Bell engineering, Tim Sweeney general contractor, and Sean Palmieri general 
contractor. Others we consulted with are retired and we have lost contact with them.  
 
Do you know the hearing time or can they submit in writing? 
Sent from my iPad 
 

On Sep 1, 2020, at 9:30 AM, Kristen Campbell <kcampbell@campbellphillipslaw.com> 
wrote: 

  
Hello Lisa. Did you receive these?  I just received a call from Jennifer Kaden. She has 
advised me that her staff report to the Commission will indicate that there is not 
enough evidence for her to recommend the variance.  This is based on Danielle’s email 
and the suggestions that you may not have tried some of these other options.  I know it 
is short notice, but do you feel like any of the builders or engineer would be willing to 
call in to refute this? Also, we should talk about some  of these.  What is a good time to 
talk? 
  

From: Jennifer Kaden <J.Kaden@cityofhoodriver.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2020 1:39 PM 
To: irwin36@msn.com; Kristen Campbell <kcampbell@campbellphillipslaw.com> 
Subject: Irwin VAR request; File No. 2020-14 
  
Lisa and Kristen – 
I wanted to share with you the comments I received from the City Building Official and 
City Fire Chief regarding the Variance request submitted for Lisa Irwin and Tim 
Roddy.  These comments will be included in the record and staff report prepared for the 
Planning Commission public hearing to consider the variance request. 
  
As explained previously, the staff report and meeting agenda will be ready provided to 
you one week ahead of the hearing scheduled for September 8, 2020. 
  
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
  
Thanks, 
Jennifer 
  

Jennifer Ball Kaden • Associate Planner  
City of Hood River • cityofhoodriver.gov  
211 2nd Street• Hood River, OR 97031 • P 541-387-5215
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DISCLAIMER: This e-mail is a public record of the City of Hood River and is subject to 
public disclosure unless exempt from disclosure under the Oregon Public Records Law. 
This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule. 
  
<Fire Chief comments.pdf> 
<Building Official comments.pdf> 
<Building Official email.pdf> 
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Jennifer Kaden

From: Kristen Campbell <kcampbell@campbellphillipslaw.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 2:57 PM
To: Jennifer Kaden
Subject: FW: Builder update

One more. Tim and Sean are licensed contractors.  I can't imagine these folks would have invested to much time, energy, 
effort and money were there other viable methods.  Thank you.     
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Lisa Roddy <lirwin.roddy@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 2:34 PM 
To: Kristen Campbell <kcampbell@campbellphillipslaw.com> 
Subject: Builder update 
 
Hi Kristin.  
 
I wanted to update you on conversations I’ve had with both Sean Palmieri and Tim Sweeney. I have not heard from Bell 
engineering at this point. Both Sean and Tim looked at the deck last fall and feel that a cement deck would be too heavy 
and a vinyl deck or roofing tiles would not seal the deck adequately and prevent water from leaking into the living space 
below.  They both thought fiberglass was still a great application and relevant for this setting.  Both feel that the only 
way to protect the living space below and have it usable is to completely seal the deck space and put a structure over it.  
 
I have not done a zoom call. Is this what we’re going to be doing..... is there a link... do I need a code?￼ 
 
 
 
Lisa 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Jennifer Kaden

From: Leonard Damian
Sent: Thursday, July 9, 2020 2:41 PM
To: Jennifer Kaden; Danielle Meyers
Subject: RE: Request for Comments - File No. 2020-14; Irwin Variance

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Jennifer 

From my perspective, the critical issue is that this is within the WUI area, making the material choices essential as it is 
exposed.  However, the overall height is still below the current height of the building, and any new item would be mute 
related to the existing building and access. 

I’m glad to discuss if I’m missing anything…. 

--Leonard 

From: Jennifer Kaden <J.Kaden@cityofhoodriver.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, July 9, 2020 11:17 AM 
To: Leonard Damian <L.Damian@cityofhoodriver.gov>; Danielle Meyers <D.Meyers@cityofhoodriver.gov> 
Subject: Request for Comments - File No. 2020-14; Irwin Variance 

Hi Leonard & Danielle – 
This is a Request for Comments for a Variance application – File No. 2020-14 (Irwin).  Property location is 10 East Point 
Court (3N10E36AB Tax Lot 6500).   The applicant is requesting an exception to the building height in order to construct a 
roof over an existing 3rd story deck.  The existing house and proposed roof exceed current allowed maximum building 
height. (See P. 17 of attachment for drawing of proposed roof addition) 

We are scheduling a hearing before the Planning Commission for this application on September 8 th.  Please provide any 
comments you have – e.g. key issues for a building permit if it is approved or concerns about the proposal from a fire or 
building code perspective – by Friday, August 14, 2020. 

Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information. 

Jennifer Ball Kaden • Associate Planner  

City of Hood River • cityofhoodriver.gov  

211 2nd Street• Hood River, OR 97031 • P 541-387-5215
 

DISCLAIMER: This e-mail is a public record of the City of Hood River and is subject to public disclosure unless exempt from 
disclosure under the Oregon Public Records Law. This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule. 

Attachment F - File No. 2020-14
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Jennifer Kaden

From: Danielle Meyers
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2020 8:32 AM
To: Jennifer Kaden; Leonard Damian
Cc: Danielle Meyers
Subject: RE: Request for Comments - File No. 2020-14; Irwin Variance

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Jennifer, 

I agree with what Leonard state, if they end up getting approved for a roof covering, we would want it to be of non-
combustible construction. I am glad they have an engineered design. 

As a side note, I don’t buy into the fact that they need it covered in order to maintain a safe and non-damaged deck 
surface. From their history, the products they chose and the low prices they paid it appears they never had a quality 
product to put on to begin with and then kept patching it. They mentioned 2 years after having the decks done and 
coated because of failing, they had the same company back out to repair it and they paid $1000. It should have been 
warrantied. I guess what I am saying, is if you don’t approve it, they would have a solution to not have a failing 
deck.  They would likely hire a good roofing contractor and do a concrete deck or a vinyl insulated deck and could put 
some non combustible pavers on top for walking. There could also be some moisture trapped in the roof below the 
deck, as I don’t know how well the house was constructed or if it is time for a new roof, etc.  

Danielle 

From: Jennifer Kaden <J.Kaden@cityofhoodriver.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, July 9, 2020 11:17 AM 
To: Leonard Damian <L.Damian@cityofhoodriver.gov>; Danielle Meyers <D.Meyers@cityofhoodriver.gov> 
Subject: Request for Comments - File No. 2020-14; Irwin Variance 

Hi Leonard & Danielle – 
This is a Request for Comments for a Variance application – File No. 2020-14 (Irwin).  Property location is 10 East Point 
Court (3N10E36AB Tax Lot 6500).   The applicant is requesting an exception to the building height in order to construct a 
roof over an existing 3rd story deck.  The existing house and proposed roof exceed current allowed maximum building 
height. (See P. 17 of attachment for drawing of proposed roof addition) 

We are scheduling a hearing before the Planning Commission for this application on September 8 th.  Please provide any 
comments you have – e.g. key issues for a building permit if it is approved or concerns about the proposal from a fire or 
building code perspective – by Friday, August 14, 2020. 

Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information. 

Jennifer Ball Kaden • Associate Planner  

City of Hood River • cityofhoodriver.gov  

211 2nd Street• Hood River, OR 97031 • P 541-387-5215
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Jennifer Kaden

From: Danielle Meyers
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2020 1:22 PM
To: Jennifer Kaden; Leonard Damian
Subject: RE: Request for Comments - File No. 2020-14; Irwin Variance

Thanks Jennifer, 
 
If approved we will need to work closely with them on the permit. I still think this all could have been avoided with good 
construction craftsmanship. IF not approved, from looking at the report a long time ago I am confident it can be fixed 
correctly, they just need to hire an experienced crew.  
 
Danielle 
 

From: Jennifer Kaden <J.Kaden@cityofhoodriver.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2020 1:13 PM 
To: Danielle Meyers <D.Meyers@cityofhoodriver.gov>; Leonard Damian <L.Damian@cityofhoodriver.gov> 
Subject: RE: Request for Comments - File No. 2020-14; Irwin Variance 
 
Danielle/Leonard –  
FYI only – attached is the notice of public hearing for this application.  No action needed on your part. 
 
Thanks, 
Jennifer 
 
Jennifer Ball Kaden • Associate Planner  

City of Hood River • cityofhoodriver.gov  

211 2nd Street• Hood River, OR 97031 • P 541-387-5215
 

 
DISCLAIMER: This e-mail is a public record of the City of Hood River and is subject to public disclosure unless exempt from 
disclosure under the Oregon Public Records Law. This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule. 
 
 
 

From: Danielle Meyers <D.Meyers@cityofhoodriver.gov>  
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2020 8:32 AM 
To: Jennifer Kaden <J.Kaden@cityofhoodriver.gov>; Leonard Damian <L.Damian@cityofhoodriver.gov> 
Cc: Danielle Meyers <D.Meyers@cityofhoodriver.gov> 
Subject: RE: Request for Comments - File No. 2020-14; Irwin Variance 
 
Hi Jennifer, 
 
I agree with what Leonard state, if they end up getting approved for a roof covering, we would want it to be of non-
combustible construction. I am glad they have an engineered design. 
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Jennifer Kaden

From: Scott Skelton <swskelton3@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2020 9:41 AM
To: Jennifer Kaden
Subject: File no. 2020-14-Irwin VAR

Please count me as a no. The second drawing depicts a failure of planning, plan check and building inspections as it 
shows the structure was in violation of the height restrictions in place when it was built. The owners are family of the 
original owners and are lucky they weren't required to bring it into compliance before it was finished. This neighborhood 
is already scared in several areas due to omissions, allowing or permitting contrary to city code 1.04.060. by city staff in 
the past. 
Sincerely,  Scott Skelton  
509 east 3rd street  
Hood River 

Attachment H - File No. 2020-14
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Jennifer Kaden

From: Douglas Gallant <douggallantak@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2020 12:06 PM
To: Jennifer Kaden
Subject: Variance 2020-14-IrwinVAR

Dear Jennifer, 
I have been out of town for a few weeks but just became aware of this Variance Request for 10 East Point Court, which 
we refer to in the neighborhood as the “Roddy” house. 
 
I want to state clearly that I am AGAINST granting this variance to the City Code.  This house is already the largest house 
in the area and to make it taller would make it more of an eyesore.  Furthermore, I see no pressing need for the 
variance, they house is already very “busy” and heavily occupied to provide more structure up there would increase the 
visual footprint.   
 
The Code is there to provide a level playing field for all members of the neighborhood so we can plan and protect our 
investments in our homes.  I was contacted by another neighbor against and upset by this request, I am sure there are 
more. 
 
Thanks for your consideration, 
Douglas and Susie Gallant 
11 Lovers Lane. 
907 360-2255 
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9/08/2020 (Tuesday) Planning Commission 

Commissioners:  Arthur Babitz (AB), Sue Powers (SP), Erika Price (EP), Megan Ramey (MR), Tina Lassen 

(TL), Mark Frost (MF), Bill Irving (BI) 

Staff:  JBK, DN (KL standing by) 

Meeting went live:  5:31pm 

AB gave participants time to get connected 

I. Call to Order

AB call to order: 5:33pm, with explanation of meeting via Zoom video conference based on Governor’s

order for COVID-19.

II. Planning Director’s Update

DN noted that today is the last day for submittal of rebuttal by the applicant for the Adams Creek

Cohousing development, and the next hearing will be held on September 21.  A hearing also has been

scheduled for October 5 for a zone change and subdivision.

III. Public Hearing

AB read the procedural script.

AB asked if there are any questions about procedures before we begin – if so, click on “participants”

button at bottom of screen and “raise hand.”

Hand raised by Kristen Campbell.

Kristen Campbell asked if her client can be heard by phone.

Lisa Irwin asked if she can be heard.

AB confirmed both were heard.

A. FILE NO. 2020-14 – Irwin Variance

PROPOSAL: The applicant requests a Variance to the maximum allowed building height to construct a

roof over an existing 3rd story deck.

AB requested conflict, bias or ex parte communications.

MR none

TL none.

SP none

MF none

Bill I may have experience as a developer and homeowner with roof deck living area.  No bias or conflict.

AB asked Bill what he learned from his experience.

BI developed townhouses on Sherman behind court house.  Six units had outdoor decks, two different

treatments were used including a painted surface and a roof membrane.  Have similar system in my

home and it does not leak.

EP none

AB have bias and will recuse.  Asked PC for a vote to chair meeting.

TL moved to have Sue Powers act as chair for tonight’s hearing.

MF second.

AB discussion?  None.

Attachment 5
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PC 6-0 (AB abstained), motion passed. 

SP said she is not officially the vice chair. 

AB as a reminder we’ve heard disclosures but not challenges to disclosures. 

SP read from procedural script and asked if audience would like to question or challenge commissioners.  

No hands raised. 

SP asked if commissions would like to challenge.  None. 

SP asked for staff report. 

 

Staff report: JBK explained that proposal initially came in as a building permit and at that time it was 

determined the roof exceeded the maximum height standard.  Existing non-conforming structure.  No 

provision in code allowed ministerial approval by staff.  Applicant ultimately applied for the variance. 

JBK explained applicable code provisions including R-3 standards, non-conforming structure provisions 

in 17.05 and variance provisions in 17.18, as a quasi-judicial review per 17.09. 

JBK explained structure was built when standards allowed maximum height of 35 feet.  Because height 

of roof exceeds current 28-foot maximum, expansion can’t be approved as a change to non-conforming 

structure. 

JBK explained the four criteria for a variance. 

JBK noted that sun, wind and rain exposure is not unique to this property as indicated by applicant. 

JBK addressed second criterion and applicant’s response that the proposed roof is lower than the 

existing roof.  Testimony was received from neighboring property owners concerned about the height. 

JBK explained the third criterion and agreed with applicant that the change to the height standard was 

not purposefully self-imposed.  

JBK explained the fourth criterion and the applicants’ efforts to repair the problem.  If a roof is the only 

solution, the proposal is the minimum necessary.  However, spoke with the Building Official who 

believes there may be alternatives to constructing a roof that would not require a variance, for example, 

removal of deck structure and reinsulate the area below the deck, reconstruct it with new plywood and 

roof material to drain with use of non-combustible materials due to location in the wildland urban 

interface though this may be more expensive.  Another alternative would be to remove the deck and 

repair roof.  

JBK explained that the commission is being asked to consider the four criteria for a variance.  Questions? 

 

Questions of Staff:  MF asked about Exhibit H and the original house not complying with the height 

standard.  Is there merit in Exhibit H? 

JBK is unsure what is being referred to.  It is unclear in the building permit records where height was 

measured from, and JBK explained how height currently is measured.  At time of permit issuance, staff 

may have measured from finished grade but not sure. 

SP asked about applicant’s comment of a maximum height of 32’10”. 

JBK explained that the planning department’s review did not specify such a height but stated instead 

that the allowed height was 35 feet as on the second page of Attachment C.  JBK didn’t know what that 

is referring to. 

BI asked if there were other approval options considered. 

JBK responded that the non-conforming structure provisions allow certain actions but not to make a 

non-conforming feature less conforming. 

MF asked if the City had not reduced the height standard, would this be an issue today? 
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JBK responded probably not but, again, the methodology of measuring height has changed too.  Current 

proposal may be slightly above the 35 feet if measured using the current methodology. 

SP asked for any other questions.   

TL asked if top roof elevation is 166’. 

JBK confirmed it is approximately 166.15’. 

TL asked if the proposed cover is approximately two feet below that. 

JBK confirmed and noted that she included a diagram in Attachment 2.C with elevation notes. 

SP any other questions?  None. 

 

SP asked for applicant’s testimony. 

DN promoted Kristen Campbell to a panelist position to speak. 

 

Applicant Presentation/Testimony:  Kristen Campbell appreciated the thorough staff report.  Provided 

detailed account of expenses and efforts made to resolve the issue caused by intense sun exposure.  

Proposed cover will be two to two and half feet lower than the existing roof and those of neighbors.  

DN promoted Lisa Irwin to a panelist position to speak. 

Kristen asked Lisa if she would like to correct or address anything she’s heard. 

Lisa Irwin was uncertain about the measurement point which likely was finished grade.  Housing 

construction started in 2004, completed in August of 2006. 

 

SP asked if there are any other speakers.   

DN confirmed there are none. 

SP asked if there are questions for the applicant. 

MF asked if Art Larsen was the architect and his background. 

Lisa confirmed Art Larsen’s background, long time Hood River resident recently relocated. 

SP asked for other questions.  There were none. 

 

Staff Recap:  SP staff recap? 

JBK none but noted that staff report does not include a recommendation.  Left decision open to the 

commission to determine with findings for the four criteria. 

SP closed hearing 6:16pm, and commission will now deliberate and encouraged commission to address 

all four criteria. 

 

Planning Commission Deliberation: EP as an architect and resident of the northwest familiar with decks, 

agree there are alternates to roofs over decks. 

MR nothing to add at this time. 

MF also an architect and also agree that by keeping heat off membrane with pavers.  Regardless, in 

cases where roof decks are covered, materials perform well.  If at the time of design the architect would 

have designed with a roof if it was expected to be needed.  Have heard stories from owners who were 

surprised by the heat.  So, probably not unique circumstances but lack of foresight in design.  Benefits of 

making building perform outweigh cons.  Owner not at fault because City changed regulations.  

Struggling with whether there are other ways to address this.  Good way to mitigate issue. 

MR agrees with Mark.  Environmental benefit of allowing owners to protect the problem. 
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TL struggling because height restrictions are an issue to keep buildings in scale with surroundings.  But, it 

became a problem after City changed zoning.  I see both sides but not sure this is the only or best 

solution.  Torn over height. 

SP asked if Tina agrees with Mark and Megan that all four criteria are met. 

TL not sure it’s a unique circumstance. 

BI noted that all four criteria need to be met.  Haven’t seen a case made that this is a unique or unusual 

circumstance.  We all live in same environment, no on criterion 1.  Neighbor comments expressed 

concern but not expecting significant neighbors so yes on criterion two.  Not self-imposed, yes on 

criterion 3.  Leaky deck could be addressed without a variance with other materials, so no on criterion 4, 

and no overall. 

SP code change created unique circumstance.  Sun exposure not unique but there are unique 

circumstances.  Benefits greater than negative impacts.  Not self-imposed.  Last criterion is most difficult 

but this might be the minimum that has the greatest long term impact based on comments from 

contractors.   

EP agree with Bill, no to approval. 

TL on fence.  What do we do with a tie? 

JBK explained a tie fails, need a majority to approval. 

DN also need to ask if there is anything that would lead one to change their position. 

BI do we have a tie?  If there is a tie, can a recused person be brought back? 

TL I don’t see it as unique or unusual, so no to approval. 

SP asked about procedure – need a vote? 

DN yes, and must exhaust discussion before using “rule of necessity” to bring back a recused 

commissioner. 

MF not sure this roof will accomplish goal and could continue to fail.  There are other decks on the 

building that are performing. 

SP contractors said this is the best long-term solution. 

MF understood. 

BI agree with Mark.  There are other technologies that can be used.  It may be that the contractors who 

looked at it weren’t familiar with options.  Don’t see a way to get to approval. 

SP motion? 

MF move to approve the variance subject to conditions in staff report. 

MR second. 

SP all in favor?  MF, MR and SP, yes. 

EP no. 

BI no. 

TL no. 

SP 3-3, motion does not pass. 

SP other comments or motions? 

DN still in deliberation, or alternative motions. 

BI for those who voted to approve, it’s not clear to me that staff’s findings support approval.  So will 

need to update findings too. 

MF makes sense.  Seems like we’re all questioning south facing deck as a unique circumstance.  But, if 

City hadn’t changed height standards, the owners would have been able to remedy problem so that’s 

unique.  
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TL does this apply to every house that was constructed before the height standard changed? 

MF understand concern. 

BI asked staff for direction on the unusual circumstances criterion. 

DN confirmed it is the applicant’s argument to make.  There are numerous potential characteristics.  Has 

the applicant moved you to make a finding that this is a unique circumstance? 

SP I see this as a unique location and exposure.  But, not sure this is the minimum that could be done to 

alleviate the problem.  I extended my thought that this is the best long-term solution but maybe that’s 

incorrect.  Does anyone have any thoughts on that? 

BI If this is truly a problem and you want to waterproof this portion of the house, they could also enclose 

the space so that’s another potential solution.  We’re trying to address a problem – how, put a roof on it 

or a membrane. 

MF first question as an architect is whether it’s designed with slope and if membrane is turned up at 

edge.  But understand we’re all trying to find the least imposing solution. 

SP getting rid of deck increases negative impact to the owner. 

TL I think we all sympathize but not sure it’s our job to correct the original architect’s design.  We need 

to stick to criteria.  Is it unique, and is it the minimum necessary? 

BI there is no proof that the solution will alleviate the hardship, after three previous efforts. 

MF like TL concerned about precedent. 

MR why try change votes, if it’s a tie and it fails? 

BI cleaner if not a tie. 

SP is a tie a problem? 

DN the motion failed, but that’s different than a vote to deny. 

BI move to deny variance based up the fact that it does not meet all four variance criteria. 

EP second. 

SP all in favor?  BI, TL, EP yes. 

MF yes, based on whether it’s the minimum needed.  I think there are other ways to solve this. 

MR no. 

SP no. 

SP passes 4-2 to deny variance. 

JBK will write up final order to follow up with commission chair and applicant.  Decision is appealable. 

SP other matters? 

 

DN cohousing application will be reviewed September 21, and subdivision application on October 5.  

This decision will be final after notices are mailed and appeal period expires. 

 

IV. Adjourn 

SP meeting adjourned at 6:52 pm. 
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CITY OF HOOD RIVER 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

211 2nd Street, Hood River, OR 97031  Phone: 541-387-5210 

STAFF REPORT 
VARIANCE 

September 1, 2020 

To: City of Hood River Planning Commission 
From: Jennifer Kaden, Associate Planner 
RE: File No. 2020-14 – Variance to Maximum Building Height for an Addition of a Roof over an existing 

3rd Story Deck in the Urban High Density Residential (R-3) Zone 

I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

A. REQUEST:  Variance to the maximum allowed building height for a Roof Addition over an Existing
Deck.  (See Attachment “A”)

B. APPLICANTS:  Lisa Irwin and Tim Roddy

C. OWNERS: Same

D. PROPERTY LOCATION:  10 E. Point Court.  Legal Description:  3N10E36AB Tax Lot 6500.  (See
Location Map, Attachment “B”.)

E. ZONING:  Urban High Density Residential (R-3)

F. PROPERTY SIZE:  Approximately .2 acres or 8,700 +/- square feet.

G. SURROUNDING ZONING & LAND USES:
North:  R-3, E. Hazel Ave - residential
South:  R-3 - residential
East:  R-3 - residential
West:  R-1, residential

H. APPLICABLE HOOD RIVER MUNICIPAL CODE (HRMC) CRITERIA:
1. HRMC 17.09.040 – Quasi-Judicial Actions
2. HRMC 17.03.030 – Urban High Density Residential (R-3) Zone
3. HRMC 17.04.040 – General Exceptions to Building Height Limitations
3. HRMC 17.05 – Nonconforming Uses and Structures
4. HRMC 17.18 – Variances

I. AGENCY COMMENTS:
1. Leonard Damian, City Fire Department – Comments attached (Attachment D)
2. Danielle Meyers, City Building Department – Comments attached (Attachment E).

Application submitted:  June 5, 2020 

Application complete:   June 30, 2020 

120-day deadline:  October 28, 2020

Attachment 6
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N:\Planning\1-Land Use Applications and Actions\Variances\20-14 Irwin\5 - Decision\20-14 Irwin-Roddy staff findings.docx Page 
2 of 11 
 

I. ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNER COMMENTS: Property owners within 250 feet of the subject parcel 
were notified of this request.  The following written comments were received in response to the 
notice: 
1. Scott Skelton, comments attached (Attachment G) 
 

K. HISTORY 
1. Variance application submitted June 5, 2020 
2. Application deemed complete June 30, 2020  
3. Agency referrals emailed July 9, 2020 
4. Notice of public hearing mailed August 19, 2020 
5. Planning Commission hearing scheduled September 8, 2020 
 

L. ATTACHMENTS: 

• Attachment “A” – Applicant’s application and written narrative 

• Attachment “B” – Location Map 

• Attachment “C” – Building Permit Records 

• Attachment “C.2” – Staff Building Height Calculations 

• Attachment “D” – Construction Drawings – proposed roof; Bell Design 

• Attachment “E” – Ordinance 1920 

• Attachment “F” – Fire Department comments, 7/9/20 

• Attachment “G” – Building Department comments, 7/10/20 & 8/25/20 

• Attachment “H” – Scott Skelton, August 28, 2020 
 

II. FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

A. HRMC 17.03 – LAND USE ZONES 
 
17.03.030 Urban High Density Residential Zone (R-3) 
 

A. Permitted Uses:  
1.  Detached single-family dwellings for residential use and accessory structures 
2.  Duplexes and triplexes for residential use 
3.  Multi-family dwellings for residential use, subject to HRMC 17.16 
4.  Manufactured homes for residential use 
5.  Mobile home parks subject to HRMC 17.12 
6.  Residential care facilities 
7.  Group residential, if fifteen (15) or more persons, subject to site plan review 
8.  Transportation facilities subject to HRMC 17.20.050(A)  
9.  Public parks, playgrounds, and related facilities in an approved subdivision, subject to site 

plan review 
10.  Accessory uses permitted when accessory to residential use: 

a.  Accessory dwelling units subject to HRMC 17.23 
b.  Bed and breakfast facilities subject to HRMC 17.04.110  
c.  Family day care subject to HRMC 17.04.100 
d.  Home Occupations to subject to HRMC 17.04.100 
e.  Hosted homeshares and vacation home rentals subject to HRMC 17.04.115 

11.  Townhouse projects for residential use including: 
a.  Three (3) or fewer townhouses subject to HRMC 17.19 
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b.  Four (4) or more townhouses subject to HRMC 17.16 and HRMC 17.19. 
 
FINDINGS:  The subject property is developed with an existing duplex as permitted under HRMC 
17.03.03.A.2 (Permit #04-0072 & #05-0228).  No change of use or additional use is proposed.    
 
B. Conditional Uses. 

1.  Hospitals, sanitariums, rest homes, nursing or convalescent home 
2.  Schools and child care centers    
3.  Public parks, playgrounds, and related facilities 
4.  Utility or pumping substations 
5.  Religious institutions   
6.  Planned unit developments 
7.  Professional offices  
8.  Hostels 
 

FINDINGS:  A conditional use is not proposed. 
 

C. Site Development Standards.  Except for townhouse projects which are subject to HRMC 
17.19, the minimum site development requirements are as follows: 
1.  The minimum lot or parcel size shall be 5,000 square feet.  
2.  Minimum requirement for building sites:  Per detached single dwelling unit or duplex, a 

minimum of 5,000 square feet. Each unit thereafter shall require an additional 1,500 
square feet. 

3.  A minimum frontage of fifty (50) feet on a dedicated public street. 
4.  A minimum frontage of thirty (30) feet on a dedicated public cul-de-sac. 
5.  Lot Coverage: Subject to HRMC 17.04.120 

 
FINDINGS:   The subject property is approximately 8,700 +/- square feet in area with more than 
50 feet of frontage on Hazel Avenue.  No change to lot coverage is proposed and no changes to 
the site configuration are proposed.   

 
D. Setback Requirements.  The minimum setback requirements shall be as follows: 

1.    No structure shall be placed closer than ten (10) feet from the public right-of-way line of a 
dedicated public street. 

2.    Garages that directly face adjacent streets shall be at least twenty (20) feet from the 
nearest public right-of-way lines of the dedicated public streets.  Garages so constructed 
to not face an adjacent street may be ten (10) feet from the nearest right-of-way line of 
the dedicated public street.  Detached garages so constructed to not face an adjacent 
public dedicated alley may be five (5) feet from the right-of-way line.   

3.    Side yard/ rear yard.  
a. No structure shall be placed closer than five (5) feet from the side property line.   
b. Structures greater than twenty-eight (28) feet in height shall be eight (8) feet from the 

side property line. 
c. No structure shall be placed closer than five (5) feet from the rear property line. 
d. Projections may not encroach more than three (3) inches for each foot of required 

yard setback width. 
e. Structures greater than 28 feet in height shall be ten (10) feet from the rear property 

line. 
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FINDINGS:  As depicted on a 2004 Site Plan in the building permit records (Attachment C), the 
existing structure is located approximately 8 feet from the western and southern property lines, 
and at least 15 feet from the Hazel Avenue right-of-way.   As depicted on the attached proposed 
construction drawings (Attachment D), the proposed roof structure is within the footprint of the 
existing structure and no change to setbacks is proposed.   

 
E. Maximum building height:  Thirty-five (35) feet for all uses except residential development; 

twenty-eight (28) feet for all residential development.  Multi-family dwellings are permitted 
up to thirty-five (35) feet.  All other residential development may be conditionally permitted 
up to thirty-five (35) feet subject to HRMC 17.06. 
 

FINDINGS:  Pursuant to HRMC 17.03.030(E), the maximum allowed height for residential 
development in the R-3 zone 28 feet as measured from existing grade, unless a Conditional Use 
Permit is approved to allow a maximum building height of 35 feet as measured from existing grade.  
Pursuant to HRMC 17.01.060, when the grade change is greater than 10 feet, building height is 
measured from a point 10 feet above the lowest existing grade of the proposed building: 
 

BUILDING HEIGHT means a vertical distance above a reference datum measured to the 
highest point of a building.  The reference datum shall be selected by either of the 
following, whatever yields the greater building height:   

1. The elevation of the highest adjoining sidewalk or upper ground surface within 
a five (5) foot horizontal distance of the exterior wall of the building when such 
sidewalk or ground surface is not more than ten (10) feet above the lowest 
grade. 

2. An elevation ten (10) feet higher than the lowest grade when the sidewalk or 
ground surface described in item one (1) above is more than ten (10) feet 
above the lowest grade.  The height of a stepped or terraced building is the 
maximum height of any segment of the building. 

 
Building permit records indicate that at the time a permit was issued for the original dwelling 
(Permit #04-0072), the maximum allowed building height was 35 feet, also measured from existing 
grade and using the same methodology for sites with slopes greater than 10 feet.  No conditional 
use for the 35-foot allowed height was required at the time. 
 
Permit records indicate the proposed structure height “….is below 35 with the 10’ slope 
accommodation….” (Attachment C).  It is not clear from the permit records what elevation the 
building height was measured from, however the records indicate an existing grade elevation at the 
low point of the building site was 118’ above sea level (ASL), which would allow for a maximum 
building height of 163’ ASL at the time (118’ + 10’ + 35’ = 163’).  If the height was calculated from 
finished grade on the low side of the structure (124’ ASL), then the maximum allowed height would 
have been 169’ ASL at the time (124’ + 10’ + 35’ = 169’).  
 
Pursuant to the current maximum allowed building height of 28’, the current maximum allowed 
height of a new structure – or addition to an existing structure – on the subject property is 156’ ASL 
(118’ + 10’ + 28’ = 156’). 
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Staff estimates the height of the existing structure is approximately 166.15’ ASL as illustrated on 
Attachment C.2.  Information submitted by the applicant in Exhibit B of Attachment A indicates the 
roof ridge elevation is approximately 166.83’ ASL.  No information about the height of the proposed 
roof structure as measured ‘above sea level’ was provided, however the applicant estimates it 
would be 2 – 2.5 feet lower that the existing roof ridge, which calculates to approximately 164.33 - 
164.83 feet ASL, more than 8 feet higher than the currently allowed maximum roof height of 156’.  
 
As such, the roof cannot be permitted under the provisions of HRMC 17.03.030.E.    
 
F. Parking Regulations.   

1.   All individual dwelling units, duplexes, and triplexes shall be provided with two (2) parking 
spaces for each unit on the building site, one (1) of which may be within the required front 
yard setback area.   

2.  Multi-family dwellings shall be required to furnish one and one-half (1½) off-street parking 
spaces per dwelling unit on or adjacent to the building site.  

3.  Required setback areas may be utilized for off-street parking for multi-family dwellings.   
4.  Parking spaces utilizing access from a public dedicated alley may be located within the 

setback area. 
5.  All parking areas and driveways shall be hard surfaced prior to occupancy, under the 

following circumstances: 
a.  New construction 
b.  Change of use 
c.  New or expanded parking area 

6.  Bicycle parking as required by HRMC 17.20.040.  
 

FINDINGS:  Pursuant to HRMC 17.03.030.F.1, four on-site parking spaces are required for the 
existing duplex.  No change to the parking configuration is proposed. 

 
G. Signs:  All signs shall be in conformance with the sign regulations in this title. 

 
FINDINGS:  No new signs are proposed. 

 
H.  Landscaping.  All landscaping shall be in conformance with the landscape standards in this title. 

 
FINDINGS:  Pursuant to HRMC 17.17.010(A), the proposed use is not subject to the landscaping 
standards of HRMC 17.17.   

 
2. HRMC 17.05 – Non-conforming Uses and Structures 
 

17.05.030 Nonconforming Structure 
 
A. Continuation.  A nonconforming structure that was allowed when established, but is no longer 

permitted in the subject zone because it does not conform to the existing height, setback, 
coverage, area, or other requirements, may continue so long as it complies with all of the 
following requirements: 
1. The structure is not enlarged, moved, or altered in a way that increases its nonconformity; 

however, the structure may be altered to decrease in nonconformity. 
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2. If a nonconforming structure is damaged by any means, the structure may only be 
reconstructed or replaced to conform to its pre-damage nonconforming state.  Otherwise, 
the structure shall be reconstructed in accordance with the provisions of this ordinance. 

3. If a nonconforming structure is moved, it must conform to the standards of the zone to 
which it is moved. 

 
FINDINGS:  HRMC 17.01.060 defines a non-conforming structure as one that was a lawful existing 
structure at the time the zoning ordinance, or any amendment, became effective.  The maximum 
allowed building height for residential development in the R-3 zone changed from 35 feet to 28 feet 
in 2007, Ordinance 1920 (Attachment E).  As explained above, the existing duplex structure exceeds 
the maximum allowed building height of 28 feet, but was permitted in conformance with building 
height standard appliable at the time of building permit issuance (Permit #04-0072) and, therefore, 
is a lawful existing structure. 

 
As a nonconforming structure, the duplex is permitted to continue as long as it is not altered in such 
a way that it increases its nonconformity.  The duplex is nonconforming in that it exceeds the 
maximum allowed building height.  The applicant proposes to construct a roof to cover a 3rd-story 
deck, essentially a rooftop deck, to resolve an ongoing issue with water and sun damage on the 
existing deck. The height of the proposed roof structure (estimated to be approximately 164.33 – 
164.83 feet ASL) would exceed the current allowed maximum height of approximately 156’ ASL and 
increase the overall amount or volume of the structure that exceeds the allowed height and, thus, 
increasing the nonconformity of the existing structure.  As such, the roof cannot be permitted 
under the provisions of HRMC 17.05.030.  As such, the applicant requests a variance for relief from 
the height standard. 

 
3. HRMC 17.18 – Variances 

 
17.18.010 - Purpose.  Where physical difficulties, unnecessary hardship, and results inconsistent 
with the general purpose of this Title may result from the strict applications of certain provisions 
thereof, a variance may be granted as provided in this Chapter.  This Chapter may not be used to 
allow a use that is not in conformity with the uses specified by this Title for the zone in which 
the land is located.  In granting a variance, the City may impose conditions similar to those 
provided for conditional uses to protect the best interests of the surrounding property and 
property owners, the neighborhood, or the City as a whole. 
 
FINDINGS:  In general, the purpose of variances is to provide relief from the strict application of 
development standards in cases where lawful development of a property may not be otherwise 
feasible due to site or other conditions and where the proposed variation from the standard(s) 
does not adversely impact adjacent uses or conflict with the purpose for the standard. 
 
The applicant provided a written narrative to explain why a variance should be granted to allow 
construction of a roof that exceeds the allowable building height but is lower than the tallest roof 
ridge of the structure (Attachment A).  
 
In this case, the purpose of the maximum allowed building height is to provide a limit on the scale 
of residential development as it relates to vertical height in a manner that is applicable to all 
residential development in the R-3 zone.   
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17.18.020 - Procedure.  The procedure for taking action in a variance application shall be as 
follows: 
1. The property owner may initiate a request for a variance by filing an application with the 

Planning Director.  The applicant shall submit a complete application as specified in the 
Application and Plan Requirements (Section 17.06.020).  

2. The application shall include a statement and evidence showing that all of the criteria in 
Section 17.18.030 are met.  

3. Before the Planning Commission may act on a variance application, it shall hold a public 
hearing following procedures established in Review Procedures: Quasi-Judicial Actions 
(Section 17.09.040). 

 
FINDINGS:  The property owner initiated the request for a Variance by filing an application with 
the Planning Director.  The application includes a written narrative addressing the criteria for a 
variance (Attachment A).  The Planning Commission is holding a public hearing to review the 
request for a variance, subject to the procedures for a Quasi-Judicial Action per HRMC 17.09.040.  
As such, the proposal is consistent with these requirements. 
 
17.18.030 - Criteria for Granting a Variance.  A variance may be granted if it meets all of the 
following criteria: 
 
1. There are unique or unusual circumstances which apply to the site which do not typically 

apply elsewhere. 
 
FINDINGS:  The applicant states that the unique or unusual circumstance of the deck to be 
covered by the proposed structure is the “intense heat on the deck from direct, constant sun 
exposure” which results in an “expansion/contraction phenomenon that causes cracking” different 
from the other decks on the structure (Attachment A).  The described current problem is that 
water is seeping into the substructure of the deck, which is located above living area in the 
structure. 
 
The circumstances of the site are not unique or unusual.  There are myriad sites in Hood River 
zoned R-3 with steep slopes.  Many, although staff has not attempted to quantify the number, 
were developed under the prior building height standard of 35 feet.  All such sites are subject to 
zoning standard applicable at the time of permit application for any redevelopment or additions.  
Further, while each building site may have varying degrees of exposure due based on existing 
vegetation and topography, all building sites in Hood River are subject to Hood River weather 
conditions.  Staff does not have a feasible way to determine whether there are other 
nonconforming structures that exceed the current building height standard and were constructed 
with 3rd story, rooftop decks with southwest exposure. 
 
Prior to approving a variance, the Planning Commission will need to determine if the applicant’s 
written narrative adequately addresses this criterion or if additional findings should be made 
specifying the unique and unusual circumstances that apply to this site. 
 
2. The proposal’s benefits will be greater than any negative impacts on the development of the 

adjacent lawful uses; and will further the purpose and intent of this title and the 
Comprehensive Plan of the City. 
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FINDINGS:  In the written narrative, the applicant suggests the benefit of the proposal is to 
“prevent irreversible structural damage” (Attachment A) caused by water and sun exposure on the 
deck.  The applicant explains that the proposed roof structure will be lower than the roof ridge of 
the existing structure and designed to blend with the architectural style of the building.  The 
applicant argues there will be no negative impacts on views from adjacent properties.   
 
There are no specific policies or implementation strategies in the Comprehensive Plan addressing 
maximum building height.  The Comprehensive Plan has housing goals including “promote and 
encourage the maintenance of existing housing and “homes are permitted withing the City 
provided they meet the applicable building and safety codes and the requirements of the Zoning 
Ordinance.”  As addressed in HRMC 17.01.020, the purpose of Title 17 is to provide the principal 
means of implementation of the Comprehensive Plan.  Staff notes that the preamble for 
Ordinance 1920 suggests the impetus for the change in building height was community input 
expressing concern about the height, bulk, and scale of residential development. 
 
Adjacent lawful uses include townhouses to the west (East Pointe Estates PUD; File No. 2002-27), 
an existing single-family dwelling (115 E. Hazel) and vacant lot to the south, and single-family 
dwellings to the north and east (across Hazel Ave.).  The dwellings are constructed at various 
heights with varying existing grade elevations.  It appears the townhouses located west of the 
subject property also were permitted and constructed using a 35-foot building height standard.  
 
No letters were submitted from adjacent property owners in support of or in opposition to the 
Variance request.  One letter was submitted by a nearby property owner (Attachment F) who 
expressed opposition to the variance request. 
 
Prior to approving a variance, the Planning Commission will need to determine if the applicant’s 
written narrative adequately addresses this criterion or if additional findings should be made 
specifying how the benefits of the proposed variance will be greater than negative impacts on 
adjacent lawful uses and will further the purpose and intent of the Zoning Ordinance and the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
3. The circumstances or conditions have not been willfully or purposely self-imposed. 
 
FINDINGS:  The applicant states that two circumstances or conditions were not willfully or self-
imposed:  the amended building height standard adopted after the applicant built the subject 
home, and the “act of nature” causing the damage to the structure.  (Attachment A).   
 
As noted above, the building height standard was amended by Ordinance 1920 in 2007.  As a 
result, there are myriad residential structures in the city constructed at the previous allowed 
height of 35 feet that are now subject to the 28-foot standard for any redevelopment or additions.  
Staff agrees that the change in standard was not self-imposed by the applicant. Comments from 
the City Building Official, however, suggest that the root cause of the specific current problem is 
one of original design and construction (Attachment G).    
 
Prior to approving a variance, the planning commission should determine if the applicant’s written 
narrative adequately addresses this criterion or if additional findings should be made specifying 
how the circumstances or conditions have not been willfully or purposely self-imposed. 
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4. The variance requested is the minimum variance which would alleviate the hardship. 
 
FINDINGS:  The applicant states that the requested height of the proposed roof structure to cover 
the deck is “as flat as possible” and will tie into the “current roof line just above the deck’s door 
header” with a height approximately 2 feet below the tallest roof ridge of the structure 
(Attachment A).  According to the written narrative, the dimensions of the proposed roof cover 
are “only enough to shelter the deck” and the roof is needed to “prevent irreversible structural 
damage” (Attachment A).  The applicant notes that alternative solutions, such as installing an 
awning or cooling system are impractical. 
 
Comments from the City Building Official offer suggested alternatives to building a roof cover over 
the deck to resolve the issue including installation of concrete or vinyl insulated deck materials 
(Attachment G). 
 
Prior to approving a variance, the Planning Commission should determine if the applicant’s written 
narrative adequately addresses this criterion, if additional findings should be made specifying how 
the variance is the minimum necessary to alleviate the hardship, or if an alternative setback would 
be the minimum necessary setback reduction and alleviate the stated hardship. 
 
17.18.040 - Time Limits.  A variance is valid for a period of two (2) years from the written Notice of 
Decision, or the decision on an appeal, whichever is later.   
 
A single one (1) year extension may be granted by the Director prior to the expiration date if the 
applicant can demonstrate that circumstance or conditions, not known or foreseeable at the time 
of original application, warrant an extension of the permit.  The extension request must be 
received by the department no later than thirty (30) days prior to the expiration of the permit. 
 
FINDINGS:  If a variance is granted, in order to ensure compliance with these requirements, a 
condition of approval is recommended that the Variance shall be valid for a period of two (2) 
years from the written Notice of Decision, or the decision on an appeal, whichever is later.  A 
single one (1) year extension may be granted by the Director prior to the expiration date if the 
applicant can demonstrate that circumstance or conditions, not known or foreseeable at the 
time of original application, warrant an extension of the permit.  The extension request must be 
received by the department no later than thirty (30) days prior to the expiration of the permit. 
 
17.18.050 - Limitations of Re-application.  No reapplication of a property owner for a variance 
shall be considered by the Planning Commission within a six (6) months period immediately 
following a previous denial of such request. 
 
FINDINGS:  If the variance is denied, a new variance application will not be heard by the 
Planning Commission within the 6-month period following the written Notice of Decision, or the 
decision on an appeal, whichever is later. 
 

III. CONCLUSIONS:  The city’s Zoning Ordinance requires new development to meet maximum building 
height standards specified in the underlying zoning district of the affected property.  In the Urban High 
Density Residential (R-3) Zone (and all residential zones), residential development is allowed a 
maximum height of 28 feet as measured from existing grade.  The purpose for the building height 
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standard, along with setbacks and lot coverage, is to provide a general limitations on the height, bulk, 
and scale of residential development.   
 
The subject property was developed prior to the adoption of the current building height standard of 
28 feet.  At the time building permits were approved for the subject structure, the permitted 
maximum building height was 35 feet.  As such, the existing structure is considered a legal, 
nonconforming structure with respect to building height.   

 
The applicant proposes to add a roof structure over an existing 3rd story deck in order to correct an 
apparent design and construction flaw that has resulted in damage to the deck from sun and water 
exposure.  The applicant explains that problem is on-going and the owners have tried to address the 
problem by applying various deck sealants but have not achieved a long-term solution to the problem.  
The applicants explain that issue is now leading to structural damage of the deck substructure and 
propose a roof to cover the deck as the only feasible long-term solution.  Because the proposed roof 
would be taller than the current maximum allowed building height, the applicants request approval of 
a variance to allow construction of the proposed roof structure.   
 
As explained by the City Building Official, alternatives to the variance may include conventional 
construction methods such as reconstruction of the deck with concrete or vinyl insulated material 
(Attachment G).  It is not clear that the owners have pursued these alternatives. 
 
Comments were received from one nearby property owner (Attachment H) who objects to the 
variance request because he believes there were errors in the original permitting process.   

 
The applicant submitted a written explanation of the circumstances that led to a request for a variance 
to the maximum building height standard for residential development (Attachment A).  Prior to 
approving a variance the planning commission must determine whether the applicant’s written 
narrative adequately addresses the criteria, or if additional findings of compliance with one or more 
criteria are necessary.  Pursuant to HRMC 17.09.040(F.5), the applicant has the burden of proof to show 
how the application complies with the applicable criteria or can be made to comply through application 
of conditions of approval. To approve the Variance, the Planning Commission will need to make findings 
of consistency with each of the four variance criteria. 
 

IV. DRAFT CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:  If the Planning Commission makes findings of consistency with 
the four variance criteria, staff recommends approval of the Variance to the maximum allowed 
building height is subject to the following conditions:   
 
1. The owners shall obtain a valid building permit prior to commencing construction of the roof 

over the subject 3rd story deck. 
 
2. The roof shall be designed and constructed at the minimum necessary height to avoid conflict 

with the door accessing the deck and at a height below the tallest roof ridge of the overall 
structure, with the minimum necessary roof pitch for adequate drainage, and with the minimum 
necessary length and width dimensions to cover the deck. 
 

3. The roof over the deck shall be constructed of materials acceptable in the Wildland Urban 
Interface (WUI) overlay.    
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4. The Variance shall be valid for a period of two (2) years from the written Notice of Decision, or the 
decision on an appeal, whichever is later.  A single one (1) year extension may be granted by the 
Director prior to the expiration date if the applicant can demonstrate that circumstance or 
conditions, not known or foreseeable at the time of original application, warrant an extension of 
the permit.  The extension request must be received by the department no later than thirty (30) 
days prior to the expiration of the permit. 

 
5. This approval does not condone nor require interference with existing easements, covenants, 

deeds or restrictions of record which affect this or adjacent properties. 
 
6.  Failure to comply with these conditions will nullify this permit. 
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CAMPBELL PHILLIPS Pc 

Attorneys at Law 

June 1, 2020 

City of Hood River Planning Department 
2112nd St. 
Hood River, OR 97031 
pla nn ing@cityofhood river .gov 

Re: Variance Application 

Dear Planning Department: 

Enclosed please find three copies of a Variance Application for property located at 10 E. 
Point Ct., Hood River along with a check in the amount of$1,933.00 for the application fee. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at kcampbell@campbellphillipslaw.com or 
541-371-5585. Thank you. 

KAC:bkd 
By first class mail and email 
Enclosures 
Cc: Lisa Irwin and Tim Roddy 

Sincerely, 

CAMPBELL PHILLIPS PC 

~ 
Kristen A. Campbell 

541-371-5585 I campbellphillipslaw.com I P.O. Box 2449 The Dalles, OR 97058 

919 Cherry Heights Road, The Dalles, OR 97058 & 208 State Street, Suite 202, Hood River, OR 97031 

Attachment A - File No. 2020-14
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CITY OF HOOD RIVER 
VARIANCE APPLICATION 

File No.: _ _____ _ 
Fee: _______ _ 
Date Submitted: ____ _ 

Submit the completed application form with three (3) paper copies of all application materials 
including full- and reduced sized plans and written analysis, one electronic cow (original 
.pdfl and appropriate fees to the City of Hood River Planning Department, 211 2 St., Hood 
River, OR 97031. Additional paper copies may be required as determined by staff. If you have 
any questions, please contact the Planning Department at (541) 387-5210. 

APPLICANT: 

Name: Lisa Irwin and Tim Roddy 
Address: 10 East Point Ct., Hood River, OR 97031 
(physical) 

(mailing) 19115 NE 42nd Ct., Ridgefield, WA 98642 

(email) irwin36@mSn.com 
Telephone: 360-607-7557 ( cell) Cell Phone: 503-819-6690 
. . £ ·---7- '::'1 Signature. Tim Rodd, and Lisa Irwin Roddv !Jun 1 202015:07 PDTI 

PARCEL OWNER: (if different than applicant) 

Name: 

Address: 
(mailing) 

Same 

Telephone: Cell Phone: -------------
Signature: 

*Authorization of parcel owner required. 

PARCEL INFORMATION: 

Township 3 N Range 1 0 E Section 36AB Tax Lot(s) 6500 -------
Current Zoning: R3 Parcel Size: -------- --------------
Property Location (cross streets or address): 10 E. Point Ct. Hood River, OR 
REQUEST: 
Type of: Ointerpretation □Administrative relief Ooimensional variance 01nability to use land 
Variance 

Brief Explanation of Request: 

REQUIRED WRITTEN ANALYSIS: (See Next Page) 
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INTRODUCTION 

Lisa Irwin and Tim Roddy ("Applicants") purchased a vacant parcel located at 10 East 
Point Court, Hood River, in 1998. See Deed attached as Exhibit A. The Applicants 
constructed their home in 2006. According to those architectural plans (the "Plans"), the 
height of the home is 32' 1 0" .1 See Plans attached as Exhibit B. It is important to note that 
at the time the home was constructed, the City of Hood River Municipal Code height 
limitation for this R-1 parcel was 3 5 feet. 

Shortly after construction, the Applicants became aware of intense sun exposure on the 
south facing upper deck surface, which is an uncovered exposed deck (the "Deck"). See 
depiction on attached Exhibit B. The sun exposure is intense, constant and direct. By 
2008, the sun was causing degradation in materials and systematic splitting and flaking of 
the entire surface of the Deck, which subjects the underlying structure to significant water 
damage and dry rot. 

As evidenced below, over the course of 12 years the Applicants consulted with numerous 
experts in the field and have resurfaced the Deck several times with the recommended 
products. They have also explored alternatives such as awnings and cooling systems, which 
were not practical. Each and every measure has failed to date and water is seeping into the 
substructure and creating an unsafe situation. See photographs attached as Exhibit C. 

As a last resort to prevent irreversible structural damage, Bell Engineering recently 
designed a plan to cover the Deck, which was submitted to the City at the end of February. 
The Applicants were advised that the City could not approve the plan due to revised height 
limitations. Specifically, the height limitation for this parcel is now 28 feet as opposed to 
the 35 feet limitation applicable when the Applicants constructed their home. See 
17.03.030 Urban Low Density Residential Zone (R-3). Despite the fact that the roof cover 
would sit two feet below the peak of the home, the City opined that the deck cover would 
exceed the current limitations by 1.5 feet. After numerous subsequent conversations with 
the City in an effort aimed at resolution, the Applicant respectfully requests that the City 
grant this variance so that they may commence with covering the Deck before they endure 
damage. 

ANALYSIS 

1. There are unique or unusual circumstances which apply to this site which do 
not typically apply elsewhere. 

The origin of the problem is the intense heat on the deck surface from direct, constant sun 
exposure and the resulting expansion/contraction phenomenon that causes cracking. All 

1 Height references are best approximate calculations based on existing, attached, existing plans. 
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four additional decks on the home have original deck surface and are in excellent 
condition. Every product and measure recommended by various experts has failed. The 
sole remaining option is to cover the deck with solid structure to provide shade and protect 
against weather elements. 

2. The proposal's benefits will be greater than any negative impacts on the 
development of the adjacent lawsuit uses; and will further the purpose and 
intent of this title and Comprehensive Plan. 

This project will result in covering an area approximately 12 x 10 or 14 x 12 with a cover 
that blends in with the home and conforms to the character of the neighborhood. The cover 
would be approximately two feet or more below the existing peak. Moreover, this cover 
would in no way obstruct the view of any other adjacent parcel. In short, there will be no 
impact to any adjacent use. 

3. The circumstances or conditions have not been willfully or purposely self-
imposed. 

The applicable height limitation was amended since the Applicant's purchased the property 
and built the home. The damage necessitating the cover is caused by an act of nature, over 
which the Applicants have no control. Further, the Applicants have made every reasonable 
effort, and expended substantial sums of money, to unsuccessfully remedy the situation 
short of filing for this variance. 

4. The variance requested is the minimum variance that would alleviate the 
hardship. Provide an explanation indicating what measures you have explored 
as possible alternatives to the variance. 

The proposed cover is two feet below the peak of the house. The proposed cover is a mere 
14 feet long, only enough to shelter the Deck. The proposed pitch of the cover is as flat as 
possible, a mere 12 inch drop every 12 feet, as evidenced in the Plans. The following is a 
timeline of attempted alternatives: 

Spring 2006: 5 decks (NE comer exposed deck, NW comer covered deck, south facing 
covered deck, NE covered deck and the subject SW exposed deck) were all surfaced using 
advanced waterproofing and industrial grade glass fiber resin sealant system2• The 
contractor was Joe Szeremi of Polymite NW. 

2 Fiberglass is well regarded as one of the best deck coating materials to achieve a waterproof, weather-resistant 
surface. 
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During construction a scupper drainage system was installed on the Deck. This system has 
provided excellent drainage with no surface water accumulation since 2006. However, 
deterioration of the Deck surface has disrupted the grade flow of water. 

Summer 2008:- Large cracking had uniformly developed on the Deck surface. 

October 07, 2008: - Polymite NW stripped and resurfaced the Deck using the same 
fiberglass matrix system. $1,000.00. 

2010:- Large cracks had again developed on the Deck. 

2011: Additional cracking compounded the existing large cracks. Applicants consulted 
with Ray Grimme, a renowned expert specializing in deck surfaces. 

October 27, 2011: Mr. Grimes stripped and applied Durabak 18, a marine grade 
elastomer product, specifically regarded for its stretchability. Durabak 18 is intended for 
marine applications including pool decks along with other outdoor surfaces exposed to 
direct sunlight. $1,370.00. 

July 03, 2012: More cracking had developed and the Deck was resurfaced again using 
Durabak 18. $485.00. 

May 23, 2014 - Substantial cracking has developed. Applicants again consulted with 
decking specialists regarding different products that would withstand southwest sun 
exposure and resulting expansion and contraction. A marine grade polymer resin product 
with elasticity and flexibility properties was applied by Samuel Ortega. $900.00. 

August 03, 2017 - Significant cracking and flaking had again developed. Applicants 
undertook a complete deck resurface. $1,000.00. 

2018 - More cracking and flaking occurred. See photographic evidenced attached as 
Exhibit C. The Deck surface is now substantially deteriorated and has led to exposure of 
the wood substructure. This deck is directly above living space. Because of the disrupted 
surface, water accumulates and seeps into substructure. Applicants are concerned about the 
mounting water damage to underlying structure. 

Fall 2019-Applicants consulted with two construction contractors, SMP Construction and 
Hood River Construction (the initial architect and original structural engineer, 
respectively) to discuss other possibilities, including covering the deck. Both opined that 
the only long-term option is to cover the Deck with a roof structure. Tim Sweeney directed 
Applicants to Bell Engineering Design. Evony Hubert, a design engineer, designed a shed 
type cover that would tie into the current roof line just above the Deck's door header. Bell 
Engineering engineered the loads and build out with a design that conforms aesthetically 
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to the neighborhood. No one realized that this build out from the existing roof line, two 
feet below the peak, would subject the Applicants to height limitations that were revised 
since the original construction. 

February 2020: - Bell Design plan was completed and submitted to the City. See Exhibit 
D. 

Other Solutions Explored: 1) Cooled water mist system, which is not guaranteed to work 
and deemed impractical due to the volume of water required and the complexity of the 
engineering; and 2) awning system, which was deemed impractical with high winds. 

CONCLUSION 

According to the original architectural plans the subject house peak height is 32' 1 O". The 
proposed cover is the minimal variance. Specifically, it would initiate at the roof line just 
above the deck's door header, at a flat pitch, around 2-2.5 feet below the existing peak of 
the home. The Applicants have exhausted all reasonable alternatives. The cover is critical 
to prevent further structural damage to the home and conforms to the character of the 
neighborhood. Finally, not only does the cover not impact any other view of adjacent 
parcels. Based on the foregoing, the Applicants respectfully request approval of a variance 
to allow for construction of the cover in accordance with the Bell Engineering plans. 
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After recording return to: 

Darin D. Honn 
Sussman Shank LLP 
1000 SW Broadway, Suite 1400 
Portland, OR 97205-3089 

Send all tax statements to: 

Timothy J. Roddy and Lisa M. Irwin, 
Trustees 
Roddy-Irwin Family Trust 
19115 NE 42nd .Court 
Ridgefield, WA 98642 

HOOD RIVER COUNTY, OR 2011-01865 
0-WD 06/27/201110:16 AM 
Cnt•1 Stns14 LEAH DAY 
$10.00 $11.00 $15.00 $10.00 $46.00 

ll lllll I I II ll II l I II I Ill llllll I I Ill I I IIII II Ill I Ii 
00034340201100018850030034 

I certify that this Instrument was received and 
recorded in the records of said county. 

Brian D. Beebe, Director of Records and 
Assessment and Ex-Officio Recorder. 
- --- -----· -- - -- -. - - -,- -.-~,,,, 

STATUTORY SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED 

Timothy J. Roddy and Lisa M. Irwin, Granters, convey and specially warrant to Timothy J. 
Roddy and Lisa M. Irwin, Trustees, Roddy-Irwin Family Trust, Grantee, the property 
located at 10 East Point Court, Hood River, Hood River County, Oregon, free of 
encumbrances created or suffered by the Grantor except as specifically set forth herein, 
and described on Exhibit A attached hereto and made a part hereof by this reference. 

See attached Exhibit A 

Tax Assessor's Parcel No. 3N10E36-AB-06500 

The true and actual consideration for this transfer is $0 and consists of or includes other 
property or other value given or promised. 

BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON 
TRANSFERRING FEE TITLE SHOULD INQUIRE ABOUT THE PERSON'S RIGHTS, 
IF ANY, UNDER ORS 195.300, 195.301 AND 195.305 TO i95.336 ANO SECTIONS 5 
TO 11, CHAPTER 424, OREGON LAWS 2007, AND SECTIONS 2 TO 9 AND 17, 
CHAPTER 855, OREGON LAWS 2009. THIS INSTRUMENT DOES NOT ALLOW USE 
OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF 
APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR 
ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO THE 
PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY THAT THE UNIT OF LAND BEING 
TRANSFERRED IS A LAWFULLY ESTABLISHED LOT OR PARCEL, AS DEFINED 
IN ORS 92.010 OR 215.010, TO VERIFY THE APPROVED USES OF THE LOT OR 
PARCEL, TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR 
FOREST PRACTICES, AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930, AND TO INQUIRE ABOUT THE 

Page 1 - STATUTORY SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED 

EXHIBIT 
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RIGHTS OF NEIGHBORING PROPERTY OWNERS, IF ANY, UNDER ORS 195.300, 
195.301 AND 195.305 TO 195.336 AND SECTIONS 5 TO 11, CHAPTER 424, 
OREGON LAWS 2007, AND SECTIONS 2 TO 9 AND 17, CHAPTER 855, OREGON 
LAWS2009. 

DATED this 14th day of June, 2011. 

GRANTORS: 

~~ Timothy J. Rd 

STATE OF OREGON ) 
) ss. 

Lisa M. Irwin 

County of Multnomah ) . 

This instrument was acknowledged before me on ...;:J;_..L_H-=--\p_lL""""t ____ , 2011 by 
Timothy J. Roddy. 

Notary P ic for Oregon 

-

OFFICIALSEAL 
CAROLYN Q GAFFNEY 

NOTARY PUBUC-0REG0N 
COMMISSION NO. 455117 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES ffSRllARV r11, 2015 My Commission Expires:--~~-

STATE OF OREGON } 
) ss. 

County of Multnomah } 

This instrument was acknowledged before me on ....;J-L='..J...~~_;.[L{_,!_ ___ , 2011 by 
Lisa M. liWin. 

-

OFFICIAL.SEAL 
CAROLYN Q GAFFNEY 

NOTARY PU8lJC,OFIEG0N 
COMMISSION NO. 455117 

MY COMMtSSIOMEXPIRES FEBRUAR\'07, 2015 

F:\CLIENTS\21442\001\ESTATe PLANNING DOCUMENTS\DEED-10 EAST POINT COURT.DOC 
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EXHIBIT A 

Parcel I: Beginning at the Southeast comer of Lot 8, Block 6, WINANS ADDITION 
TO THE CITY OF HOOD RIVER, in the City of Hood River, County of Hood River and 
State of Oregon; thence Northwesterly to a point on the West line of said lot that is 40 
feet North of the Southwest comer thereof; thence Northwesterly to a point in the 
centerline of East Second Street as now vacated that is 60 feet North of the South line 
of said Winans Addition; thence South 60 feet along said street centerline to the South 
line of said Winans Addition; thence Easterly along said South line 75 feet, more or less, 
to the point of beginning. 

Parcel 2: Lot 5, Block 7, WINANS ADDITIONAL TO THE CITY OF HOOD RIVER, 
in the City of Hood River, County of Hood River and State of Oregon, EXCEPT that 
portion conveyed to the City of Hood River by deed, recorded September 12, 1974, as 
Recorder's Fee No. 7 41720, Film Records.--

TOGETHER WITH that portion of vacated 2nd Street which inured thereto, by reason of 
the vaction thereof.--

EXHIBIT 

I A-) 

, 

131



132



~ 0 d d~ Rs& tdence 
a~el Street 

~ 0 o d River, Oregon 

SU V.TBf.M. 
52.1 f'OI.Kl,<\ llCfj 
52.2 ~s,, 
52-' M5&tM' 
52.-4 ~T 
52.5 SfGOC) 
SU Aff!G. 
S2.1 R£lOI' 
su, SlRIC. 
52.'I 
S:l.JO SlJll,t,ll.llW. 
~ ST'Rlt; llJIVll. 
S2.t2 51RIG'I\Al,L 
s.,,i, STJIIC,TIRM. 

==•~.t.OWWOI ()MM)41~ 
a5/IM)4 
CMM,4 

l'ltAIP4M.'!i;J;° ClMM)4 .A 06(lM)4 
C8IIM)4 == · &OOOW4 
:=:,A06nMJ,4 
OMM>4 c.MM>4t:=: 

• • • • 133



EXHIBIT 

I 'b-3 
134



r 

C-\ 
135



136



C-3 137



I 

I 
-::::, 

\ 
' 

.. 
'• 

~
" 

\. 
• 

' 
-

( 
., 

...... 
,.J 

';· 
; 

r, 

. ' 

.. ......_ 
'1 

-~
 

,· .... 

·\ 
•· 

.
#

 

,, .. 

.... 

; . 138



PARTIAL Y'lEST ELEVATION 
SCALE, 11&• • 1•-0• 

PARTIAL SOUTH ELEVATION 
!,G,AU!, w· • r-o· 

BBUDESIGN COMPANY 
CJVll,IIN(INIIIIIIINO LANDSOllVIIDIIO 

400..,.,........,., .. .o.a.-.81N1Bl~<IIM9 
..--eoio ... •11rv.xeoiu ... •• 

Re'f:R TO~ Jia.'4 CJIF CIRN'INISS 
Erl' AAl'HJR ~ MCH\TEC,T .a, N0.21!J002. 
FOR F\U. E'JUILDINEr B.EV,,_TIDN 

DE""~H,DITIOM 

ll0GIW 
ara.r:& 

IOIL,._.GT • 
EXHIBIT 

u 139



8 EAST POINTE CT

514 4TH ST E

524 3RD ST E

115 HAZEL AV E

522 3RD ST E
515 3RD ST E

520 4TH ST E

518 4TH ST E

512 4TH ST E

523 3RD ST E

523 4TH ST E

516 4TH ST E

10 EAST POINT CT

515 4TH ST E

525 3RD ST E
7 EAST POINTE CT

519 E 4TH ST

9 EUGENE

8 MONTELLO AVE

1 MONTELLO

11 LOVER'S LN
1 MONTELLO

21 HAZEL AV E

10 LOVER'S LN

12 PROSPECT

2 MONTELLO

11 MONTELLO

8 LOVER'S LN

3 EUGENE ST

409 EUGENE

410 EUGENE
423 3RD ST E

309 EUGENE

HAZEL ST

215 EUGENE

316 EUGENE

119 E EUGENE ST

218 E EUGENE ST

509 3RD ST E

415 2ND ST E

512 4TH ST

112 EUGENE ST E

416 3RD ST E

513 4TH ST E

501 3RD ST E 407 EUGENE

110 E EUGENE ST

209 EUGENE

106 E HAZEL ST

4 LOVER'S LN

102 EUGENE

7 HAZEL AV

6 LOVERS LANE

2 EUGENE

10 EUGENE

15 HAZEL AV E

2 EUGENE

36AA

SITE

File No. 2020-14 - Location Map

© OpenStreetMap (and) contributors, CC-BY-SA

City Limits

Urban Growth Boundary

Hood River SITUS Addresses

QuarterQuarterGRID

8/18/2020, 4:55:01 PM
0 0.03 0.050.01 mi

0 0.04 0.080.02 km

1:2,257

United States Postal Service | Map data © OpenStreetMap contributors, CC-BY-SA |

A t t a c h m e n t  B
F i l e  N o .  2 0 2 0 - 1 4

140



Attachment C - File No. 2020-14
141



142



143



144



145



146



147



Attachment C.2 - File No. 2020-14

148



Attachment D - File No. 2020-14

149



150



151



Attachment E - File No. 2020-14

152



153



154



155



156



157



158



159



160



161



1

Jennifer Kaden

From: Leonard Damian
Sent: Thursday, July 9, 2020 2:41 PM
To: Jennifer Kaden; Danielle Meyers
Subject: RE: Request for Comments - File No. 2020-14; Irwin Variance

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Jennifer 

From my perspective, the critical issue is that this is within the WUI area, making the material choices essential as it is 
exposed.  However, the overall height is still below the current height of the building, and any new item would be mute 
related to the existing building and access. 

I’m glad to discuss if I’m missing anything…. 

--Leonard 

From: Jennifer Kaden <J.Kaden@cityofhoodriver.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, July 9, 2020 11:17 AM 
To: Leonard Damian <L.Damian@cityofhoodriver.gov>; Danielle Meyers <D.Meyers@cityofhoodriver.gov> 
Subject: Request for Comments - File No. 2020-14; Irwin Variance 

Hi Leonard & Danielle – 
This is a Request for Comments for a Variance application – File No. 2020-14 (Irwin).  Property location is 10 East Point 
Court (3N10E36AB Tax Lot 6500).   The applicant is requesting an exception to the building height in order to construct a 
roof over an existing 3rd story deck.  The existing house and proposed roof exceed current allowed maximum building 
height. (See P. 17 of attachment for drawing of proposed roof addition) 

We are scheduling a hearing before the Planning Commission for this application on September 8 th.  Please provide any 
comments you have – e.g. key issues for a building permit if it is approved or concerns about the proposal from a fire or 
building code perspective – by Friday, August 14, 2020. 

Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information. 

Jennifer Ball Kaden • Associate Planner  

City of Hood River • cityofhoodriver.gov  

211 2nd Street• Hood River, OR 97031 • P 541-387-5215
 

DISCLAIMER: This e-mail is a public record of the City of Hood River and is subject to public disclosure unless exempt from 
disclosure under the Oregon Public Records Law. This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule. 

Attachment F - File No. 2020-14

162



1

Jennifer Kaden

From: Danielle Meyers
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2020 8:32 AM
To: Jennifer Kaden; Leonard Damian
Cc: Danielle Meyers
Subject: RE: Request for Comments - File No. 2020-14; Irwin Variance

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Jennifer, 

I agree with what Leonard state, if they end up getting approved for a roof covering, we would want it to be of non-
combustible construction. I am glad they have an engineered design. 

As a side note, I don’t buy into the fact that they need it covered in order to maintain a safe and non-damaged deck 
surface. From their history, the products they chose and the low prices they paid it appears they never had a quality 
product to put on to begin with and then kept patching it. They mentioned 2 years after having the decks done and 
coated because of failing, they had the same company back out to repair it and they paid $1000. It should have been 
warrantied. I guess what I am saying, is if you don’t approve it, they would have a solution to not have a failing 
deck.  They would likely hire a good roofing contractor and do a concrete deck or a vinyl insulated deck and could put 
some non combustible pavers on top for walking. There could also be some moisture trapped in the roof below the 
deck, as I don’t know how well the house was constructed or if it is time for a new roof, etc.  

Danielle 

From: Jennifer Kaden <J.Kaden@cityofhoodriver.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, July 9, 2020 11:17 AM 
To: Leonard Damian <L.Damian@cityofhoodriver.gov>; Danielle Meyers <D.Meyers@cityofhoodriver.gov> 
Subject: Request for Comments - File No. 2020-14; Irwin Variance 

Hi Leonard & Danielle – 
This is a Request for Comments for a Variance application – File No. 2020-14 (Irwin).  Property location is 10 East Point 
Court (3N10E36AB Tax Lot 6500).   The applicant is requesting an exception to the building height in order to construct a 
roof over an existing 3rd story deck.  The existing house and proposed roof exceed current allowed maximum building 
height. (See P. 17 of attachment for drawing of proposed roof addition) 

We are scheduling a hearing before the Planning Commission for this application on September 8 th.  Please provide any 
comments you have – e.g. key issues for a building permit if it is approved or concerns about the proposal from a fire or 
building code perspective – by Friday, August 14, 2020. 

Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information. 

Jennifer Ball Kaden • Associate Planner  

City of Hood River • cityofhoodriver.gov  

211 2nd Street• Hood River, OR 97031 • P 541-387-5215
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1

Jennifer Kaden

From: Danielle Meyers
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2020 1:22 PM
To: Jennifer Kaden; Leonard Damian
Subject: RE: Request for Comments - File No. 2020-14; Irwin Variance

Thanks Jennifer, 
 
If approved we will need to work closely with them on the permit. I still think this all could have been avoided with good 
construction craftsmanship. IF not approved, from looking at the report a long time ago I am confident it can be fixed 
correctly, they just need to hire an experienced crew.  
 
Danielle 
 

From: Jennifer Kaden <J.Kaden@cityofhoodriver.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2020 1:13 PM 
To: Danielle Meyers <D.Meyers@cityofhoodriver.gov>; Leonard Damian <L.Damian@cityofhoodriver.gov> 
Subject: RE: Request for Comments - File No. 2020-14; Irwin Variance 
 
Danielle/Leonard –  
FYI only – attached is the notice of public hearing for this application.  No action needed on your part. 
 
Thanks, 
Jennifer 
 
Jennifer Ball Kaden • Associate Planner  

City of Hood River • cityofhoodriver.gov  

211 2nd Street• Hood River, OR 97031 • P 541-387-5215
 

 
DISCLAIMER: This e-mail is a public record of the City of Hood River and is subject to public disclosure unless exempt from 
disclosure under the Oregon Public Records Law. This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule. 
 
 
 

From: Danielle Meyers <D.Meyers@cityofhoodriver.gov>  
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2020 8:32 AM 
To: Jennifer Kaden <J.Kaden@cityofhoodriver.gov>; Leonard Damian <L.Damian@cityofhoodriver.gov> 
Cc: Danielle Meyers <D.Meyers@cityofhoodriver.gov> 
Subject: RE: Request for Comments - File No. 2020-14; Irwin Variance 
 
Hi Jennifer, 
 
I agree with what Leonard state, if they end up getting approved for a roof covering, we would want it to be of non-
combustible construction. I am glad they have an engineered design. 
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Jennifer Kaden

From: Scott Skelton <swskelton3@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2020 9:41 AM
To: Jennifer Kaden
Subject: File no. 2020-14-Irwin VAR

Please count me as a no. The second drawing depicts a failure of planning, plan check and building inspections as it 
shows the structure was in violation of the height restrictions in place when it was built. The owners are family of the 
original owners and are lucky they weren't required to bring it into compliance before it was finished. This neighborhood 
is already scared in several areas due to omissions, allowing or permitting contrary to city code 1.04.060. by city staff in 
the past. 
Sincerely,  Scott Skelton  
509 east 3rd street  
Hood River 

Attachment H - File No. 2020-14
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 
 
 
Meeting Date:  October 13, 2020 
 
To:     Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council 
 
From:    Wade Seaborn, Senior Project Manager  
 
Subject:   Update on the Cascade & Rand signalization project and 

passage of Resolution 2020-17, authorizing the use of 
eminent domain 

 
Background:  
 
In July 2017 the City entered into an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) with the 
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) for the design and construction of 
Cascade and Rand intersection improvements.  This project is an important 
component of the City’s planned transportation capital improvements.  It will realign 
the Rand/Cascade intersection, provide a true pedestrian crossing and signalize 
the intersection.  The City is funding its portion of the project through the Road SDC 
Fund – Capital Outlay.  A more detailed discussion of the project budget is included 
in tonight’s presentation. 
 
The purpose of tonight’s presentation is two-fold.  First off, ODOT staff will provide 
an overview and update of the project status.  Secondly, City staff will be requesting 
the passage of Resolution 2020-17.  Resolution 2020-17 authorizes ODOT to use 
the power of eminent domain, if necessary, to acquire certain parcels of land 
described in Exhibit A to the resolution on behalf of the City.  Eminent domain 
exists to protect both the property owner and the Agency.  It is only exercised upon 
the failure to reach an agreement through all other negotiations.  Eminent domain, 
or condemnation, ensures the property is transferred at a fair market value. 
 
The Cascade and Rand intersection improvement project is just entering the right-
of-way phase.  Legal descriptions have been written for the parcels of land required 
to be obtained for the construction of the project.  These legal descriptions, along 
with sketches depicting the areas, are included as Exhibit A to Resolution 2020-17.  
The purchases include fee title, permanent easements and temporary construction 
easements. 
 
The next step in the process is property appraisals and negotiating purchase prices 
with the property owners.  While ODOT has had preliminary contact with all 
affected property owners, they cannot begin the negotiation process without first 
being authorized to use the power of eminent domain, if necessary, through the 
passage of Resolution 2020-17. 
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Staff Recommendation: Approve Resolution 2020-17, authorizing the use of 
eminent domain for property acquisition at the Cascade and Rand intersection. 
 
Suggested Motion:  I move that on tonight’s agenda we approve Resolution 
2020-17, authorizing ODOT to use the power of eminent domain for the certain 
properties described in Exhibit A to Resolution 2020-17 on behalf of the City, if 
necessary. 
 
Alternatives:  Property acquisition cannot begin without authorizing the use of 
eminent domain. 
 
Fiscal Impact: There is no impact to project costs by passing the resolution.  
Project funding is from the Road SDC Fund – Capital Outlay.  
 
 
Attachments: Proposed Resolution 2020-17 
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The City Council of  
City of Hood River, Oregon 

Resolution 2020-17 
 

RESOLUTION EXERCISING THE POWER OF EMINENT DOMAIN 
Right of Way Services 

 
 

WHEREAS, the City of Hood River may exercise the power of eminent domain pursuant 
to the City’s Municipal Code and the Law of the State of Oregon generally, when the 
exercise of such power is deemed necessary by the Hood River City Council to 
accomplish public purposes for which the City has responsibility; 
 
WHEREAS, the City has the responsibility of providing safe transportation routes for 
commerce, convenience and to adequately serve the traveling public; 
 
WHEREAS, the project known as Cascade and Rand Signalization has been planned in 
accordance with appropriate engineering standards for the construction, maintenance or 
improvement of said transportation infrastructure such that property damage is 
minimized, transportation promoted, travel safeguarded; and 
 
WHEREAS, to accomplish the project set forth above it is necessary to acquire the 
interests in the property described in “Exhibit A” attached to this Resolution and, by this 
reference incorporated herein; now, therefore,  
 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED 
 

1. The foregoing statements of authority and need are, in fact, the case. The project 
for which the property is required and is being acquired is necessary in the public 
interest, and the same have been planned, designed, located, and will be 
constructed in a manner which will be most compatible with the greatest public 
good and the least private injury; 
 

2. The power of eminent domain is hereby exercised with respect to each of the 
interests in property described in Exhibit A to this Resolution. Each is acquired 
subject to payment of just compensation and subject to procedural requirements 
of Oregon law; 
 

3. The Oregon Department of Transportation and the Attorney General are 
authorized and requested to attempt to agree with the owner and other persons 
in interest as to the compensation to be paid for each acquisition, and, in the 
event that no satisfactory agreement can be reached, to commence and 
prosecute such condemnation proceedings as may be necessary to finally 
determine just compensation or any other issue appropriate to be determined by 
a court in connection with the acquisition. This authorization is not intended to 
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expand the jurisdiction of any court to decide matters determined above or 
determinable by the City Council. 
 

4. The City of Hood River expressly reserves its jurisdiction to determine the 
necessity or propriety of any acquisition, its quantity, quality, or locality, and to 
change or abandon any acquisition. 
 

 
 

Approved and Effective this 13th day of October, 2020 by the Hood River City Council. 
 
 
       ___________________________ 
       Kate McBride, Mayor 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
      
Jennifer Gray, City Recorder 

Approved as to form: 
 
 
      
Daniel Kearns, City Attorney 
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Exhibit A to Agency Resolution Exercising the Power of Eminent Domain 

 

Property Descriptions 
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 
 
Meeting Date:    October 13, 2020 
 
To:     Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council  
 
From:    Will Norris, Finance Dir. / Asst. City Manager 
 
Subject:    Waterfront Stormwater Line Financing – Resolution 2020-16 
 
 

Background  
A seasonal sinkhole has developed over a collapsed section of stormwater pipeline in the 
waterfront area that must be replaced. The failing corrugated metal pipeline was installed by the 
Army Corps of Engineers in the early 1960s. The City Council authorized Phase I Construction of 
the stormwater line replacement project at a special meeting on August 31st. This initial phase is 
necessary to stabilize the Hood River Distillers property ahead of the wet season. The following 
phases of the construction will occur over the next two to three years and are still undergoing final 
design and permitting. 
 

The City Council received a financial report on the project at their April 13th meeting. The focus of 
that report was studying a Local Improvement District (LID). The meeting concluded without specific 
action on the LID because the Waterfront District Urban Renewal Funds were anticipated to be 
sufficient to pay the full funding gap. 
 
Discussion 
The purpose of tonight’s City Council Item is to approve an initial financing resolution authorizing 
partially forgivable Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and United State Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) project loans. This staff report also updates the City Council on the financial 
status of stormwater line replacement project in general.  
 
Significant financial events since the last City Council update include:  
 

Loss of Lottery Revenue Bond ($1,700,000) 
Hood River’s legislative delegation obtained language in HB 5030 (2019) that authorized the 
State Treasurer “to issue lottery bonds in an amount that produces $1.7 million in net proceeds 
[…] for distribution to the City of Hood River for replacement of the Hood River Waterfront storm 
line.”  The Oregon State Treasury notified the City in July that lottery revenues had declined to 
a point that the underlying bonds could no longer be sold to investors (see Exhibit A). While it 
is possible there may be a future bond sale, the City can no longer rely on this $1.7 million in 
project funding.  
 

Increased Project Costs ($1,378,697) 
The estimated public portion of the project costs increased from $4.0M to $5.4M. The largest 
upward cost revision is due to the addition of downtown stormwater pretreatment facilities and 
construction of a maintenance road to access the facilities. This project component is required 
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by environmental regulatory agencies as a condition of approval. It is possible this cost may be 
reduced by approximately $500,000 if Union Pacific grants the City an access easement.  

 

Administrative Delays 
Project financing is typically in place prior to beginning construction.  However, administrative 
processes have been moving abnormally slow due to COVID19. This meant that construction 
on the emergency project had to move forward while still undergoing State Historic Preservation 
Office review and subsequent public comment periods that are a precondition to DEQ financing. 
Because of this, only construction activities occurring after the public comment period is 
concluded may be financed. To accommodate this situation, Phase 1 construction was 
separated into a Phase 1A and Phase 1B components to delineate activities that cannot be 
DEQ financed. The City will need to finance Phase 1A construction activities locally, estimated 
at $856,971. The Waterfront Urban Renewal District or a City interfund loan are two available 
options.  
 

The updated project costs and available funding sources are included in Exhibit B. The exhibit 
shows the Phase 1A and Phase 1B construction cost breakdowns as well.  

 
Current Status and Funding Resolution 2020-16: 
 

The waterline replacement project funding gap stands at $4,230,160. City staff understands from 
prior City Council discussion that Urban Renewal Dollars should be used to close the project 
funding gap first.  However, the project funding gap now exceeds the approximately $2.7 million in 
available waterfront urban renewal dollars by $1.7 million. This means that the City must eventually 
identify funding from other local sources. Local revenue sources that the City has direct control of 
are stormwater rates, creation of a LID, or direct General Fund appropriations. The City may also 
pursue an increase to the Waterfront Urban Renewal District’s authorized maximum indebtedness, 
but this will require the consent of a critical number of overlapping taxing districts.  
 

The attached financing resolution is secured by the Full Faith and Credit of the City in the absence 
of an identified repayment source. This resolution allows the City to begin a 60-day published public 
comment period. At the conclusion of the comment period, additional financing resolutions specific 
to the DEQ and USDA will come before City Council.  
 
Timing Considerations 
The attached Resolution 2020-16 is necessary to gain access to State and Federal financing 
capital. The City has internal capital necessary to keep the projects moving in the interim, but 
finalization of financing arrangements should move forward without unnecessary delay.  
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Adopt the attached financing Resolution 2020-16. Provide direction on a preferred decision making 
process to finalize local funding sources to close the waterline replacement funding gap of 
approximately $4.4 million.  
 
Fiscal Impact 
The waterfront stormwater line replacement project is estimated at $5.4 million in public system 
costs. The project is also anticipated to cost private property owners $800,000 to rebuild their 
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systems to reconnect to the new stormwater line. The attached financing resolution authorizes up 
to $5.5 million. 
 
Suggested Motion: 
“I move to adopt Resolution 2020-16, authorizing financing through the Department of 
Environmental Quality and United States Department of Agriculture” 
 
Alternatives:  
City staff can walk through various local funding options based on City Council discussions. 
 
Attachments: 
Resolution 2020-16 
July Notice of Cancelled Bond Sale 
Funding Scenarios Sheet Updated 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2020-16 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF HOOD RIVER, AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE 
OF FULL FAITH AND CREDIT BONDS FOR A TOTAL OF NOT TO EXCEED 

$5,526,215 AND PROVIDING FOR PUBLICATION OF NOTICE. 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Hood River, Oregon (the “City”) is 
authorized to issue bonds for a public purpose by ORS 287A.150  and related provisions of ORS 
287A (the “Act”), which states that those bonds may be payable from all or any portion of the 
“revenue” of the City, as defined in ORS 287A.001(16). 

WHEREAS, ORS 287A.001(16) defines “revenue” to mean all fees, tolls, excise 
taxes, assessments, property taxes and other taxes, rates, charges, rentals and other income or 
receipts derived by a public body or to which a public body is entitled. 

WHEREAS, the City finds that it is financially feasible and in its best interests to 
finance stormwater improvements for the City (the “Project”). 

WHEREAS, the cost of the Project, including bond issuance costs and debt 
service reserves, is currently estimated to be approximately $4,526,215.  The City expects to 
obtain financing for the cost of the Project from the Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality (“DEQ”) Clean Water State Revolving Fund and the United States Department of 
Agriculture Rural Development (“USDA”) by issuing the bonds authorized hereunder to DEQ 
and USDA.    The City may also enter into loans and/or obtain grants from the DEQ and USDA 
for portions of the cost of the Project.   

The City resolves as follows: 

Section 1.  Bonds Authorized.  The City is hereby authorized to issue bonds (the 
“bonds”) pursuant to the Act to finance the Project, including a contingency for potential cost 
overruns, and costs of issuance in an aggregate principal amount not to exceed $5,526,215. 

Prior to selling the bonds the City Council shall establish by resolution: 

(a) The method of bond sale;

(b) All the financial terms and covenants related to the bonds, including the
final principal amount, payment dates, and redemption provisions; 

(c) The amount of any reserves to be established for the bonds and the manner
in which the reserves shall be funded; 

(d) The covenants which the City will make with bondowners, including those
regarding operation of the Project; 

(e) Additional security for the bonds; and
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(f) Any other terms, conditions or covenants regarding the bonds, the Project
or the City’s revenues which are necessary or desirable to effect the sale of the bonds. 

Section 2.  Notice; Procedure. 

(a) No bonds may be sold, and no purchase agreement for the bonds may be
executed, until at least sixty (60) days after publication of the Notice of Bond Authorization, 
which is attached to this resolution as Exhibit “A” (the “Notice”). The Notice shall specify the 
last date on which petitions may be submitted, and shall be published in at least one newspaper 
of general circulation in the City in the same manner as are other public notices of the City. 

(b) If petitions for an election, containing valid signatures of not less than five
percent (5%) of the City's electors, are received within the time indicated in the Notice, the 
question of issuing the bonds shall be placed on the ballot at the next legally available election 
date.  If such petitions are received, no bonds may be sold until this resolution and the question 
of issuing the bonds is approved by a majority of the electors of the City who vote on that 
question. 

(c) The bonds shall be issued and sold in accordance with the Act.

Section 3.  Security.  

Pursuant to ORS 287A.315, the bonds shall be payable from all lawfully available 
funds of the City, and shall be secured by the City’s full faith and credit and taxing power within 
the limitations of Article XI, Sections 11 and 11b, of the Oregon Constitution. The City Council 
may also pledge additional revenues to secure the bonds pursuant to the Act and the resolution to 
be adopted pursuant to section 1 of this resolution before the sale of the bonds.  

Section 4.  Reimbursement.  

The City hereby declares its official intent pursuant to Section 1.150-2 of the 
Federal Income Tax Regulations to reimburse itself for expenditures it makes for the Project with 
the proceeds of a future financing. 

Section 5.  Effective Date.   

This resolution shall take effect upon its adoption. 

ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Hood River, Oregon, this 13th day 
of October, 2020. 

Mayor 

Attest: Approved as to form: 

City Recorder City Attorney 
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EXHIBIT A 
Notice of Bond Authorization 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City Council of the City of Hood River, 
Oregon (the “City”), adopted Resolution No. 2020-16 on October 12, 2020, authorizing the 
issuance of bonds to finance stormwater improvements for the City, and bond issuance costs.   

The bonds will be issued in a principal amount of not more than $5,526,215.  The 
bonds will be secured by all lawfully available funds of the City and a pledge of the City’s full 
faith and credit and taxing power, as permitted by ORS 287A.315.  Neither the authorization nor 
issuance of the bonds described in this notice will authorize the City to levy any additional taxes. 

The City Council may establish by subsequent resolution all terms, conditions and 
covenants regarding the bonds and the security which are necessary or desirable to effect the sale 
of the bonds. 

If written petitions, signed by not less than five percent (5%) of the City's 
electors, are filed at the City offices on or before __________, 2020 (the 61st day after the date 
of publication of the notice), the questions of issuing the bonds shall be placed on the ballot at 
the next legally available election date. 

The City offices are located at 211 2nd Street, Hood River, Oregon 97031 and a 
copy of the resolution authorizing the bonds is available from the City Recorder at that location.  

The bonds will be issued and sold pursuant to Oregon Revised Statutes Section 
287A.150 and related statutes; this notice is published pursuant to ORS 287A.150(4). 

BY ORDER OF THE CITY OF HOOD RIVER, 
OREGON. 
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Kate Brown, Governor

July 10, 2020 

To: Recipients of Grants Authorized by HB 5030 in 2019 Legislative Session 

Re:  Status of Grant Funding from State of Oregon  

The effects of the coronavirus pandemic have reached every corner of Oregon and created considerable 
financial uncertainties and challenges. Lottery revenues have been particularly impacted by the closure 
of bars and restaurants and the temporary inactivation of video lottery terminals. Based on the Office of 
Economic Analysis (OEA) June 2020 Economic and Revenue Forecast, lottery revenues for the 2019-21 
biennium are projected to be 23.7% less than what was forecasted when Lottery Bonds were authorized 
in the 2019 legislative session.  

Due to this projected decrease in revenues, the State Debt Policy Advisory Commission (SDPAC) 
analyzed the impact of the updated forecast on the state’s capacity to issue debt in the current and future 
biennia. Unfortunately, lottery revenues are forecast to be insufficient for the State to issue additional 
Lottery Bonds in the 2019-21 biennium. As a revenue bond, secured by lottery revenues, the State’s 
Lottery Bond indenture requires a four-times revenue to debt service coverage ratio. SDPAC projects 
that the lottery debt service coverage ratio on previously issued and outstanding lottery bonds will only 
be 3.1 times in fiscal year 2021. Therefore, Lottery Revenue Bonds will not be issued in the spring of 
2021, as was originally planned. This means funding will not be available for grants that were approved 
by the Legislature in House Bill 5030 (2019).   

We recognize that the lack of anticipated grant funding represents a considerable setback for projects 
and will notify recipients if the official projection of lottery revenues in the OEA September or December 
2020 forecast improves to a level that would support the issuance of additional Lottery Bonds this 
biennium. However, based on the most current information we have, the 2019-21 lottery bond sale will 
not be completed. Therefore, we will not move forward with the execution of any Declaration of Official 
Intent to Reimburse Capital Costs with Oregon Lottery Revenue Bonds or grant agreements. 

During the 2021 legislative session, the projects that did not get funded in the 2019-21 biennium will be 
re-evaluated by the Legislature for inclusion in a future Lottery Bond sale in the 2021-23 biennium. 
Grant requests will need to be updated with current project information and resubmitted to the 
Legislative Fiscal Office during the 2021 session. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (503) 378-3107 or by e-mail at 
jean.l.gabriel@oregon.gov.  

Sincerely, 

Jean Gabriel  
Department of Administrative Services, Capital Finance Manager 

Department of Administrative Services 
Chief Financial Office 

155 Cottage Street NE U10 
Salem, OR 97301 

PHONE: 503-378-3106 
FAX: 503-373-7643 
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Design, Admin, Legal & Permitting 959,235            - 
Phase 1a - Construction 856,970            - 
Phase 1b - Construction 385,660            - 
Phase 2 - Construction 1,502,160         - 
Phase 3 - Construction 1,016,220         - 
Phase 4 - Construction 662,940            - 

Estimated Private Property Costs 803,461            

5,383,185$       803,461$          
Public Private

DEQ CWSRF 1,344,895$       1,344,895$       Not Elligible -$  
USDA  RUS Loan/Grant 3,181,320         3,181,320         Not Eligible - 

OR Lottery Revenue - - 
Local Improvement Dist. 5,383,185         - Not Eligible 5,383,185         

Urban Renewal 2,700,000         - - 2,700,000         
Land Owners 803,461            Not Eligible - 803,461 

Stormwater Utility 5,383,185         - Not Eligible 5,383,185 

Funding Gap (4,405,987)$     (803,461)$        
Funded Status 18% 0%

Available to 
Allocate

Project Cost

No Longer Available
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 
 
 
 
Meeting Date:    October 13, 2020 
 
To:                      Honorable Mayor and City Council   
 
From:                 Rachael Fuller, City Manager  
 
Subject:               Bi-State Working Group Memorandum of Understanding                  
  
 
Background:    The attached MOU is formalizing the relationship between the six local 
governments in the Mid-Columbia Gorge Region, to replace the Hood River- White 
Salmon Bridge. The MOU is going before all the agencies for approval.   

 
Staff Recommendation:    
 
Suggested Motion:  I move to approve the MOU as presented.  
   
Alternatives:      

 
Fiscal Impact:  

 
Environmental Impact:   

  
Attachments:    
1. Letter from Kevin Green, Project Director  
2. MOU 
3. Bi-State Roaster  
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October 5, 2020 
 
Rachael Fuller, City Manager 
HOOD RIVER, CITY OF 
211 Second St. 
Hood River, OR  97031 
 
RE: BI-STATE WORKING GROUP (BSWG) MEMO OF UNDERSTANDING (MOU) APPROVAL 
 
Rachael, 
 
The BSWG met October 2nd to review the third draft of the MOU formalizing the relationship 
between the six local governments in the Mid-Columbia Gorge Region to replace the Hood 
River-White Salmon Bridge. At this time, all six members have agreed to bring the document 
to their respective boards for approval. 
 
Realizing that each agency formats resolutions differently, the BSWG recommended including 
references to the following sections: 
 

• That the Agency supports the continued efforts of Klickitat County, Hood River 
County, the Cities of White Salmon, Bingen and Hood River, and the Port of Hood 
River to develop a replacement to the existing Hood River-White Salmon Bridge; 

• Endorses the roles, responsibilities, and work plan to develop the replacement bridge 
outlined in the attached MOU; 

• Appoint a member and an alternate to serve as a member on the BSWG; and 
• Authorize a signatory to execute the MOU. 

 
A final copy of the MOU is attached along with this letter that can be included as an exhibit to 
the resolution. Our hope is to have the resolutions adopted by all six agencies by the end of 
November. 
 
If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to contact me at (541) 961-9517 or at 
kgreenwood@portofhoodriver.com. I am also available to attend a meeting or otherwise 
present on the project’s progress. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Kevin M. Greenwood, Project Director 
PORT OF HOOD RIVER 
 
Enclosure: Memo of Understanding 
cc: Kate McBride, Mayor 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
BETWEEN THE OREGON AND WASHINGTON PARTNERS REGARDING  

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE HOOD-RIVER WHITE SALMON INTERSTATE REPLACEMENT BRIDGE 
 

 

This MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (“MOU”) is hereby made and entered into, by and between, 
the City of Bingen, City of White Salmon, and Klickitat County (the “Washington Partners”), and the City 
of Hood River, Hood River County, and Port of Hood River (the “Oregon Partners”). While nonbinding, this 
MOU establishes the methods by which the partnering agencies will, as the Bi-State Working Group 
(BSWG), cooperatively oversee, manage, and conduct project development for the Hood-River White 
Salmon Interstate Replacement Bridge (the “Replacement Bridge”). 

RECITALS 

1. The existing Hood River-White Salmon Interstate Bridge is obsolete and will not meet the long-term 
needs of the travel market it serves. Steps must be taken now to fund, design, and procure a 
Replacement Bridge to avoid an expensive rehabilitation of the existing bridge beginning in FY 2026.  

2. In February 2008 the Partners adopted a memorandum of understanding to work cooperatively to 
seek funding for Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Replacement Bridge. In November 
2011 the Partners adopted a memorandum of understanding selecting the preferred type, size, and 
location of the replacement bridge and agreeing to continue to work cooperatively for the 
Replacement Bridge. 

3. The Port of Hood River, funded by an ODOT grant, is preparing a Supplementary (SDEIS) and Final 
(FEIS) Environmental Impact Statement of the Replacement Bridge to satisfy NEPA requirements. The 
Port established the Bi-State Working Group (BSWG), consisting of the Oregon and Washington 
Partners, to facilitate information exchange and coordination regarding the NEPA activities. 

4. The BSWG identified two major requirements for advancing the Replacement Bridge project: 

a. Governance: A bi-state governance structure, which includes representatives of the Oregon 
and Washington Partners, must be established to oversee the Replacement Bridge Project. 
The bi-state structure will be implemented in two phases. A legislatively-enacted bi-state 
bridge authority will best serve the long-term governance requirements of the Replacement 
Bridge. Between now and the start of the bi-state bridge authority, BSWG will guide the 
development of the Replacement Bridge. 

b. Grant Funding: While toll revenue bonds are anticipated to pay for most of the cost to 
construct the Replacement Bridge, federal and/or state grant funding is required to complete 
project design and development and pay a portion of bridge construction. Acquiring these 
grant funds requires a coordinated effort by BSWG.  

5. This MOU sets forth the role, responsibilities, and work plan of the, BSWG, agreed to by the Oregon 
and Washington Partners, to design, develop, implement a governance structure, and seek funding 
for the Replacement Bridge. 
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UNDERSTANDING 

 

1. Composition of BSWG 

1.1. Klickitat and Hood River Counties, the Cities of Bingen, Hood River, and White Salmon, and the 
Port of Hood River (POHR) will each appoint one member of its governing body to the BSWG, and 
one member of its governing body as an alternate.  

1.2. Each of these appointments will be made in the manner and for the term determined by the 
appointing body.  

1.3. Each jurisdiction will promptly designate a new member, or alternate, to fill any vacancy that 
arises. 

2. Purpose and Authority of BSWG 

2.1. BSWG will be responsible for: 

• Guiding project development activities and resolving issues by consensus 
• Overseeing Phase 2 and, until the Bi-State Authority is operational, Phase 3 work. 
• Providing for interagency coordination on all project issues 
• Facilitating the implementation of the Bi-State Authority 
• Seeking the funding necessary to design, develop, and construct the Replacement 

Bridge. 

2.2. The governing bodies of the jurisdictions will be responsible for approving or rejecting the 
budgets, work plans, or other actions required of their organization by the consensus direction 
set by BSWG.  

3. Public Engagement 

3.1. BSWG is responsible for undertaking an open and equitable public engagement process for the 
Replacement Bridge.  

3.2. BSWG will issue periodic newsletters and maintain a website to keep the public updated on 
project activities. 

3.3. Meetings of BSWG will follow the applicable public meeting and records laws of Oregon and 
Washington. 

3.4. BSWG will ensure there are meaningful opportunities for public input at key decision points 
during project development. 

4. Project Development Work Plan  

4.1. BSWG will cooperatively take the actions needed to develop a Replacement Bridge that is 
construction-ready no later than FY2026. 

4.2. Subject to funding availability, the Phase 2 work (between January 2021 and June 2023) is 
anticipated to include the following: 
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a. Completing up to 15% engineering design (including geotechnical analyses) 
b. Level 2 traffic and toll revenue study 
c. Preliminary financial analyses 
d. Preparing and securing Bi-State Authority legislation 
e. Preliminary assessment of Public-Private Partnerships (P3) opportunities (If P3 is selected as 

the  preferred project delivery method, some work activities in Phase 2 and 3 will change) 
f. Securing grant funding for Phase 3 of project design and development 

4.3. Subject to funding availability, the Phase 3 work (between July 2023 and June 2025) is anticipated 
to include the following: 

a. Completing at least 60% engineering design 
b. Investment grade traffic and toll revenue study 
c. Preparation of Plan of Finance for lenders, granting authorities, and rating agencies 
d. Further P3 consideration or procurement, as may be appropriate 
e. Implementation of the Bi-State Authority 
f. Securing grants and credit ratings and making loan applications for design and construction. 

4.4. The work activities included in Phase 2 and 3 will be adjusted as may be necessary to be 
affordable with available funding. 

5. Management of Project Development 

5.1. All project development work will be undertaken by a Lead Agency agreed to by BSWG. POHR 
will be the lead agency for Phase 2 work. The Lead Agency for Phase 3 depends on future 
circumstances. If the Bi-State Authority is operational before the start of Phase 3, it will be the 
Lead Agency. Otherwise BSWG will agree on a Phase 3 Lead Agency.   

5.2. The Lead Agency will, within the available budget: 

a. Retain a Project Director to oversee required day-to-day technical and administrative work 
b. Procure and manage the consulting teams required by the work plan 
c. Staff BSWG meetings 
d. Ensure that BSWG is provided technical reports and presentations required by BSWG. 
e. Coordinate the legislative program described in Section 9 
f. In the name of BSWG, undertake the necessary public engagement and stakeholder 

coordination, as directed by BSWG 

5.3. The member jurisdictions shall coordinate with the Project Director with respect to any work 
activities regarding the Replacement Bridge they undertake. 

6. Funding of Work Activities 

6.1. BSWG is responsible for securing the grant funding required to complete project development 
and to construct the Replacement Bridge. 

6.2. BSWG will seek funding contributions for from Oregon and Washington agencies/jurisdictions 
with the intent of securing equitable contributions from Oregon and Washington agencies/ 
jurisdictions during project design, development, and construction.   
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6.3. Bi-state funding will be pooled so that project development work can be prioritized, procured, 
and managed by the Lead Agency to implement the work plan agreed to by BSWG. 

6.4. Funding will be provided to the Lead Agency through interlocal/governmental agreements; 
granting agency will oversee the work to ensure it complies with the terms and conditions of the 
granting agency. 

7. Long-Term Governance 

7.1. BSWG will seek to establish an independent Bi-State Authority for the long-term governance of 
the development, financing, construction, and operations of the Replacement Bridge. 

7.2. BSWG will prepare and propose bi-state legislation establishing the Bi-State Authority during the 
2022 or 2023 legislative sessions; BSWG intends to have the Bi-State Authority operational no 
later than FY2024.  

7.3. Prior to proposing legislation establishing the Bi-State Authority to the Oregon and Washington 
legislatures, BSWG will seek supporting resolutions from the governing bodies represented on 
BSWG. 

7.4. If the Bi-State Authority is not approved by the Oregon and Washington legislatures, BSWG will 
continue in its role as described in this MOU. 

8. Public-Private Partnership (P3) 

8.1. BSWG will continue to examine the P3 option, including soliciting industry opinion regarding the 
potential P3 market for the Replacement Bridge during Phase 2 of project development. If P3 is 
determined to be the preferred project delivery method, the work plan for Phases 2 and 3 would 
be adjusted accordingly. 

8.2. P3 authority will be proposed for the Bi-State Authority similar to that of POHR. 

8.3. If (a) the Bi-State Authority is not approved or sufficient grant funding is not secured for Phase 3 
work and (b) BSWG concludes that a P3 project may be practical, BSWG will consider 
recommending to POHR that, in cooperation with BSWG, it undertake the project as a P3 under 
its existing authority. 

9. Legislative Strategy 

9.1. The members of BSWG will be mutually responsible for seeking bi-state legislative approvals of 
the governance and funding proposals prepared by BSWG. 

9.2. The Project Director will be responsible for coordinating the efforts of BSWG with regard to 
seeking legislation. 

9.3. During Phase 2, POHR will provide a lead government affairs consultant for the Oregon and 
Washington legislative sessions. The BSWG members will facilitate the assistance of government 
affairs staff/consultant retained by their jurisdiction to assist the lead government affairs 
consultants. 
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9.4. BSWG intends to undertake the following legislative efforts (in each state): 

a. 2021 Session: Seek legislation requiring BSWG to study and prepare legislation 
establishing a Bi-State Authority to govern the design, development, and operations of 
the Replacement Bridge and to report its findings to applicable legislative committees in 
each state prior to the 2022 legislative sessions. Seek a $5 million grant from each of 
Oregon and Washington to fund Phase 2 project development and engineering activities 

b. 2022 Session: Seek approval of legislation creating the Bi-State Authority. 
c. 2023 Session: If not enacted in the 2022 Session, seek approval of legislation creating the 

Bi-State Authority. Seek grant contributions from each of Oregon and Washington to fund 
Phase 3 project development and engineering activities and, if appropriate, construction 
of the Replacement Bridge. 

d. 2025 Session:  If not approved earlier, seek contributions from Oregon and Washington 
to fund the construction of the Replacement Bridge.  

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Memorandum of Understanding as of the 
last date below. 

 
 
____________________________________ 
Mayor Betty Barnes, City of Bingen 
 
Date: _______________________ 
 

 
 
____________________________________ 
Mayor Kate McBride, City of Hood River 
 
Date: _______________________ 
 

 
 
____________________________________ 
Mayor Marla Keethler, City of White Salmon 
 
Date: _______________________ 
 
 

 
 
____________________________________ 
Chairman Mike Oates, Hood River County 
 
Date: _______________________ 
 

 
____________________________________ 
Chairman Jim Sizemore, Klickitat County 
 
Date: _______________________ 
 
 

 
____________________________________ 
President John Everitt, Port of Hood River 
 
Date: _______________________ 
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BI-STATE BRIDGE REPLACEMENT WORKING GROUP (BSWG)
Internal Use Contact Roster
Current as of October 5, 2020
Group Staff Support: Kevin Greenwood, Port of Hood River Bridge Replacement Project Director

Bingen Hood River Hood River Hood River Klickitat White Salmon
City City County Port County City

Group Member Betty Barnes Kate McBride Rich McBride John Everitt David Sauter Marla Keethler
Title Mayor Mayor Commissioner Commission President Commissioner Mayor
Primary Phone 503-312-6697: cell 541-490-4813 541-490-6567 541-308-6242 509-250-1248: cell 509-774-7491
Primary Email mayor@bingenwashington.org K.McBride@cityofhoodriver.gov rmcbride@co.hood-river.or.us jeveritt@portofhoodriver.com daves@klickitatcounty.org MarlaK@ci.white-salmon.wa.us
Secondary Phone 509-493-2122: city hall 541-386-3970: office 509-773-4612: office 509-493-1133 x 5: city hall

Alternate Member Catherine Kiewit Jessica Metta Bob Benton Kristi Chapman Jim Sizemore Jason Hartmann
Title Mayor Pro Tem City Councilor Commissioner Commissioner Commissioner Mayor Pro Temp
Primary Phone 509-493-2122: city hall 541-399-1033 541-490-8275 541-399-6892 509-773-4612: office 541-490-0009
Primary Email ckiewit@bingenwashington.org J.metta@cityofhoodriver.gov bob.benton@co.hood-river.or.us kchapman@portofhoodriver.com jims@klickitatcounty.org jasonh@ci.white-salmon.wa.us
Secondary Phone
Copy on correspondence? Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes

Zoom-ready
Administrative Support Cheyenne Pantoja Wright Rachael Fuller Jeff Hecksel Kevin Greenwood Lee Snell Pat Munyan
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CITY COUNCIL WORKSHOP COVER SHEET 
 
Meeting Date:                    October 13th, 2020 
 
To:                                     City Council   
 
From:            Dustin Nilsen, Director of Planning  
                       
Subject:                             First Reading of Ordinance 2056  
 
Background:    
At its September  28th, 2020 meeting Council held a public hearing to consider the Planning 
Commission recommendation to approve parking code amendments for interim regulations 
that would be effective until longer term parking supply alternatives and issues were 
addressed by the Urban Renewal Agency.    
 
At the conclusion of the hearing, Council directed staff to amend draft ordinance 2056 and 
place the ordinance on for first reading at its next meeting.   
 
Staff Recommendation:    
Staff recommends the first reading of Ordinance 2056 relating to Historic Buildings, Fee in 
Lieu, and parking rates. 
 
Suggested Motion:   
I move to approve the first/second reading of Ordinance 2056 by title only.  
   
Alternatives:    
I move to approve the first reading of Ordinance 2056 by title only.  
 
Fiscal Impact:  
Staff estimates the total downtown residential potential in existing Historic Buildings between 
50-100 units.  If fully utilized by downtown property owners, this will generate up to $150,000 
to $300,000.  This revenue will accrue over a several decades and be adjusted for inflation 
consistent with City of Hood River financial policies. 
 
Environmental Impact:   
There is no adverse environmental impact to adaptive reuse of existing structures, reducing 
parking requirements, or improved code clarity.    
 
Attachments: 
Draft Ordinance 2056 
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Ordinance 2056 
 

IN THE CITY COUNCIL 
FOR THE CITY OF HOOD RIVER, OREGON 

ORDINANCE NO. 2056 
 

An Ordinance amending Hood River Municipal Code Title 17, Chapter 03; LAND USE 
ZONES and Chapter 24; IN-LIEU PARKING FEE 

 
 The Hood River City Council finds as follows: 
 
 WHEREAS, the Hood River Zoning Code is organized to implement provisions of the 
Comprehensive Plan and which periodically require amendments to address changes in statewide 
legislation, policy updates, and other clarifications for readability and clear administration; and  

WHEREAS, in 2019 the City of Hood River adopted a Downtown Parking Study to 
address parking challenges associated with growth, development, and tourism; and 

 WHEREAS, the Downtown Parking Study helped the City understand current parking 
conditions, examine specific issue areas, and hear the stakeholder input necessary to develop new 
parking policies and management strategies that support the community goals of maintaining the 
vibrancy of downtown, protecting historic buildings; and increasing housing opportunities; and  
 

WHEREAS, the Parking Study outlined a series of strategies and Guiding Principles to 
implement the Downtown Parking Strategy including the amendment of the City’s parking 
requirements for new commercial and residential development to be reflective of local demand, 
supportive of new growth, and supportive of a new fee-in-lieu policy/code; and   
 

WHEREAS, as part of the strategy Council requested interim actions be considered prior 
to final decisions regarding the development of new parking capacity, including an amendment 
that made historic buildings within the Downtown Historic District (those specifically within the 
Zoning Code) eligible for parking waivers for the conversation of upper stories to long term 
residential dwelling units ; and 

 
 WHEREAS, a draft of these interim actions presented to the Council for review, and then 
Planning Commission for public hearing; became the basis for code amendments in accordance 
with HRMC 17.08.010 (Legislative Zone Changes and Plan Amendments); and 

 WHEREAS, the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) was 
notified of the proposed amendments on February 07th, 2018 and again on May 18th, 2020 prior to 
public hearings before the Planning Commission.  The Planning Commission hearing culminated 
on June 15th, 2020 with a recommendation to approve the proposed changes to Title 17 to the City 
Council; and  
  
 WHEREAS, at its September 28th, 2020 meeting City Council initiated public hearing at 
which time the Council heard the Planning Commission recommendation, accepted written and 
oral testimony; deliberated and (to be confirmed at hearing -tentatively voted to approve) 
amendments to HRMC Title 17, Chapter 3: Land Use Zones, as set forth in Exhibit A and HRMC 
Title 17, Chapter 24: In Lieu Park Fee as set forth in Exhibit B.  
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 NOW, THEREFORE, based on the foregoing findings, which are incorporated herein by 
this reference, the Hood River City Council Ordains as follows: 
 
Section 1 – Amendment. The Hood River Municipal Code Title 17 (Zoning) Chapter 3 Land Use 
Zones shall be amended as set forth in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by this 
reference. 
 
Section 2 – Amendment. The Hood River Municipal Code Title 17 (Zoning) Chapter 24 In Lieu 
Parking Fee shall be amended as set forth in Exhibit B, attached hereto and incorporated herein by 
this reference. 
 
Section 3 – Savings Clause.  In the event that a court of competent jurisdiction determines that any 
provision, clause, section, subsection or part thereof is unconstitutional or unlawful in any respect, 
that determination shall not affect the validity of all remaining provisions, clauses, sections, 
subsections or parts thereof, which shall remain in full force and effect. 
 
 Read for the First Time this (Date to be determined). 
 
 Read for the Second Time and approved this ___ day of (date to be determined) 2020.   
 
This Ordinance shall take effect on the 31st day following the second reading. 

 
AYES:   
NAYS:   
ABSTAIN:   
ABSENT:            
      Kate McBride, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
      
Jennifer Gray, City Recorder 

Approved as to form: 
 
 
      
Daniel Kearns, City Attorney 
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Exhibit A 
 
Strikes and Underlines of existing HRMC 17.03: 
17.03.040 Office/Residential Zone (C-1) 
 
G. Parking Regulations.  
1.Professional Offices: Commercial Development  
 
a. Except within the Central Business District, One (1) off-street parking space shall be provided 
on the building site or adjacent to the site for each employee. In addition, adequate off-street 
parking shall be provided on or adjacent to the building site to meet the needs of anticipated 
clientele. 
 
b. In no case shall there be less than two (2) off-street parking spaces. 
 
c. The Central Business District, the Heights Business District and the Waterfront are exempt 
from this the minimum two (2) off street space parking requirement but shall pay a fee in-lieu of 
parking in accordance with Chapter 17.24 for the balance of parking required but not provided.  
 
d. Within the Central Business District, one and one half (1.5) off-street parking spaces shall be 
provided on the building site or adjacent to the site for each 1,000 square feet of gross floor area.   
 
d. e. Parking in the Central Business District, Heights Business District and Waterfront may be 
satisfied by substituting all or some of the parking requirement at adjacent or nearby off-site off-
street locations or by adjacent or nearby shared parking if the substitute parking reasonably 
satisfies the parking requirements of this section.  
 
f. If no required off-street or off-site parking reasonably satisfies the parking is, the fee in-lieu of 
parking shall be paid in accordance with Chapter 17.24. If less than all required parking is 
provided, the fee in lieu of parking shall be paid in accordance with Chapter 17.24, except that a 
credit shall be given for the number of spaces provided. 
 
2.Residential Development: 
a. Except within the Central Business District, all individual dwelling units, duplexes, and 
triplexes shall be provided with two (2) parking spaces for each unit on the building site, one (1) 
of which may be within the required front yard setback area. 
 
b. Except within the Central Business District, multi-family dwellings shall be required to furnish 
one and one-half (1½) off-street parking spaces per dwelling unit on or adjacent to the building 
site. 
 
c. Unless specifically exempted under the historic building parking waiver provisions for upper 
story residential conversations, individual dwelling units within the Central Business District  
shall be required to provide one and one quarter (1.25) off-street parking on or adjacent to the 
building site. 
 
c. d. Required setback areas may be utilized for off-street parking for multi-family dwellings. 
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d. e. Parking spaces utilizing access from a public dedicated alley may be located within the 
setback areas. 
 
f. Upper Story Residential Parking Exemption: Existing Buildings within the Downtown Historic 
District included on the local historic building inventory and listed within HRMC 17.14  CHART 
B – Cultural Resources Inventory Local Downtown District: 1994 (updated 2004), as amended 
are not required to provide additional parking for the conversion of upper stories to non-transient 
residential dwelling units.  Street-level conversion of a historic building for residential use is not 
eligible for this exemption. The exemption is not applicable to transient lodging or hotel use 
 
Neither historic conversion exemption nor fee in lieu of off-street parking may be utilized to 
satisfy parking requirements for hosted homeshares, vacation home rentals, transient or short-term 
rentals. Hosted homeshares, vacation home rentals, transient and short-term rental shall be 
required to satisfy parking requirements in compliance with the Hood River Municipal Code.   
 
17.03.050 General Commercial Zone (C-2)  
H. Parking Regulations.  
 
1. Commercial Development One (1) off-street parking space shall be provided on the building 
site, or adjacent to the site for each employee. In addition, adequate off-street parking shall be 
provided on or adjacent to the building site to meet the needs of anticipated clientele.  
 
a. Except within the Central Business District One, (1) off-street parking space shall be provided 
on the building site or adjacent to the site for each employee. In addition, adequate off-street 
parking shall be provided on or adjacent to the building site to meet the needs of anticipated 
clientele. 
 
2. b. In no case shall there be less than two (2) off-street parking spaces.  
 
3. c. The Central Business District, the Heights Business District and the Waterfront are exempt 
from this the minimum two (2) off street space parking requirement but shall pay a fee in-lieu of 
parking in accordance with Chapter 17.24 for the balance of parking required but not provided.  
 
d. Within the Central Business District One and one half (1.5) off-street parking spaces shall be 
provided on the building site or adjacent to the site for each 1,000 square feet of gross floor area. 
 
4. e. Parking in the Central Business District, Heights Business District and Waterfront may be 
satisfied by substituting all or some of the parking requirement at adjacent or nearby off-site off-
street locations and/or by adjacent or nearby shared parking if the substitute parking reasonably 
satisfies the parking requirements of this section.  
 
f. If no required off-street or off-site parking reasonably satisfies the parking is, the fee in-lieu of 
parking shall be paid in accordance with Chapter 17.24. If less than all required parking is 
provided, the fee in lieu of parking shall be paid in accordance with Chapter 17.24, except that a 
credit shall be given for the number of spaces provided. 
 
5. All parking areas and driveways shall be hard surfaced prior to occupancy, under the following 
circumstances:  
a. New construction  
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b. Change of use  
c. New parking area  
 
2.Residential Development: 
6. All residential development shall comply with the off-street parking standards as follows, 
unless exempt above:  
a. Except within the Central Business District, All individual dwelling units, duplexes, and 
triplexes shall be provided with two (2) parking spaces for each unit on the building site, one (1) 
of which may be within the required front yard setback area.  
 
b. Except within the Central Business District Multi-family dwellings shall be required to furnish 
one and one-half (1½) off-street parking spaces per dwelling unit on or adjacent to the building 
site. 
 
c. Unless specifically exempted under the Historic parking waiver provisions for upper story 
residential conversations, individual dwelling units within the Central Business shall be required 
to provide one and one quarter (1.25) off-street parking on or adjacent to the building site. 
 
c. d. Required setback areas may be utilized for off-street parking for multi-family dwellings. 
 
d. e. Parking spaces utilizing access from a public dedicated alley may be located within the 
setback areas. 
 
f. Upper Story Residential Parking Exemption: Existing Buildings within the Downtown Historic 
District included on the local historic building inventory and listed within HRMC 17.14  CHART 
B – Cultural Resources Inventory Local Downtown District: 1994 (updated 2004), as amended 
are not required to provide additional parking for the conversion of upper stories to non-transient 
residential dwelling units.  Street-level conversion of a historic building for residential use is not 
eligible for this exemption. The exemption is not applicable to transient lodging or hotel use 
 
Neither historic conversion exemption nor fee in lieu of off-street parking may be utilized to 
satisfy parking requirements for hosted homeshares, vacation home rentals, transient or short-term 
rentals. Hosted homeshares, vacation home rentals, transient and short-term rental shall be 
required to satisfy parking requirements in compliance with the Hood River Municipal Code.   
 
3. All parking areas and driveways shall be hard surfaced prior to occupancy, under the following 
circumstances:  
a. New construction  
b. Change of use  
c. New parking area  
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Exhibit B 
Strikes and Underlines of existing HRMC 17.24: 
 
CHAPTER 17.24 - IN-LIEU PARKING FEE  
 
Legislative History: Ord. 1925 (2006)  
SECTIONS  
 
17.24.010 In-Lieu Parking Fee  
17.24.020 Payment of Fee  
 
17.24.010 In-Lieu Parking Fee. This chapter establishes the In-Lieu Parking Fee. The In-Lieu 
Parking Fee is paid to the City in lieu of providing required off-street parking when permitted in 
this title.  
 
A. Amount of Fee. The amount of the In-Lieu Parking Fee is set by resolution of the City 
Council and the Council shall review the amount on at least an annual basis. The In Lieu-Fee may 
otherwise be adjusted by the Council as it deems necessary based on factors such as inflation, the 
cost of providing new parking spaces, and the market value of parking spaces. The amount of the 
In-Lieu Fee shall take into account the current costs of land acquisition, financing and 
construction.  
 
B. Use of Fees. In-Lieu Parking Fees shall be deposited in a dedicated fund for the development 
and provision of public parking facilities. The collected Fees may be applied only to development 
and provision of public parking that serves the Central Business District, Heights Business 
District or Waterfront, or the development of City owned parking lots located in non-residential 
zones. Development and provision of parking to which the Fees are applied must be consistent 
with the City’s adopted Parking Management Plan. Development and provision of parking 
includes, but is not limited to, paving, striping, sidewalks, acquisition of real property, payment of 
administrative costs, and construction.  
 
17.24.020 Payment of Fee  
 
A. Parking Requirement for Calculation of Fee. The In-Lieu Fee shall be based on the number 
of parking spaces required under Section 17.03, but not provided off-street or off-site 1.2 parking 
stalls or spaces per 1,000 square feet of development multiplied by the amount set by Council 
resolution in section 17.2324.010.  
 
B. Condition of Approval. Payment of the In-Lieu Fee will be included as a condition of 
approval of any approved development application that is subject to the fee.  
 
C. Limitation. Payment of the In-Lieu Fee cannot be used to satisfy parking requirements for the 
issuance of short-term rental operating licenses.    
 
D. C. Payment of Fee. The In-Lieu Fee shall be paid in full prior to the issuance of a building 
permit. 
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City of Hood River, Oregon 
Resolution No. 2020-19 

 
Declare the second Monday in October as indigenous Peoples' Day in the City of Hood River 
and encourage other institutions to recognize the Day; reaffirming the City's commitment to 
promote the prosperity and well-being of Hood River’s American Indian, Alaska Native and 

Indigenous community (Resolution) 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Hood River recognizes that the Indigenous People of the lands that 
would later become known as the Americas have occupied these lands since time immemorial; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, the City recognizes the fact that Hood River is built upon the homelands and 
villages and traditional use areas of the Native Americans of this region; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Hood River has a responsibility to oppose the systematic racism towards 
Indigenous Peoples of the United States, which perpetuates high rates of poverty and income 
inequality, exacerbating disproportionate health, education, and social crises; and 
 
WHEREAS, Indigenous Peoples' Day was first proposed in 1977 by a delegation of Native 
Nations to the United Nations sponsored International Conference on Discrimination against 
Indigenous Populations in the Americas; and 
 
WHEREAS, the United States endorsed the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of 
Indigenous Peoples (the "Declaration") on December 16, 2010 and the Declaration recognizes 
that "indigenous peoples have suffered from historic injustices as a result of, inter alia, their 
colonization and dispossession of their lands, territories and resources"; and 
 
WHEREAS, Article 15 of the Declaration recognizes the right of indigenous peoples "to the 
dignity and diversity of their cultures, traditions, histories and aspirations which shall be 
appropriately reflected in education and public information" and places an obligation on States 
to "take effective measures, in consultation and cooperation with the indigenous peoples 
concerned, to combat prejudice and eliminate discrimination and to promote tolerance, 
understanding and good relations among indigenous peoples and all other segments of 
society"; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the City of Hood River shall recognize Indigenous 
Peoples' Day on the second Monday in October; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that Indigenous Peoples' Day shall be used to reflect upon the 
ongoing struggles of Indigenous People on this land, and to celebrate the thriving culture and 
value that Indigenous Peoples add to our city; and  
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of Hood River encourages other businesses, 
organizations, and public institutions to recognize Indigenous Peoples' Day. 
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Approved and Effective this 13th day of October 2020. 
 
 
 
 
       ______________________________ 
       Kate McBride, Mayor  
 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
      
Jennifer Gray, City Recorder 

Approved as to form: 
  
 
      
Daniel Kearns, City Attorney 
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CITY OF HOOD RIVER 
 
 

211 2nd Street, Hood River, OR 97031  Phone: 541-386-1488 
 

 
Kate McBride 
Mayor 
City of Hood River 
211 2nd Street 
Hood River, OR 97031 
541-436-0654 
 
October 6, 2020  
 
The Honorable Elaine Chao  
Secretary of Transportation  
U.S. Department of Transportation  
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE  
Washington, D.C. 20590 
 
Re: Nationally Significant Federal Lands and Tribal Project Program 
 
Dear Secretary Choa, 
 
I am happy to submit this letter on behalf of the City of Hood River in support of the Oregon 
Department of Transportation’s application for funding from the Nationally Significant Federal 
and Tribal Lands Program. ODOT is seeking funding to complete the construction of the final 
segment of the Historic Columbia River Highway State Trail—a vital economic driver for 
communities such as Hood River and others within the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic 
Area.  
 
This project – construction of the Viento to Hood River segment of the Historic Columbia River 
Highway State Trail – is extremely exciting for our community. Route 30, as the Historic 
Highway is also known, runs through the heart of our historic downtown district. A few years 
ago, we invested Urban Renewal funding in a new public restroom, water fountain and bike 
repair station that is one block south of Route 30 in anticipation of this important milestone. 
Additionally, the City is actively working with ODOT on a streetscape plan on the west end of 
Hood River to create a welcoming entrance for State Trail users as they transition from the 
Historic Highway State Trail into downtown.  
 
The City of Hood River is a stakeholder in this decades-long effort to fully restore and reconnect 

217



Page 2 of 2 
 

the Historic Columbia River Highway State Trail. We appreciate the years of hard work and 
dedication that ODOT and other partners, including Hood River County, have put into restoring 
the highway and trail in such a way that honors its historical, recreational and cultural 
significance. It is truly a world-class experience to drive, walk and bicycle the unique segments 
of this National Historic Landmark, which provides people with unbelievable views of the 
Columbia River Gorge and the ability to step back in time.  
 
In funding the completion of the Viento State Park to Hood River segment of the Historic 
Columbia River Highway State Trail, the Nationally Significant Federal and Tribal Lands 
Program would drive job creation and economic opportunities while enhancing transportation 
options for local residents and visitors alike. Thank you for considering this project for full 
funding.  
 
Best, 
 
 
Kate McBride  
Mayor  
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