
 

 

City of Hood River           Hood River City Hall 
Planning Commission           City Council Chambers 
Worksession                                       211 Second St 
February 3, 2020                                                   3:30 p.m. 
 

MINUTES 
 
I.   CALL TO ORDER: Chair Arthur Babitz called the meeting to order at 3:32 
 
     PRESENT: Commissioners Arthur Babitz (Chair), Bill Irving, Tina Lassen, Mark Frost 
 
     ABSENT: Sue Powers, Megan Ramey 
 
     STAFF: Planning Director Dustin Nilsen, Associate Planner Jennifer Kaden 
 
 
II.   COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC:  None. 
 
 
III.  PLANNING DIRECTOR’S UPDATE:  None. 
 
 
IV. WORKSESSION: Planning Commission workshop with University of Oregon student group to consider 
substantive and procedural aspects of housing code updates.   
 
Planning Commissioners introduced themselves.  University of Oregon Professor Rebecca Lewis and 
students described the work they were doing to explore options for possible housing code updates.  
Commissioners provided their thoughts about factors to consider for the project.  Students asked 
questions.  Commissioners and Planning Director Nilsen answered questions about housing in Hood 
River. 
 
V. ADJOURN 
 
Babitz adjourned the hearing at 4:57 p.m. 

 
 
                                              
Arthur Babitz, Chair                                                        Date 
 
 
                                              
Dustin Nilsen, Planning Director                        Date (Approved) 
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5/18/20  City of Hood River Planning Commission Meeting Notes 
Meeting held via Zoom Webinar 
 

Commissioners Present: Arthur Babitz (AB), Erika Price (EP), Megan Ramey (MR), Mark Frost (MF), Sue 

Powers (SP), Bill Irving (BI), Tina Lassen (TL) 

Staff: Planning Director Dustin Nilsen (DN), Associate Planner Jennifer Kaden (JBK), GIS Analyst Jonathan 

Sloven-Gill (JSG), Senior Planner Kevin Liburdy (KL) 

JSG provided directions to PC and participants (Mike Ketler and Sean Wagner of IBC) 

Call to order time: 5:33pm 

Planning Director’s Update: 

DN:  Explanation of proceeding,  Meeting being recorded.  PC packet includes info about parking in-lieu 

fee, not on tonight’s agenda but looking for a date for a PC hearing.  PC discussed (KL left meeting tmp 

Hearing 2019-48 Wasco Street Townhomes PUD: 

AB (5:40pm):  Read procedural script. Bias, conflict of interest, ex parte contact? 

DN:  Staff report includes supporting documents.  CUP.  Exclusively residential development in C-2 Zone 

requires PUD process.  Explained applicable code criteria.  Half acre on Wasco Street, vacant, 

surrounded by C-2 and LI to north.  Notices mailed to 250’ and agencies.  Only comments provided were 

from City Engineering and Fire.  30% open space not required in C-2 Zone PUD.  Minimum density of 11 

units/acre, resulting in min. requirement of 6.  One access point.  Wasco is collector street, 300 foot 

spacing. Slopes on rear of property 

Mike Ketler, IBC:  1040 Multnomah Road.  Need to screen share? 

MK:  Shared screen, depicts layout.  Tried to maximize density to keep costs down, and create functional 

parking and recreation space while meeting City requirements.  Shared concept drawings, explained 

subject to change based on Engineering Dept., etc. 

AB:  Requested plan view on screen and asked PC for questions. 

MK:  Discussed vehicle turning radius and accessibility of garages.  Addressed in traffic study.  Worked 

with Fire Chief to meet emergency access requirements.  It will be tight but meets Fire Dept. 

requirements. 

MF:  Stormwater retention under parking? 

MK:  Wiil collect roof water and detain but not treat it.  Will collect and treat stormwater from 

pavement, and this will be underground. 

AB:  Is diagonal line related to stormwater? 

MK:  Existing stormwater from upstream properties will be captured  in a culvert and will run through an 

easement. 

EP:  And riprap will be added? 
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MK:  Yes, accepting water from upstream on site in engineered riprap ditch before culverting.  Will need 

to be maintained. 

AB:  Other questions? 

AB:  Does anyone wish to testify?  Reminded audience how to raise hands. 

JSG:  No raised hands. 

AB:  No testimony.  Any further questions?  Staff recap? 

DN:  Have a recommendation of approval with conditions.  11 units, two-year preliminary approval.  

Draft conditions on pp. 66-71.  Applicant has reviewed.  Many placeholders for Engineering Dept.  No 

objections as drafted.  Looking for PC approval with conditions as drafted or amended. 

AB:  Does applicant have any questions or comments with conditions as drafted? 

MK:  No questions or comments at this point. 

AB:  Floor open to PC.  Are there any recommendations for additional questions, removal or 

modification? 

MF:  No. 

MR:  Condition regarding bike parking, how are long-term and short-term defined? 

DN:  In 17.20, covered spaces, etc.  Applied multi-family requirements to these units. 

AB:  Are there two separated areas for bike parking? 

MK:  Rear entry porches would allow one or two bikes to be locked per unit without impeding access. 

TL:  Sidewalk improvements and bike lanes – what improvements will be made to streetscape? 

MK:  Shared screen. 

DN:  Tree lawn separates sidewalk from curb.  TSP requires bike lane in Wasco Ave. 

TL:  On-street bike lane? 

DN:  Yes. 

TL:  Detached sidewalk? 

DN:  Yes, separated by planter. 

TL:  With one curb cut? 

MK:  Yes, and one ADA ramp. 

TL: Has there been any consideration of safety of bikes on sidewalk at the driveway? 

MK:  10 feet from corner of building to sidewalk so sidewalk should be visible to drivers.  And, about 18 

feet to bike lane. 
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AB:  Wasco is a Collector St. 

DN:  Neighborhood Collector. 

AB: On street parking? 

DN:  Bike lane instead of on-street parking. 

AB:  Any other issues for PC? 

AB:  No other issues raised.  That completes staff recap.  Closing hearing, will not allow further 

testimony after close testimony.  Anything else?  None raised.  Clapped hands, record is closed, moving 

to deliberation (6:20pm). 

MOTION: 

MF:  No issues, looks like good project.  Move to approve File No. 2019-48 based on draft findings 

conditions of approval. 

TL:  Second. 

AB:  Motion by Mark and second by Tina with no modifications.  Discussion? 

PC:  No discussion. 

AB:  Roll call vote. 

SP:  Yes. 

MF: Yes. 

MR: Yes. 

TL: Yes. 

BI: Yes. 

EP: Yes. 

AB: Yes.  Motion passes unanimously 6-0.  Will sign after order is prepared by staff.  Anything else? 

DN:  June 15 next meeting, Legislative discussion on parking code, can discuss openly.  Will prepare 

additional information prior to meeting. 

MF:  Thanks to Mike and Sean for bringing the project . 

AB:  Thanks to JSG for tech assistance. 

AB:  meeting adjourned 6:24 pm. 
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City of Hood River           Via Zoom Webinar 
Planning Commission            
Public Hearing                                     
June 15, 2020                                                    5:30 p.m. 
 

MINUTES 
 
I.   CALL TO ORDER: Chair Arthur Babitz called the meeting to order at 5:37 p.m. on Zoom 
Videoconference 
 
     PRESENT: Commissioners Arthur Babitz (Chair), Bill Irving, Tina Lassen, Mark Frost, Megan Ramey, Sue 

Powers (Vice Chair) 
 
     ABSENT: None 
 
     STAFF: Planning Director Dustin Nilsen, Senior Planner Kevin Liburdy, Associate Planner Jennifer 
Kaden, Ami Santillan, City Attorney Dan Kearns 
 
II. PLANNING DIRECTOR’S UPDATE: 
None. 
 
III. PUBLIC HEARING: 
 

FILE NO.:  2018-06 – Amendments to the Hood River Municipal Code - continuation of hearing from 
December 16th, 2019.  Consider Amendments relating to Chapter 17.03.040 0(G) Parking Regulations 
Office Residential Zone (C-1), Chapter 17.03.050 (H) Parking Regulations General Commercial Zone 
(C-2), 9). Amend Chapter 17.24 In Lieu Parking Fee to create a single calculation to determine 
required parking. 
 
The hearing will focus on interim parking regulations including amendments to the existing fee in 
lieu parking program in HRMC 17.24, downtown parking rates, and parking requirements for historic 
buildings included in the City’s Cultural Resources Inventory Local Downtown District in HRMC 
17.03.050.   

 
APPLICANT:  City of Hood River 

 
Babitz read the procedural script and described the legislative process.  Babitz asked the Commissioners 
to disclose any conflicts of interest in this matter. City Attorney described conflict of interest disclosures 
for legislative matters – those with a personal financial stake in the outcome of the matter.  
 
Disclosures – Babitz explained that in 2018 he worked for Key Development who had a financial interest 
in the matter.  Babitz does not work for Key Development and has not for more than one year, thus has 
no conflict of interest.  Commissioner Irving disclosed he represents the owner of a building downtown 
that is on the market but he does not believe he has a conflict of interest.  There were no other conflicts 
disclosed.  There were no questions regarding conflicts from the from the audience.  
 
Commissioner Lassen asked a question regarding Commissioner Irving’s interest in the Paris Fair 
Building.  Irving responded that the building is existing with commercial tenants.  The impact of the sale 
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of building will occur if it is redeveloped in the future, not with the sale itself.  Commissioner Frost asked 
about the status of the approval for conversion of a portion of the building to residential.  Irving 
responded that the upper floor was built out for office.  Kearns explained that there is not likely a 
financial interest unless the sale of the building is dependent on the outcome of the legislative matter.  
Babitz asked whether the parking lot is also for sale.  Irving responded that it is not for sale.  Babitz said 
he does not think Irving has a conflict.  Lassen said she thinks there may be a conflict because the Paris 
Fair building is a historic building and a waiver of the parking fee in lieu for historic buildings is on the 
agenda.  The value of the building, and his sales commission, will be affected by the provision.  Irving 
said he is willing to step aside for that topic but offered to participate in other portions of the hearing.  
Irving decided to participate as an audience member instead of Planning Commissioner. 
 
STAFF REPORT: 
 
Dustin Nilsen provided a power point overview of downtown parking regulations and recommendations 
including a summary of the City’s Downtown Parking Study and Plan (2019).  The Plan includes 31 
strategies to improve downtown parking.  Nilsen explained several interim strategies included in the 
Plan:  The allowance for upper story conversions of historic buildings for residential use, demand-based 
parking rates, and fees paid in lieu of providing parking.  City Council advised it does not recommend 
changes to parking requirements for short-term rentals.  The recommendations include changing the 
on-site parking requirement for uses in the downtown and the fees in-lieu. 
 
Nilsen asked for questions. 
 
QUESTIONS: 
Commissioner Mark Frost asked about the 1.5 spaces for residential uses versus 1.27 actual demand.  
Where does the 1.27 figure come from?  Nilsen responded that the ‘actual demand’ of 1.27 spaces for 
residential uses downtown comes from the parking study; it was a mathematical exercise and 
comparison to other similar cities.   
 
Commissioner Powers asked about current rates for fees in-lieu and the large difference between 
residential and commercial rates.  Babitz responded that at the time the fee in-lieu was developed no 
development occurred.  The City Council reduced the fee for commercial and industrial to incentivize 
development as a short-term measure. 
 
Bill Irving asked procedurally about ordinance language and asked about that and more explanation of 
the 1.27 spaces rate for residential uses.  Nilsen said procedurally the Planning Commission 
recommendation will go to City Council.  If the recommendations include code amendments, the Council 
will consider whether to accept the recommendation and consider an ordinance.  The fees are not based 
in code; they are adopted by resolution.  The 1.27 number came from looking at the total # of parking 
spaces and the properties with residential uses in the study area – the number of spaces and the 
number of users. 
 
Frost added that it does not account for vehicle that might be parked elsewhere. 
Irving asked whether the Planning Commission will review draft code language.  Nilsen said the Council 
will review that. 
 
Commissioner Ramey asked whether Strategies 2 and 3 apply city-wide.  Nilsen responded they apply to 
the downtown Central Business District only. 
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Babitz asked about the waiver for historic buildings for residential development on upper floors – 
clarification that the waiver will apply only to the residential portion.  Nilsen responded that the parking 
requirement would be waived for the residential portion of the historic building.  Babitz asked about the 
requirement for short-term rentals.  Nilsen responded that STRs require one space for every 2 bedrooms 
– no change is proposed.  Babitz clarified that the parking must be on-site or provided nearby.  Nilsen 
affirmed.  Babitz asked about seasonal parking rates.  Nilsen said the study included looking at parking 
space vacancy rates at two times of the year to establish the rates. 
 
Powers asked about the list of historic buildings.  Nilsen said that is up for discussion; the 
recommendation is for the list of buildings in the code that are multiple stories and located downtown.  
Babitz asked whether the waiver would apply for adding upper stories to an existing single-story historic 
building.  Nilsen said it could be considered but is not contemplated at this time. 
 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY: 
 

1) Robert Carnahan, White Salmon – owns the historic Waucoma Hotel building.  Mr. Carnahan 
provided some history about the Waucoma Hotel building and renovations to the building.  He 
explained that the in-lieu parking fee has curtailed redevelopment of the building.  He added 
that not all of the historic buildings on the city’s list are included on the National Register.  He 
read from a letter provided from SHPO in 2016 that provided information about the economic 
benefits of rehabilitating historic buildings and the consequences of costly requirements that 
make rehabilitation more difficult.  Mr. Carnahan said he is committed to the historic 
preservation of the building and supports the proposed waiver. 

 
2) Carmen Hacha, CZ Realty – represents Mr. Carnahan in the sale of his building.  She summarized 

written comments that she provided.  She said she thought this building should have been 
grandfathered from the parking requirement when it was enacted in 2006.  She supports the 
proposed waiver.  It will promote the preservation of the Waucoma Hotel building & avoid 
demolition of the building; 2) 21,000 square feet are vacant and ready for redevelopment.  
There have been more than 20 interested parties who have backed off because of the cost of 
developing parking for the building. 

 
3) Bill Irving, 424 Eugene Street – He agrees with Ms. Hacha’s testimony that the parking 

requirement has stymied residential development downtown.  He thinks the 1.27 parking space 
requirement is arbitrary.  He advocates a parking standard that relates to the size of the unit or 
number of buildings. 

 
STAFF RECAP: 
 
None  
 
DELIBERATIONS: 
 
Commissioner Ramey explained she participated in the Downtown Parking Study group.  She added a 
general comment that the recommendations are long overdue; she thinks it could go further. 
  
The Commissioners discussed each of the three proposed strategies: 
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Strategy 1:  Waiver of parking requirements for residential use of upper stories of historic buildings.  
Lassen supports the recommendation and thinks its overdue. Frost also supports the recommendation.  
Powers asked about the list of historic buildings and how it was established.  Nilsen and Babitz explained 
the local inventory of historic buildings.  Ramey supports the strategy and supports the idea of 
eliminating the off-street parking requirement for all of downtown.  She supports a market approach for 
off-street parking.  Babitz explained this is an interim strategy and also hopes to discuss the bigger 
picture for parking requirements downtown to eliminate curb cuts on east/west streets and discourage 
curb buts on north/south streets. 
 
Nilsen agreed this is a targeted proposed policy not a larger policy question.  Babitz asked when they 
might be discussing a larger scope parking parking.  Nilsen said it needs to be included in the Council 
work plan.  The City Council has asked the Urban Renewal agency with studying structured parking.  
Babitz asked whether that will come before the Planning Commission.  Nilsen responded he’s unsure.  
Nilsen suggested it could be included in the Planning Commission recommendation. 
 
Lassen suggested they focus on the 3 recommendations as a starting place. 
 
Strategy 2:  Adjust the parking requirement in the Central Business District from 1.5 spaces/residential 
unit to 1.25; and revise the commercial requirement to 1.5 spaces/1,000 square feet.  Ramey said she 
supports the recommendation and thinks it doesn’t go far enough.  Babitz agreed.  Powers asked if they 
could recommend the length of time for the interim measures.  Frost supports these recommendations 
and wants to think about a larger parking policy.  He’s concerned the interims may be disconnected 
from the bigger picture discussion.  Commissioners discussed the problem of burdening only a few 
developments with a parking requirement with a fee in-lieu and letting existing development off the 
hook.  Babitz suggested a Local Improvement District for everyone to pay their share of developing 
parking downtown in lieu of requiring parking or a fee in-lieu.  Lassen said she agrees but sees that this 
is a step in the right direction. 
 
Strategy 3:  The fee in-lieu rates – matching the rate to the code requirement.  Babitz said he’d 
recommend a lower rate but agrees with idea of lowering the rate.  Ramey is not a fan of in-lieu fees but 
there are some successful fee in-lieu programs that are structured differently. 
 
Irving asked for clarification about the parking study and why the recommendations don’t include 
recommendations for revising parking requirements in zone standards.  Babitz explained the City 
Council isn’t ready to make those changes. Nilsen added that the scope of the study is for the downtown 
not all zones in the city.  Additional work is needed to analyze broader parking standards.  Irving asked 
whether revising the standard was considered.  Nilsen explained that Strategy 2 is a revision to the 
parking standard in the Central Business District. Babitz said the Council fears elimination of the 
requirement altogether and is only comfortable with reducing the requirement at this time.  Irving 
suggested recommending a lower rate such as .75 spaces or .5 spaces per unit.  Babitz asked for specific 
examples of properties that would be affected.   
 
Commissioners discussed some broader recommendations and whether to include them.  Babitz 
suggested adding a general recommendation that is focused on the relationship between urban design 
and mobility.  Lassen suggested adding a recommendation that the interim strategies don’t go far 
enough and should take into account mobility and urban design.  There was discussion about a 
recommendation for a timeframe for the interim strategies. 
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Audience member Carmen Hacha commented that she is concerned that adding more 
recommendations will slow down the process at City Council. 
 
Babitz summarized the Planning Commission agrees on moving the three strategies forward to the 
council for approval and, in conjunction with this recommendation, the commission expresses that this 
is a good interim solution but further action is needed, preferably within two years.  As further 
discussions occur regarding mobility, the commission requests the opportunity to weigh in on the urban 
design issues that are at risk or at play. 
 
MOTION: 
 
The Commissioners agreed that this is a consensus motion and recommendation and no formal vote is 
needed.  
 
Audience member Robert Carnahan added he is surprised how complicated the conversation became. 
Since 2007, 50-60 people have toured his building and 5 times a sale has moved forward and then been 
withdrawn. Babitz responded that he doesn’t think the Council will object to the parking waiver for 
residential use in historic buildings. 
 
 
IV. ADJOURN 
 
Babitz adjourned the hearing at 7:52 p.m. 

 
 
                                              
Arthur Babitz, Chair                                                        Date 
 
 
                                              
Dustin Nilsen, Planning Director                        Date (Approved) 
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7/20/20 City of Hood River Planning Commission Meeting Notes  
Meeting held via Zoom Webinar 
 
Commissioners: Arthur Babitz, Erika Price, Megan Ramey, Sue Powers, Tina Lassen, Mark Frost, Bill Irving 

Staff: Planning Director Dustin Nilsen (DN), Associate Planner Jennifer Kaden (JBK), Senior Planner Kevin 

Liburdy (KL), Ami Santillan partial attendance, GIS Analyst Jonathan Skloven-Gill (JSG) 

Meeting went live:  5:32pm 

AB reminded participates the meeting is being recorded. 

AB call to order: 5:32pm, with explanation of meeting via Zoom video conference based on Governor’s 
order 
 

I. Call to Order 

II. Planning Director’s Update 
DN explained upcoming projects including legislative Transportation System Plan amendment based on 
Westside Plan with DKS Associates.  Also implementation of HB 2001, have RFQ out for code work and 
graphics, contractor to be selected within three weeks.  Depending upon case load, may need three 
hearings in August, using fifth Monday.  Sue Powers will be gone on fifth Monday in August. 
 
III. Public Hearing 
AB explained to meeting attendees that staff will assist when it’s time to present testimony. 
JSG explained there are at least three individuals who have indicated an interest in testifying. 

AB explained there are two hearings focused on relatively small pieces of code.  Similar elements in both 
cases but both with be reviewed on the record.  Propose dealing with hearings sequentially up to the 
point of closing the hearing – i.e. hear evidence and take testimony on 2020-04, close, then open and 
hearing evidence on take testimony on 2020-07, close, then deliberate on each hearing – but must avoid 
mixing testimony.  Commissioner Irving will be recusing himself because he’s an appellant.  Thoughts 
from commissioners?  MF, OK with proposed approach.  SP, not sure, will be hard to keep distinct but 
could be OK.  EP, OK with proposed approach but will be recusing from the Oak Street hearing as a 
neighbor.  MR, OK with AB’s proposal. TL, if we can avoid confusion, OK with approach, might be more 
efficient for audience. 
 
AB explained approach for reviewing both appeals again.  Appellents OK with approach? 

Bill Irving, OK with approach, codes are intermingled, worth talking about together. 

JSG gave permission to appellants to “speak” 

Gunnar Sacher, agree these are similar proposals and OK with approach. 

AB, no objection from appellants. 

DN: remainder of audience OK with AB’s approach?  Raise hand if object. 

AB:  no hands raised in audience, will proceed. Read hearing script. 
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AB:  described order of events for tonight. (5:47-5:48pm); continued with script.  Ask for questions from 

audience? No hands raised 

AB:  called for bias, conflict of interest, ex parte contact in regard to File No. 2020-04. 

SP:  No. 

TL:  None. 

MF:  None. 

EP:  Conflict of interest, am next door neighbor, will recuse from this hearing. 

BI:  Ex parte contact and conflict of interest as real estate representative for appellant, will recuse 

MR:  None. 

AB:  Was contacted by a neighbor who had concerns about nature of development.  We discussed and 

her issue was a question of design, probably not an appealable issue but could be considered if in 

Historic District.  That is all ex parte contact I’ve had. 

AB:  Any questions by commissioners of other commissioners?  None. 

AB:  Any questions by audience or challenges to participation.  Raise hand.  No challenges. 

AB:  Staff report please. 

A. FILE NO. 2020-04 – Sacher-Nicol THmP 

PROPOSAL: Appeal of a Director’s Decision to approve a Minor Partition to establish two townhouse 

lots for a two-unit Townhouse Project. The project features conversion of a Duplex, which is under 

construction, into a two-unit Townhouse Project. 

DN:  JBK will present staff report. 

JBK:  appellant makes argument first. 

AB:  is appellant prepared to testify?  Invite them in. 

AB:  Welcome Gunnar Sacher. 

Gunnar:  Thank you for opportunity.  Speaking for team including Ian Nicol and contractor Kor Harrison. 

AB:  Invite Ian and Kor in. 

Gunnar:  will explain issue.  May need some guidance on how to respond to staff’s memo.  Important to 
get interpretation for projections.  At issue is an architectural feature that is intended to break up and 
add depth to design.  It is composed of ordinary bay window with window sill, no floor area.  Believe 
city’s response is not in alignment with code as written, and contest conditions.  Subjective 
interpretations, inconsistent with previous interpretations.  Director’s decision may imply that no bay 
windows are permitted in setbacks even though there are examples.  Staff memo provides a good 
summary of issues.  Have specific feedback for statements in memo that we can address later. 
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AB:  do other members of appellant’s team want to speak? 

Kor Harrison:  there are a lot of projections around town in front yard setbacks that I’ve built. 

AB:  I will be clear where comments will be closed. 

JBK:  Shared computer screen with PC and audience.  Appeal of decision in 2020-04.  Decision approved 
application but there are objections to findings and conditions related to code provisions.  Provided 
presentation to address projections, setbacks and lot coverage.  Code provision allows projections in 
rear and side setbacks, up to three inches per foot.  Code has definition for “projection” which includes 
features “such as”, and that phrase is important.  Not limited to those features, and defines family of 
terms.  Staff used the “such as” to look at features with similar characteristics to those listed in 
definition such as cornices, decorative molding typically around edge of roof; eaves and gutters, 
functions of a roof; canopies and sunshades add covering; chimneys and flues.  Looked at common 
charactertics.  They’re linear, extend roof, exterior features, don’t add volume except for chimney or 
flue, they don’t extend wall plane, so those are characteristics we looked at.  Appellants argue staff 
interpretation is subjective.  Looked at window feature that evolved from cantilevered dining area, to 
bay window with floor area, to a bay window with sill.  Appellant explained tonight it doesn’t have floor 
area from floor to ceiling.  Has characteristics like a chimney so staff found it acceptable in a setback.  
Projections permitted in setbacks are a subset of features with similar characteristics.  Without a formal 
interpretation otherwise, needed to apply code using language in code for staff decision.  Code provides 
latitude with “such as.”  Decision found that window feature proposed was different from subset of 
listed projections because it extends wall plane.  There are no dimensional limits on length or width of 
projection.  Examples don’t add to building volume.  Provided illustration with window box feature, 
could be extended full width of façade, so where to draw the line?  The other issue is lot coverage, and 
the definition recently was updated.  This application was submitted under previously lot coverage 
standards, but decision unaffected by code change.  Code refers to “main building footprint” and 
includes examples of features that are to be counted.  Appellant argues window box is not similar to a 
bay window for this code provision.  And, if permitted as projection, appellant does not believe that 
should count toward lot coverage.  Code calls out chimneys are part of main building footprint, so 
included it in lot coverage calculation.  Appellant does not believe it should count toward coverage.  
Staff decision found window seat is useable space, it’s conditioned or heated, and it rests directly on the 
ground as it extends wall plane.  Staff had no dimensional limits and found it all would need to be 
included in coverage.  So, staff allowed vertical features in setback but lot coverage is a distinct code 
provision.  If it’s not similar to a chimney, it becomes less clear if it counts toward lot coverage.  
Questions from commissioners?  Appellant can rebut anything presented by staff. 
 

MF:  Is there anything that says that a chimney needs to have a hole in the top.  Chimney vs. chase? 
 
JBK:  Code is not more detailed that the terms that are used.  Staff looked at not whether the space is 
empty or used, just if it projects.  Appreciate applicants’ effort to provide architectural relief to facades, 
but that’s not how we determine if it’s allowed in a setback or counts toward coverage. 
 
AB:  questions from PC? 
 
TL:  Looking at illustrations in presentation.  Is there any limit on number or total square footage of 
projections? 
 
JBK:  No. 
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AB:  other questions? 
 
SP:  Does a projection have to have a function or can it just be a design feature?  Didn’t see it in the 
code, I’m asking about intent. 
 
JBK:  Don’t have legislative intent.  Provision for projections is allowed in side and rear setbacks in 
residential zones.  Have definition of projection and dimensional limitation of three inches per foot of 
setback. 
 
MF:  Is there an explicit discussion around bay windows? 
 
JBK:  It shows up under lot coverage provisions only. 
 
MF:  Portland city code has language but was curious about our code. 
 
JBK:  That’s part of why we’re here. 
 
AB:  If looking at Portland code, that’s ex parte contact.  What did you learn? 
 
MF:  Just pulled it up and Portland has limitations on size and area on bay windows. 
 
AB:  Hypothetical questions, how would they be considered?  If have wall and want to add gargoyle, is it 
a projection? 
 
DN:  Is it a gargoyle attached or freestanding?  Can you live inside it? 
 
AB:  Might just be glued to the side of the house.  How would you analyze? 
 
JBK:  Unlikely we would see that and it’s hard to answer hypotheticals.  Sounds like an ornament that 
may not be regulated. 
 
AB:  No limit on length?  Could have a 5-foot-long gargoyle? 
 
JBK:  will need to look at application. 
 
AB:  trying to see logic. 
 
JBK:  applied code to features that were proposed. 
 
AB:  Looking at element vs. features.  What a stamped concrete column attached to my brick building – 
is it a projection and included in lot coverage? 
 
DN:  would look at a pediment in category as on par with eve, cornice, awning, etc. 
 
AB:  Based on the “such as” language in the code? 
 
DN:  Yes.  For example, a pediment over a door would be a “such as.” 
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AB:  Is a chimney limited to 15 inches in depth? 
 
JBK:  No dimensional limit on width, but 15 inch limit on projection. 
 
AB:  Is conditioned space used in code? 
 
JBK:  No, tried to differentiate features proposed from features included in code.  That was a way to 
explain how they’re different. 
 
AB:  Staff spoke about evolution of this window element.  I tried to find Attachment A.5 or A.6 drawing, 
not sure which one it was.  What drawing was used to make decision? 
 
DN:  Don’t have a drawing associated with A.5 that’s noted in written narrative. 
 
AB:  But staff made a decision based on some set of drawings. 
 
JBK:  Prepared some exhibits for this. 
 
AB:  Is it A.5 or A.6?  A.5 in decision looks like a garage.  Can ask appellant to address. 
 
JBK:  A.5 is several pages in decision, you may be looking at floorplan.  A.3 in decision shows elevation 
drawing. 
 
AB:  pg. 3 of A.5 in 20-04 decision, third floor plan, window over kitchen sink? 
 
JBK:  Grey feature to side of that. 
 
AB:  Can wait for applicant to clarify? 
 
AB:  Any questions for staff before moving on? 
 
AB:  Do we have testimony in support of the appeal? 
 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 
JSG:  One hand is raised. 
 
Susan Froehlich:  in support of staff decision so can talk later. 
 
AB:  OK. 
 
JBK:  If Susan is testifying in support of director’s decision, this is the correct time. 
 
AB:  I made a mistake and should have taken testimony for appellant earlier. 
 
AB:  Susan, go ahead. 
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Susan Froehlich, own house down the street.  Surprised that it went from duplex to townhouse.  Have 
concerns but not sure how to go through them.  List them? 
 
AB:  list them. 
 
Susan:  is townhouse division complete?  One driveway, 12-feet wide, to access home existing on corner 
as well as two townhouses, seems tight.  People will need to park on 8th Street because no parking 
allowed on Oak Street.  Decision indicates there’s 20 feet of access on Oak St.  I guess that’s for 
emergency access, I don’t know.  Canopy in front, 12-foot and 12.5-foot setback but canopies are 2.5 
feet so that goes into setback in front and that should be changed a little bit.  It’s a huge building so 
keep the setbacks.  The height is 28 feet – if over 28 feet setback increases to 8 feet.  Keep the 
projections out or redo it.  The lot is 45.06% on one parcel and 45.18% on the other which exceed 
maximum.  Encourage builder and owner to reduce it a bit and not worry about bay windows.  I see 
construction continuing – who is going to make sure it is built correctly and what happens if not, will 
somebody take a Sawzall to it?  Support planning director’s decision. 
 
AB:  Are there questions that staff can respond to? 
 
JBK:  Very common for two-unit townhouses to start out as a duplex and for partition to be done during 
construction or after, and that’s what happening in this case.  This appeal is in regard to the land 
division.  It doesn’t change how it looks but conditions of approval affect a couple of things.  Code has a 
10-foot minimum setback from Oak Street and there is no provision for projections into that setback, so 
that is addressed with a condition of approval.  There also is a maximum percentage of lot coverage, it’s 
firm, and there are conditions addressing that too.  Calculation of lot coverage is subject to this appeal.  
Building height is not questioned in this decision, and is affected by slope on lot. 
 
AB:  Other questions? 
 
DN:  12-foot driveway is not an alley.  No direct access to Oak Street.  Code requires access from lowest 
classification of street, and shared access points, which limits impacts to on-street parking.  Final plat 
includes a survey so, if there is an error, the plat won’t be recorded.  Have example of duplex that was 
not divided because could not meet lot coverage. 
 
AB:  Other testimony? 
 
Bill Irving:  Not sure if support one position or another so this is for commission.  17.04.120(A.2) 
addresses main building footprint includes bay windows with floor area.  If code contemplates bay 
window with floor area, then it excludes way windows without floor area.  So, a bay window without 
floor area should not be included in lot coverage. 
 
AB:  Other testimony, for, against or neutral?  Raise hands. 
 
Reed Simpson:  Audio broken.  The only thing being contested is bay windows. 
 
JSG:  provided phone number, meeting ID and password to participate via phone. 
 
AB:  Reed, is your phone connected too?  Can you speak via phone only? 
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Reed Simpson:  Support staff findings.  Of all the findings the only being appealed is bump outs.  I’m an 
adjacent owner.  Staff has done a good job.  It should be adjusted.  Listen to Jennifer.  This is the first 
time I’ve testified. 
 
Deanne Woodring:  Own 815 Oak St. and 824 State St.  Neutral party.  Concern is with division of lots to 
25’x100’.  Want to make commission aware that owners can tear down historic homes and replace them 
with modern designs.  This will change dynamic of Hood River. 
 
AB:  Any other testimony on 2020-04?  None. 
 
AB:  Move on in agenda, rebuttal by the appellant? 
 
Gunnar Sacher:  Comments to presentation and memo.  Reason we’re here is not to debate the project 
but to debate two conditions of approval.  Focusing on two features.  Page 6 of appeal memo includes 
drawing addressing design, Attachment A.1. 
 
JBK:  He’s referring to appeal application materials 
 
AB.  OK. 
 
Gunnar Sacher:  This is the design we’re debating.  A bay window without extension over floor, and a 
vertical chase feature.  With regard to projection and bay window, the difficulty is that examples are 
given but they’re not exhaustive.  Director trying to make decision by matching design to code language.  
There will be gaps.  Not sure of intent of code.  There has to be some flexibility with interpretation of 
code.  Code does not call out every architectural feature.  Regarding conditioned space argument, if that 
terminology helps clarify certain features, then that should be added to the code.  But, it’s not part of 
code and should not be used to make interpretation.  Jennifer gave great examples of features that are 
not reflected in code.  Recommend improving code to make decisions easier in the future.  There may 
not evidence of formal interpretations but there is plenty of evidence in the neighborhood of approval 
of designs that we’re asking for including project we did on Sherman where a bay window with floor 
space was approved.  Memo says it was an unintended error.  Analogy of chimney or flue is not 
understood.  If not called out by code, we go to dictionary.  We’re not proposing a chimney or flue.  
With regard to lot coverage, should update code.  This is not a bay window with a window seat.  It is a 
bay window with a window sill as explained in writing.  A window sill at 42 inches tall is not a seat.  With 
regard to analogy to chimney is not acceptable.  Analogous indicates similarity.  There is no similarly in 
function, maybe in design.  How have similar features been approved?  We agree there is room for 
interpretation.  We don’t understand timing of discussion but agree code is not clear.  Do Ian or Kor 
want to add anything? 
 
Ian Nicol:  Adding to Mark Frost’s comment on Portland’s code.  The proposed projections are less than 
14% of the side of the building, so we’re not abusing an architectural form.  Purpose is to break things 
up so it’s not a box.  Commission will do great injustice if features are not allowed.  Flat sides will be 
used maximize interior space. 
 
AB:  Kor? 
 
Kor Harrison:  from perspective of builder, code is confusing.  Change code to avoid having these 
conversations with every home that is built. 
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AB:  Do commissioners have questions for appellants? 
 
SP:  For Ian, what’s the purpose of the bump out?  Is there a benefit to the interior? 
Ian Nicol:  Original design had projection with floor space because that’s been approved in the past.  So 
we removed portion of the floor.  Used floor space to support engineering.  Purpose is to break up 
façade so it’s not boring.  Changed material on side to help break it up. 
 
Gunnar:  Responding to Sue, we went through several design iterations.  What do we need to do to 
create a code that allows for interpretation. 
 
AB:  Measured 42 inches, which goes to my shoulder when I’m sitting in my chair. 
 
AB:  Any other commissioner questions? 
 
TL:  How deep is this window? 
 
Gunnar:  Within setback allowance of 15 inches. 
 
TL:  15 inches? 
 
Gunnar:  Yes. 
 
AB:  Other questions?  None. 
 
AB:  That was rebuttal by appellant.  Closing comments from staff? 
 
JBK:  Window feature was a moving target.  Changed from cantilevered floor area adjacent to dining 
area to what we have now.  Did not have height of window sill until now.  Decision doesn’t address 
whether it will be allowed with respect to lot coverage because decision required it to be changed.  Lot 
coverage provisions specifically call out features with floor area, as well as features that rest directly or 
indirectly on the ground.  It was difficult to determine what this feature was but that was moot with 
condition calling for it to be eliminated.  Appellant argues vertical feature is not similar to a chimney.  If 
commission agrees, staff will need direction for future decisions.  Staff looked to characteristics to 
determine if features should be considered projections.  There has been testimony tonight to look at the 
function of the feature. 
 
DN:  In response to questions about what has been permitted in the past, there have been a variety of 
decisions that have been made.  This case is putting certain features under a microscope, calling 
attention to issues in the code.  We’ve tried to explain how we arrived at the decision by showing our 
work, using dictionary, etc.  Can agree that proposed feature improves aesthetic but need to be able to 
explain how these features will be viewed in the future.  When administered by staff, need to use code 
carefully. 
 
AB:  questions by commissioners for staff on those final comments?  None. 
 
AB:  term “indirectly on the ground” in lot coverage.  Can staff provide explanation?  How is that 
interpreted? 
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JBK:  Directly on ground has foundation on ground.  Indirectly means it may not have foundation but it’s 
integral to the building. 
 
AB:  The roof or cornice wouldn’t be considered “indirectly on the ground.” 
 
JBK:  Correct. 
 
DN:  Indirectly on the ground includes cantilevers such as a second floor or deck/ 
 
AB:  Understood, code provides examples but looking for other references. 
 
JBK:  Not familiar with any other references to “indirectly on the ground” in the code. 
 
AB:  Asked for final comments. 
 
Ian Nicol:  We given approval with bay window and floor space in a building permit but did not pick up 
that permit.  Had exhaustive meetings with JBK and DN.  Have been trying to resolve requirements that 
are changing.  Not sure how to react to City’s process.  It’s a financial burden. 
Gunnar:  We did not want to make this point but putting project under microscope has taken time.  
Something needs to be change for developers and builders.  Putting contractors on furlough impacts 
people.  If code needs to be tightened, do that separately and interpret future projects with that code.  
If staff decision is approved, won’t have bay windows in setbacks in the future.  
 
AB:  Any other testimony?  None.  Public testimony portion of the hearing is now closed.  Is commission 
still OK moving into the next hearing? 
 
TL:  Have been at this for two hours.  Should deliberate this hearing now or continue to another night.   
 
AB:  How much time will next presentation take? 
 
JBK:  Not sure but it will be shorter. 
 
AB:  2020-04 is now recessed.  Can we bring in Bill Irving to talk about how much time we’ll need for 
next hearing? 
 
Bill Irving:  The appeals go at same portion of the code.  I have a couple of visuals and five or ten issues 
to consider that I want commission to consider as they evaluate both appeals.  Maybe 15-20 minutes? 
 
AB:  Erika? Can proceed with deliberation on 20-04, or could open testimony on 20-07.  Commission 
preference? 
 
MR:  Would prefer to see Bill’s plans. 
 
SP:  OK to look at Irving’s appeal. 
 
MF:  OK to go to next project, but it includes a height issue too. 
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TL:  Appellant has been waiting months.  Would stay with current appeal. 
 
AB:  Erika? 
 
Erika Price:  Getting audio on phone.  Was kicked out of meeting.  Frustrating to get back in.  Where are 
we? 
 
AB:  Recess on 20-04.  Should we take testimony on 20-07 before deliberating on 20-04? 
 
EP:  Open 20-07. 
 
AB:  Have majority in favor of opening 20-07. 
 
B. FILE NO. 2020-07 – Irving THmP 
PROPOSAL: Appeal of a Director’s Decision to approve a Minor Partition to establish two townhouse 
lots for a two-unit Townhouse Project. No building permit has been issued. 
 
AB:  No new people on call so won’t go through script again.  Appellant’s statement? 
 
BI:  Appealing condition of decision related to architectural feature that’s similar to a bay window.  Can I 
share a screen? 
 
JSG:  Yes. 
 
BI:  Presented screen. 
 
AB:  Irving’s screen is shown. 
 
BI:  Showed side three-dimension of image of building and pointed to bump outs, one of which was 
approved extending 15 inches into setback, but second feature with window and kitchen sink is 
addressed in a condition to become compliant with code or be removed.  Tonight’s discussion has 
included confusing statements from staff.  Have been on commission a long time and have been 
applicant including for projects on State Street on Sherman Ave. that were reviewed through PUD 
process.  Staff stated that these features were approved erroneously but that’s an incorrect.  My biggest 
issue is that staff are writing code without legislative process.  How can they interpret similarities of 
architectural features?  Take exception to some language in the staff memo.  Comparison of chimney to 
extension of wall plane is inconsistent.  Similar volume and visual characteristics?  See chimney and 
kitchen sink bumpouts.  Unclear how to go forward based on staff’s interpretations.  How could it be 
approved 10 years ago but not now?  Each listed architectural feature listed in the code has function. 
 
AB:  Commissioners have questions for Bill? 
 
BI:  AB asked if there is other code we can use for guidance.  17.16.040 (9) calls out elements used to 
break up façade.  The PUD code also lists sample architectural features and one is façade articulation 
and another is bay windows. 
 
AB:  Made procedural error.  Need to ask for ex parte, bias conflict. 
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SP:  None. 
TL:  None. 
MF:  None. 
EP:  None. 
MR:  None. 
AB: None. 
 
AB:  Any questions or challenges of commissioners?  None by public or by commissioners. 
 
AB:  Erika, you can proceed with questions that appellant can respond to. 
 
EP:  Will hold off for and provide comments. 
 
AB:  Any questions for Bill?  None. 
 
AB:  Testimony in agreement with appeal?  None. 
 
AB:  Staff report? 
 
JBK:  Sharing screening.  Won’t go through entire powerpoint in detail in interest of time.  This appeal is 
different than previous in that there is one code provision being appealed for projections.  Can 
projections include conditioned space and is proposed cantilevered kitchen allowed in the setback?  
Applicant brought up previous decisions done through PUD or Conditional Use.  Those decisions 
required public hearing and, to the extent that cantilevered projections were approved, those are 
different review processes than staff level.  What was referred to as an error with previous decision to 
allow features in setbacks, I don’t recall any analysis in those hearings.  Errors were in the context of 
ministerial decisions, in some cases with elements not being depicted on a site plans.  Those are 
unintentional error.  Every day staff sees projects pushing the limits of setbacks, lot coverage and height.  
Discussed chimney features in powerpoint, and the report explains that chimneys are potentially limited 
exception to including volume.  Projections are only used to specify which features can be a setback.  
There is nothing to limit a builder or developer to adding architectural features that are outside of 
setbacks.  Illustration with chimney and cantilevered kitchen from exterior is easier to distinguish when 
looking at floorplan.  Chimney is permitted to encroach.  Cantilevered kitchen is not listed as a permitted 
projection.  Staff prepared illustration to ask commission where to draw a line in terms of with and 
height to avoid an entire façade wall projecting into a setback and decreasing separation from other 
structures.  No question about lot coverage in this appeal.  There was question about building height but 
it’s not disputed in this hearing.  This is a denovo hearing. 
 
AB:  Commissioners have questions for JBK? None. 
 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 
AB:  Bill will be able to rebut.  Any testimony from public in agreement with staff decision? 
 
Susan Froehlich:  In favor of director’s opinion.  Where do you stop?  Setbacks are there for a reason. 
Reed Simpson:  This not an interpretation on the fly.  I had no problem interpreting code in a manner 
consistent with staff.  I’m being affected. 
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AB:  Anyone else in audience? 
 
Deane Woodring:  Support staff opinion.  Stop setbacks from getting pushed too far. 
 
AB:  Anyone else?  None. 
 
AB:  Appellant’s rebuttal? 
 
BI:  Don’t agree with staff’s logic.  Need to clarify code.  Can’t understand what would qualify as a 
projection right now.  If commission can get to consensus, that would help.  References by staff of 
conditioned space is a red herring.  It’s not in the code so it should not be used for interpretation. 
 
AB:  Any other testimony neither for nor against?  None. 
 
AB:  Final staff comments? 
 
JBK:  Reed owns property next door.  Regarding comments about writing code.  Staff, when faced with 
it, looks at plain language of code.  Question isn’t about whether staff likes the code or wants it to say 
something.  Code is clear what is allowed as projections in setbacks, and includes phrase “such as” 
meaning other similar items can be included and that’s how code has been implemented.  Apologize for 
using “conditioned space.”  Wasn’t intended to be a yardstick, just a similarity among features. 
 
AB:  Is Reed on Oak Street? 
 
JBK:  He is on Sherman Ave., next door, and submitted comments for this file 20-07. 
 
AB:  Did somebody else testify for Oak Street? 
 
JBK:  Mr. Simpson did, perhaps mistaking the item for this one. 
 
DN:  Mr. Simpson is at 209 Sherman.  Staff presented code as it reads and have tried to explain what 
something “such as” might include.  Regardless of how I feel about the code, we’re just looking at the 
code.  This is not being reviewed as a Conditional Use, it was reviewed by staff at the building permit 
level and as such must be reviewed narrowly.  Whether or not decisions were made by staff 
erroneously, those decisions weren’t in front of the commission. 
 
AB:  Questions by commissioners for staff? 
 
AB:  Appellant rebuttal?  You have the burden of proof. 
 
BI:  Go back to the code reference for architectural features for projections and chimney is allowed.  I 
showed a very similar architectural feature and it could fall under the “such as” language.  Looked at 
other parts of code for guidance, in PUD, where intent was to break up facades.  That’s what this feature 
does.  So I think there’s a way to find it’s similar to a chimney. 
 
AB:  Closing public hearing for 20-07.  Recessing 20-07.  Does commission want a break before 
deliberation or continue to date certain?  At a minimum need a two minute break. 
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SP:  OK with two-minute break. 
 
AB:  Will return in two minutes. 8:29pm return from recess. 
DELIBERATION: File No. 2020-04 
 
AB:  Resuming hearing on File No. 20-04; Erika Price will not participate in deliberation who recused 
herself. 
 
EP:  Recognizing cases are similar, can we be deliberate on that question for both applications? 
 
AB:  No legal procedure to do two applications at the same time.  We are now deliberating on 20-04. 
 
MF:  Appreciate intent to break up façade but also considering intent of setbacks including fire safety, 
and vegetation.  Can appreciate staff’s comments that, as well build to the limits, these issues are being 
exacerbated.  Drew diagram and if two adjacent properties had same projections would have 7.5 feet 
between buildings, not maintain fire clearance.  I started by considering why we have setbacks.  The 
second issue about what is a projection and what is not, the code lists cornices, eaves, etc. which are 
thin elements that don’t have mass or volume and that seems different than chimneys, so examples 
seem clear.  “Such as” might allow gargoyles rather than a large bay window.  Breaking up facades is 
great work but have an issue with setbacks. 
 
SP:  Agree on purpose of setback.  Read definition of projection, it enhances outside but not inside of 
building.  I have a problem with a projection enhancing inside. 
 
TL:  Sympathize that City has not been consistent.  Can just look to code and hope for consistency going 
forward.  Will echo Mark.  Concerned with projection creep as a way to add more space.  Build within 
setbacks and it will be easier.  Won’t be able to create definitions to satisfy everyone.  Should clarify 
definitions, not inclined to keep pushing the envelope but letting this go.  Can’t agree that these 
windows are needed.  Fire separation is a concern. 
 
MR:  What would the permissible alternative be to have an architecturally interesting façade.  Would 
building need to shrink? 
 
SP:  Building could be smaller, or a different window treatment that doesn’t protrude. 
 
TL:  If want a window to stick out, design it to meet setback.  My neighbor’s have projection that goes 
right to property line.  Snow fell off our roof and damaged their home.  Need setbacks for safety 
reasons. 
 
AB:  Staff in difficult position because code is broken.  Code allows certain classes of features but it 
doesn’t explain what factors should be used to judge what else might be OK.  There are legislative issues 
to be addressed but not relevant to interpretation.  In this case, applicant designed to meet code.  Staff 
came up with logic to administer code.  But that’s not what the code says.  Staff are legislating because 
they’re forced to.  If code is ambiguous, code should be interpreted in favor of applicant.  Applicant’s 
shouldn’t have to guess how code will be interpreted.  Code is broken.  Applicant made reasonable 
argument.  Tell staff to fix code. 
 
MR:  Ambiguity penalizes applicant. 
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AB:  Anyone else? 
 
SP:  Is objective not for commission to help interpret code?  Agree with some of Arthur’s concerns but 
trying to interpret code. 
 
AB:  Code is supposed to be clear and objective.  It looks like we agree that it’s not.  So, how to balance 
this?  Would like to see setback respected, but not supposed to be exercising discretion.  Bad code is our 
fault, not applicant’s. 
 
TL:  There’s always going to be some discretion with architectural elements.  Should we have code for 
gargoyles?  Staff explained what they have to work with and what they did, and I think they did a good 
job of interpreting. 
 
AB:  Code should say architectural features should be permitted to encroach for some reason, and then 
provide examples.   
 
TL:  Could debate definition of bay window.  Design always will be discretionary. 
 
AB:  Then all design should go to commission for review. 
 
MF:  If update code to remove “such as”, then remaining elements are similar.  Timing of updating code 
is unclear. 
 
AB:  Law requires application to be consistent with code that’s in place at the time the application is 
submitted. 
 
AB:  Responding to hand in audience, cannot take further testimony, commission is in deliberation. 
 
AB:  Does the appeal have merit?  Looks like 3-2 to uphold director’s decision.  Should we have further 
discussion?  How sure are each of you in your position?  Have we deliberated enough? 
 
MF:  List of projections differ from a bay window.  It seems like a clear distinction. 
 
AB:  Conclusion is based on a common characteristic? 
 
MF:  A thin protrusion vs. a wall.  
 
SP:  Agree with Mark. 
 
TL:  I don’t think denying this appeal prevents buildings from going forward.  The window doesn’t get 
bumped out.  Who knows when we’ll get to a code update.  Inclined to go with staff’s decision. 
 
AB:  I disagree but don’t disagree with goal.  Motion? 
 
MOTION 
SP:  Moved to reject the appeal and accept planning director’s decision. 
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TL:  Second motion. 
 
AB:  Restated motion.  Further discussion?  None. 
 
AB:  In favor?  TL, MF, SP. 
AB:  Opposed?  MR, AB. 
AB:  Motion passes 3-2. 
AB:  Going now back to File 20-07. 
 
DELIBERATION: File No. 2020-07 
 
AB:  Erika now allowed to participate.  We’re in deliberation on 20-07.  Opening statement?  
Differences? 
 
EP:  In regard to projection, they are exterior elements, not occupiable interior space.  This application 
pushes kitchen into setback.  Staff noted that site plans often don’t depict all elements.  Intent of code is 
to not have interior space in the setback. 
 
AB:  Others?  Response to concept of pushing out interior space. 
 
SP:  Projection goes on outside and is not meant to extend the inside. 
 
MF:  Agree with Erika that bumping out kitchen is not acceptable.  Proposal extends roof and floor into 
setback.  Inconsistent with reason for setbacks. 
 
TL:  Agree with Mark, it pushes the definition of what a projection is intended for beyond the intent of a 
projection. 
 
MR:  Ambiguity in code penalizes developers and the artform of architecture. 
 
AB:  Agree with Erika that projecting interior space outward is a problem.  Commonality of elements are 
architectural.  In this case this is considerably beyond ornamental.  Line has been blurred to a point 
where I’m uncomfortable.  Looking at list of “such as” elements, I don’t see them in this case.   
 
EP:  Difference between element of decoration versus extending wall plane.   
 
AB:  Is thickness or thinness of element relevant. 
 
MF:  If inside of house is burning and wall is pushed out 15 inches and neighbor does the same, what 
happens when pushing spaces closer together. 
 
EP:  Fire rating of walls is. 
 
AB:  Is a chimney different? 
 
EP:  It’s not occupiable and usually constructed for fire rating. 
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AB:  Two chimneys next to each other versus to bay windows, same problem?  Question is about what 
does the code allow?  Expanding volume of interior is a problem. 
 
AB:  Motion? 
 
MOTION 
MF:  Moved to accept director’s decision and reject the appeal on 2020-07. 
EP:  Seconded the motion. 
 
AB:  Repeated motion.  Any discussion?  I have a question.  Director’s decision was that the kitchen 
bump out is rejected, the other bump out is legal.  Agree? 
 
SP:  The other projection is a fireplace and chimney and is allowed as a projection. 
 
AB:  I’m OK with it as an architectural feature. 
 
AB:  Any other comments? 
 
AB:  In favor?  MF, SP, TL, EP. 
AB:  Opposed?  MR 
AB:  Chair votes aye, motion passes 5-1. 
 
AB: Return to regular meeting.  Nothing else on agenda.  Adjourned. 

 
IV. Adjourn 
AB meeting adjourned at 9:14 pm 
 
 
 
                                              
Chair                                                      Date 
 
 
                                              
Dustin Nilsen, Planning Director                        Date (Approved) 
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9/08/2020 (Tuesday) City of Hood River Planning Commission Meeting Notes 
Meeting held via Zoom Webinar 
 

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

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

Staff:  Planning Director Dustin Nilsen (DN), Associate Planner Jennifer Kaden (JBK), Senior Planner Kevin 

Liburdy (KL) 

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.   



 

N:\Planning\Planning Commission\PC Minutes\PC Minutes 2020\PC 2020-09-08 meeting notes - draft.docx  p. 2 

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

MF second. 

AB discussion?  None. 

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. 
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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? 

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 
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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. 

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. 
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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.  

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         via Zoom Videoconference 
Planning Commission          5:30 p.m.     
Public Hearing                                        
January 19, 2021                                                     
 

MINUTES 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER:  Chair Mark Frost called the meeting to order at 5:31 p.m. 
 

PRESENT: Commissioners Mark Frost (chair), Tina Lassen, Megan Ramey (at 6:15), Bill Irving, Erika 
Price, Amy Schlappi 

 
ABSENT: Sue Powers 

 
STAFF: Planning Director Dustin Nilsen, Senior Planner Kevin Liburdy, Associate Planner Jennifer 
Kaden 

 
II.   PLANNING DIRECTOR’S UPDATE: 

Planning Director Dustin Nilsen did not have an update other than the agenda items. 
 
III.  TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN AMENDMENT (File No. 2020-25) – Staff update 

Senior Planner Kevin Liburdy provided an update on the status of the city’s TSP Amendment project.  
Planning staff is preparing amendments including new cross-sections, revisions to project costs, 
updated traffic modeling, and updated maps to amend the 2011 TSP.  Liburdy recalled public 
hearings during the WACP related to streets & transit, bike/ped, and parks and open space that led 
to PC recommendations to the City Council.  Those recommendations were used to develop a scope 
of work for the amendment underway.  We are aiming for March 1 for the first public hearing on the 
proposed revisions.  The scope includes the addition of a neighborhood collector street, adding and 
revising projects costs for streets and bike/ped projects, updating functional classification map, 
updating the financially constrained project lists.  The project anticipates additional public feedback 
via the city website in addition to the public hearing.  Liburdy anticipates additional feedback from 
City Council after an upcoming work session. 
 
Frost asked the scope of the March 1 PC meeting.  Liburdy responded that previous hearings were 
focused on the Westside Area Concept Plan report.  This hearing will be narrower in scope – focused 
on the TSP amendments.  Liburdy hopes to provide drafts at least one week ahead of the hearing. 
 
Nilsen added that public outreach includes a work session at City Council. 

 
IV. PUBLIC HEARING: 

FILE NO. 2020-37 
PROPOSAL:  Middle Housing Code Updates 
APPLICANT:  City of Hood River 

 
STAFF REPORT:  Nilsen shared a power point presentation.  Nilsen recapped middle housing in general 
and Planning Commission’s work on the issue in recent meetings.  Draft proposed code includes 7 
sections – definitions, purpose, applicability, relationship to other code, exceptions, land division, and 
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development standards.  Nilsen clarified that the prototypes provided from consultants is not draft code 
– they are intended to help shape the code. 
 
Commissioner Tina Lassen asked a question about the parameters and level of prescription.  Nilsen 
explained the code will provide the sidebars or parameters as a working toolkit to design from.  
Illustrations aren’t exhaustive to what is possible. 
 
Nilsen provided an overview of the draft code sections. He explained the proposed definitions are 
needed to provide clear & objective standards.  He explained that the applicability section is intended to 
make clear that the middle housing uses are subject to the standards of the new section and building 
permit – not land use review or other zone standards.  For example, the proposed building height and 
floor area standards are unique to these housing types.  If partition is proposed, it will need to be 
reviewed concurrently with a building permit. Nilsen described some aspects similar to PUD standards – 
such as CCRs. 
 
Commissioner Irving asked a question about CCRs – are they applicable to all middle housing projects.  
Nilsen – if there are common elements, yes. 
 
Nilsen continued with an overview of development standards.  The cap on the number of units is related 
to how these applications will be reviewed – as ministerial permits not subject to public hearing or 
public notice. This code is intended to be applicable to small size developments, not large-scale.  Irving 
asked a question about the typical base lot size; Nilsen explained it is information for discussion 
purposes. 
 
Nilsen summarized the allowable middle housing types:  two dwelling unit configurations, three dwelling 
unit configurations, cottage housing.  Setbacks are generally the same as the underlying zone setbacks.  
Lot coverage is addressed in development tables.  Some current land division standards are included in 
the draft middle housing code such as block length. The provisions include one on-site/off-street parking 
space in the side or rear and limit the width of driveways or curb cuts.  The provisions also encourage 
low-impact development (LID); require 30 percent open space (Nilsen noted a discussion item is 
whether to allow inclusion of wetlands or steep slopes in open space); street tree and basic landscape 
requirements; dwelling unit size maximums; building height. 
 
Irving asked a question about the building height examples.  Nilsen said some of the examples are in the 
packet, some were added after preparation of the packet.  Irving asked a clarifying question about 
differences between the proposed height provisions in this section from current code. 
 
Nilsen continued his presentation summarizing required architectural elements; front porches 
 
Commissioner Price suggested the trim requirement is outdated - contemporary architecture does not 
always include trim but can be done well. 
 
Nilsen continued to explained the permitted obstructions section; fences;  
 
Commissioner Ramey asked for an example of an existing home that could eligible for middle housing 
infill.  Nilsen said the intent is to allow the opportunity even where there are larger existing homes – 
such as a long Belmont where there are smaller older homes on large lots. 
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Lassen asked if some elements reflect staff or Council input. Nilsen said some element are from PC 
discussion, some staff recommendation, some Council input, and some input from the development 
community. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
 
Heather Staten, Thrive Hood River:  Staten asked question about the development table and lot 
coverage.  Nilsen explained in was in the December 21st packet.  Staten provided a cautionary tale of 
making the code too cumbersome that developers don’t built the desired units.  She advocated taking 
the time and doing the analysis necessary to ensure middle housing units are constructed. The unit size 
might be problematic, the code is missing a 4-plex option.  EcoNW could provide analysis. Marketability 
and ensuring the development types pencil out is important. 
 
Mike Ketler, Integrity Building (IBC):  Ketler echoed Staten’s comments and suggested an incentive for 
builders to develop middle housing such as utility fees. And perhaps lot coverage. 
 
Nancy Roach – 2 Eugene St.  Roach referred to comments submitted by her husband Greg Crafts.  She 
favors well-intended regulation but also supports a reality test and economic viability that was 
suggested by Staten and Ketler. Roach suggested that Crafts and Mike Kitts develop a test prototype. 
 
Frost asked for additional testimony.  There was none. 
 
COMMISSION DELIBERATION: 
Frost asked for specific points that need discussion. Items include environmentally restricted land in 
open space, dwelling unit size, and building height. 
 
Irving asked that there is a complete packet for the next discussion with page numbers.  He also 
summarized some of the issues he has comments about.  Irving supported idea of counting wetlands or 
steep slopes in the open space.  He said lot coverage is a continual challenge currently.  Generally Irving 
supports a more general discussion on building height rather than inserting something new and that a 
consistent standard will be less confusing.  On dwelling unit size, Irving is unclear on some of the 
standards but thinks a 600 s.f. footprint is not economically viable.  Might want to consider whether 
we’re serving owners or renters or both. 
 
Lassen suggested input from all commissioners on open space first.  Lassen agreed wetlands and steep 
slopes can be considered open space.  She also questioned common open space in middle housing.  
Something has to give and she thinks people will prioritize private space version communal open space. 
 
Nilsen said there is a 30% open space requirement but not a specific amount for communal open space.  
Lassen noted 100 s.f. for each unit of open space. 
 
Irving asked how the access diagram addresses open space.  Nilsen explained the open space standard 
applies to the whole site, not individual units. 
 
Ramey favors requiring a minimum level of green space and not specifying whether it’s common or not. 
 
Commissioner Schlappi supports allowing wetlands as open space; she favors useful open space.  She 
asked the purpose of the space? Is it for picnics or active recreation?  Commissioner Price suggested 
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some of the purpose is to provide light and not to cover the entire lot.  She agreed with the idea of not 
prescribing whether the open space is common.  Frost agrees with including wetlands & steep slopes in 
open space and with not prescribing how it’s used.   
 
Irving summarized consensus about not prescribing common vs private open space; consensus for some 
kind of open space requirement.  He suggested 30% is arbitrary and recommends further analysis.  
Nilsen said the prototypes all meet the 30% requirement; some provide more. 
 
Lassen asked about a maximum area for driveways and parking. Nilsen said it’s counted in lot coverage.  
Nilsen clarified some elements that count toward lot coverage but not toward open space.  Irving 
suggested combining open space and lot coverage standards into one.  Irving asked whether the open 
space would be restricted by easement or a plat.  Price asked about how pervious and impervious 
surfaces factor into this.  Irving suggested it will be challenging to enforce both over time. 
 
Lassen suggested separating housing from parking/driveway; goal is to get more housing.  Lassen 
prefers leaving parking to the market.  Frost views this as the portions of lot that is built environment vs. 
natural or green.  Price supports a lot coverage standard to ensure some portion of the site is not 
developed.  Commissioners continued discussion about open space and lot coverage.  Consensus was 
for simplification – regulate lot coverage or open space, not both (Bill advocated lot coverage, Lassen & 
Ramey & Price favored open space); and to allow for inclusion of wetlands/steep slopes in open space. 
 
[7:39 p.m.] Commissioners moved onto discussion of unit sizes.  Nilsen noted the size maximums with or 
without garages and the building height limit.  He explained the relationship between building height 
and fire code.  One goal is to achieve more (relatively) affordable units.  Scalability, density, affordability 
are some factors in the size limits.   
 
Ramey said she isn’t concerned about height; she’s concerned about affordability.  Price added that the 
land cost is a big factor for affordability.  Irving said it’s an issue of supply & demand – we need to figure 
out how to put more units on each lot.  Nilsen explained the provisions provide a 100% density increase 
in R-1; 50% increase in number of units in R-2 & R-3.  Price suggested taller units on corner lots – in 
areas where fire access isn’t an issue.  Nilsen said mandated increased density on corner lots is common.  
Lassen agreed the economic question is more important that unit size specificity and agreed input from 
developers is important.  Frost likes idea of more smaller size units and noted there are many appeal 
factors of smaller homes.  Irving suggested incentives will be key. Lassen worries that these will become 
second homes.  Ramey suggested we should consider inclusionary zoning with income restrictions.  
Frost noted that the PC can discuss the development standards; the Council can discuss policy questions 
such as inclusionary zoning.  Nilsen asked whether there is interest in 1 unit/1,250 s.f. of site area in R-3 
(instead of 1 per 1,500 s.f.)?  There was general support.  Irving suggested to get more units on a lot, we 
shouldn’t lower the building height. 
 
Nilsen asked about a ceiling on the size.  Frost worries if there isn’t a ceiling that we’ll end up with 
maxed out units that are out of character with the surrounding neighborhood. Irving suggested 
consideration of a floor area ratio that increases with the number of units.  There needs to be incentive 
to building smaller size units. 
 
Nilsen said he’d work on some revisions and touch base with some developers.  Lassen asked for 
explanation of why ADUs are not permitted.  Nilsen explained these are small units – a smaller unit will 
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just count as another unit in these scenarios.  Lassen doesn’t want to curb ADUs unnecessarily. Several 
commissioners expressed support for allowing ADUs and wanted further discussion. 
 
Irving asked for some clarification about process & next steps.  Nilsen said the PC should continue the 
item to a date certain.  Irving asked for an outline of issues to discuss next time and a summary of 
comments to date. Nilsen will bring back refinements. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Irving moved to continue the hearing on File No. 2020-37 to February 1, 2021.  
Commissioner Lassen seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
V. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Commissioner Schlappi moved to approve the minutes of January 4, 2021.  Price seconded.  Motion as 
amended passed unanimously. 
 
V. ADJOURN 
 
Frost adjourned the meeting at 8:25 p.m. 

 
 
                                              
Mark Frost, Chair                                                      Date 
 
 
                                              
Dustin Nilsen, Planning Director                        Date (Approved) 
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