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1. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Jon Gustafson called the Planning Commission meeting to order on Monday, April 2, 
2012 at 6:35 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 380 A Avenue. 

 
2. ROLL CALL 

Members present included Chair Jon Gustafson and Commissioners Julia Glisson, Jim 
Johnson and Todd Prager.  Vice Chair Puja Bhutani and Commissioner Bill Gaar were 
excused.  Council Liaison Sally Moncrieff was also present. 

 
Staff present were Debra Andreades, Senior Planner; Dennis Egner, Assistant Planning 
Director (partial meeting); Johanna Hastay, Associate Planner; Anthony Hooper, Management 
Analyst; Susan Millhauser, Sustainability Coordinator; Erica Rooney, Assistant City Engineer; 
Sarah Selden, Neighborhood Planner; Sidaro Sin, Development Project Manager, Economic & 
Capital Development Department; Laura Weigel, Associate Planner; Evan Boone, Deputy City 
Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 
Joshua Skov, Good Company and Rick Williams, Rick Williams Consulting were also present. 

 

3. CITIZEN COMMENT 

None. 
 

4. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Councilor Sally Moncrieff reported the City Council had heard a sustainability update; a 
greenhouse gas update; and had heard about Metro’s Climate Smart Communities project.  
She indicated that the Council was looking at prioritizing and funding capital facilities.  She 
shared with the Commission that she had gone to the National League of Cities Conference in 
Washington D.C. where she attended a seminar on making great places by integrating 
housing, transportation and sustainability.  Councilor Moncrieff reported that at the next 
meeting the Council was going to consider parks rules and they would receive a written update 
related to whether the City could comply with state resource protection requirements while 
being less restrictive on private properties. 
 

5.  MINUTES 

Consideration of the Minutes of February 13, 2012 was postponed. 
 

6.  PRESENTATION 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory (PP 12-0001).  A presentation on results of the 
community greenhouse gas emissions inventory.  Inventory results and potential energy and 
climate action strategies provide baseline information and strategies for consideration as part 
of the Comprehensive Plan update. 
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Ms. Millhauser explained that the Sustainability Advisory Board had initially suggested the 
project to measure the carbon baseline in connection with the Comprehensive Plan update 
process and that funding had come from a federal energy block grant.  She introduced Joshua 
Skov, Good Company, who had conducted the inventory.  Mr. Skov advised that the state had 
adopted new rules that required coordination of transportation and land use planning.  He 
indicated that the City would have the most flexibility if it was proactive and that regulations 
related to climate change would then just fall into place.  He clarified that the City had 
previously done a separate government operations inventory and that this was the community 
inventory.  He reported that the community inventory measured greenhouse gas emissions 
resulting from the lives and lifestyles of Lake Oswego citizens.  He indicated that it also 
measured the emissions consequences of consumption related to energy use in buildings, 
transportation of people, use of materials (“stuff”), and local government and that it set the 
performance baseline and informed people about the community’s carbon footprint.  He 
pointed out that almost half of local emissions were due to Materials consumed by people in 
Lake Oswego.  Mr. Skov advised that having a baseline was a factor in getting grants and that 
in the short run major actions would save money.  He reported that the per capita emissions 
graph of emissions connected with Lake Oswego, Portland Metro, and the U.S.  indicated how 
close each area was to what the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) advised 
was necessary in order to avoid the worst potential impacts of climate change globally.  He 
indicated that Oregon’s aspirational goal was to be 75% below 1990 emissions by 2050 and 
that each metropolitan planning organization (MPO) had a Department of Land Conservation 
and Development (DLCD) approved goal for reduction of transportation emissions.  He 
explained that Metro Climate Smart Communities offered strategies for meeting the goal and 
that one of those strategies was community design. During questioning Mr. Skov clarified the 
measurements did not double-count local government emissions and ‘local government’ did 
not include the School District; the inventory was a consumption-based inventory that 
measured emissions that happened locally or anywhere to produce the things that were 
consumed in Lake Oswego.  Commissioner Prager noted the methodology did not factor in the 
urban forest.  Mr. Skov advised the additional carbon sequestered by the urban forest was 
very small compared to emissions from all fossil fuel use. 
 

7. PUBLIC MEETING 

Draft – Capital Improvement Plan (PP 12-0009) Review the 2012-2013 Capital Improvement 
Plan (CIP) for consistency with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Mr. Hooper and Ms. Rooney asked the Commission to determine whether the draft plan was in 
compliance with the Comprehensive Plan before it was forwarded to the City Council.  During 
the discussion Ms. Andreades corrected the plan to show that the Iron Worker’s Cottage 
project was consistent with Goal 5 of the Comprehensive Plan.  Chair Gustafson advised that 
design districts often called for certain street lamp design characteristics.  He asked staff to 
consider that when they detailed streetlight conversion projects.  Commissioner Glisson asked 
if funding stayed committed to a project on the list or was it sometimes shifted to another 
project.  Ms. Rooney indicated Council decided what funding to commit to a project when it 
fashioned each one-year budget and that funding could shift as proprieties changed and 
unintended things happened over the other four years.  Commissioner Glisson indicated she 
favored the improved format.  Commissioner Johnson observed the vast majority of things in 
the plan had nothing to do with land use and those that did were not really major.  He 
concluded the draft Plan complied with the Comprehensive Plan.  Chair Gustafson observed 
the other Commissioners agreed. 
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8. PUBLIC HEARING 

8.1 LU 11-0044 (Ordinance 2587) – Downtown Parking Standards  A request from the City of 
Lake Oswego to amend the Downtown Redevelopment District Design Standards and the 
Parking Standard of the Lake Oswego Community Development Code (LOC Chapter 50) to 
encourage downtown redevelopment by simplifying and reducing the parking standards. 
 
Chair Gustafson opened the public hearing and outlined the applicable criteria and procedure.  
He asked the Commissioners to declare any conflicts of interest.  None were declared. 
 

Staff Report 

Ms. Andreades reported that staff found the proposed amendments consistent with the 
policies in the applicable Metro and state plans and goals and with the Comprehensive Plan.  
She pointed out several letters that had been submitted since the staff report was published.  
Mr. Sin recalled the history of the effort.  He said the Chamber’s Strategic Business Alliance 
had originated the idea of looking at downtown parking and it had been incorporated into the 
Lake Oswego Economic Development Strategy; the intent of the proposed amendments was 
to manage the public and private parking supply and simplify code parking requirements in 
order to reduce barriers to downtown redevelopment and make the area a more lively 
shopping district. He indicated that implementation would be in phases and that adoption of 
the proposed amendments was the first phase.  He explained that longer term changes related 
to signage, instituting parking zones with appropriate time limits, establishing a downtown 
parking advisory committee, and employee and residential parking permits. 
 
Rick Williams, Rick Williams Consulting, recalled the Commissioners had been interested in 
minimum parking ratios and the methodology for the fee in lieu.  He stated that a split rate 
minimum parking schedule was now proposed.  He explained that the study’s data focus was 
on the large section in the north end of the Parking District and that a qualitative analysis had 
been done in the south end.  He recommended applying the proposed amendments in both 
areas.  He reported that a total of 2,946 stalls had been surveyed (777 on-street/2,169 off-
street) and the results showed that only about 50% of on-street supply and 62% of off-street 
supply was occupied during the day.  He recalled that about 1,200 stalls were empty during 
peak hour and that in the core zone parking was over 85% occupied during peak hour.  He 
indicated the problem was that people were parking all day in areas that should have more 
turnover and that it could be fixed with signage and appropriate time limits.  He reported that 
overall peak demand was about 1.88 stalls per 1,000 sq. ft. for all uses. 
 
Mr. Williams referred to the map, On-Street Peak Hour Occupancies, which showed there 
were five very heavily constrained block faces, but many less-constrained block faces.  He 
believed there was enough empty parking that someone could likely find an on-street space a 
block or two away if they were willing to walk that far.  He observed there were lots of stalls 
available during the peak hour, but the challenge was that they were in private ownership on 
small parcels.  He suggested the City look at business/business or City/business shared 
parking arrangements in order to capture some of it for the public and that over time employee 
parking could be put on the edges of downtown.  He suggested that the City could also look at 
assembling strategically located parcels for parking structures and new surface lots should be 
limited or prohibited in the future in order to make more room for redevelopment.  He indicated 
that the industry recommended a turnover rate of 5 turns per day to attract new businesses 
and that downtown was just under that at 4.24.  He added that parking management strategies 
could help get it higher.  Mr. Williams reported that the overall parking demand downtown was 
between 1.63 and 1.87 stalls per 1,000 sq. ft. and that many current code requirements 
required more than 1.87 stalls.  He held that it could be a barrier to downtown development 
because it led to overbuilding parking. 
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Mr. Williams explained that the recommendation for a split rate minimum parking schedule 
was in response to input from the private sector and those parties advised that larger users 
generated a higher parking demand so they should have a higher minimum standard.  He 
observed that a minimum that was too small might create circulation issues and lead to 
spillover parking in the neighborhood.  He recalled that the owner of Lakeview Village had 
recommended that a more accurate survey would occur there by doing it on a different day 
(Friday).  He reported that when this was done, they found actual peak hour demand there 
was 2.43 to 2.47 stalls per 1,000 sq. ft.  He stated that the proposed split rate minimum 
requirement was 1 stall per 1,000 sq. ft. for developments less than 35,000 sq. ft. and 2.5 
stalls per 1,000 sq. ft. for larger developments.  Mr. Williams emphasized that those would be 
minimum requirements and a developer could chose to build more.  He then talked about fees 
in lieu and stated that every city had a different way of calculating them.  He recalled that Bend 
had begun by calibrating its rate on surface lots and then transitioned to a garage.  He 
estimated that the average cost of developing a surface lot stall in Lake Oswego would be 
about $13,500 and that 85% of all cities studied charged less than the full cost.  He did not 
recommend charging the full cost in the fee in lieu but starting out charging 80% of $13,500 
($10,800); tracking the metrics on a regular basis; incorporating annual escalators for inflation; 
checking to see if the program was or was not working and if a parking garage could be 
available; and adjusting it accordingly.  He advised that signage would help manage the 
parking supply downtown and make it very apparent how people should use the downtown on-
street system.  He pointed out that a residential permit program could address any problem of 
overspill of employees and transit riders parking into the neighborhood.  He noted that the 
Lake Oswego Redevelopment Agency (LORA) was already looking at acquisition of 
strategically located parcels for parking. 
 
Ms. Andreades discussed three of the recommendations.  She reported that the study showed 
current minimum parking requirements exceeded actual demand and use of land for surface 
parking discouraged downtown redevelopment.  She stated that the proposed reduction and 
flattening of parking requirements; the limit on the size of surface parking lots; and the fee in 
lieu program would encourage the best use of land in downtown.  She indicated that the fees 
would be used to construct future parking that could be shared.  She explained that the code 
amendments would create a downtown parking district that would simplify the requirements by 
reducing the requirements for non-residential uses (currently referred to as commercial uses) 
to 1 or 2.5 spaces/1,000 sq. ft. of gross floor area, depending on whether the development 
was under or over 35,000 sq. ft. gross floor.  She reported that the current commercial 
minimums ranged from 1.41 to 9.975 spaces (with use of allowed modifiers), depending on the 
type of use.  Under the proposed code, residential uses were reduced to .75 spaces per unit, 
while the current residential minimums were .75 to 1.25 (with use of allowed modifiers) 
depending on the number of bedrooms.  She reported that the proposed code would no longer 
have parking modifiers which could be used to reduce parking.  In addition, the proposed 
amendments limited surface parking lots to 20,000 sq. ft. or 25% of the gross site area, which 
would maximize the amount of the site that could be used for other uses and encourage 
parking in structures, rather than surface lots.  She observed that location of residential 
parking was proposed to be either on-site or within 500 feet of the site and that non-residential 
uses could meet the parking requirement with on-street, on-site and/or shared spaces. 
 
Ms. Andreades discussed how the proposed code would have applied to a small lot that was 
constrained by current parking requirements.  She explained that a 2008 project on 2nd Street 
featured retail on the ground floor; office on the second floor; and two residential units on the 
top floor and the current code required it to have 15 spaces.  She recalled that the applicant 
had used a parking study to reduce required parking down to 10 spaces: 7 on-site and 3 on-
street.  She indicated that the proposed code would require the project to have a total of 7 
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spaces.  She observed that applying the surface area parking limit could result in a maximum 
of five on-site spaces and 2 on-street spaces.  She added that the owner would be able to 
partially or completely opt out of creating parking spaces by paying the fee in lieu of $10,850 
per space.  Ms. Andreades noted the proposed code was a way to create a more vibrant, 
densely developed downtown and that adopting the code amendments was the first step 
which would create the basis for the next two phases of parking management measures and 
future shared parking.  Mr. Sin pointed out that comments had been submitted by the First 
Addition Neighbors/Forest Hills Neighborhood Association (FAN/Forest Hills), Birdshill and the 
Chamber of Commerce.  He reported that the Chamber asked the Commission to postpone 
the hearing for 30 days. 
 
The Commissioners asked staff to clarify how and where a development could use on-street 
spaces.  Ms. Andreades advised that non-residential (commercial) uses were allowed to use 
on-street parking along the site frontage to meet parking requirements now and that would not 
change.  She clarified that they were not dedicated spaces.  Mr. Sin discussed FAN/Forest 
Hills residents’ concerns about the impact to adjacent residential neighborhoods.  He said the 
proposed amendments were a step towards achieving the goal of a more vibrant downtown 
and that the longer term elements would address employee parking.  He stated that having a 
parking advisory committee would be important.   
 
Commissioner Johnson observed that the map that indicated on-street peak hour occupancies 
showed green highlighted block faces (indicating there was more parking available) with less 
parking constraints on the edges of the district closer to the residential area, so he questioned 
whether there would be impact.  Mr. Sin observed that he had heard at the open houses that 
properties to the north felt the impact of the transit center at Safeway.  He indicated that staff 
had responded to that concern by taking the R-2 zoned northwest corner out of the parking 
district.  Mr. Williams advised the plan called for addressing spill-over, but the City had to 
determine when the right moment for it was.  Mr. Sin clarified that Metro identified downtown 
as a Town Center (an intensive, pedestrian-friendly area) and the Comprehensive Plan update 
process was working on that concept.  He observed that a balance needed to be achieved 
between the commercial and residential areas’ needs.  He added that the draft amendments 
indicated that the City had discretion whether or not to allow the developer of less than 35,000 
sq. ft. to opt out of parking requirements and pay the fee in lieu.  He stated that larger 
developments could not do that.  He anticipated the development review process would decide 
whether the fee in lieu was an option for each developer who requested it and if approved, it 
would become a condition of approval and the money would be placed in a dedicated parking 
development account. 
 
Commissioner Glisson wanted more information about the parking structure(s) that the fees in 
lieu paid for.  Mr. Sin observed that LORA was committed to the North Anchor project, which 
would include a parking structure and that staff was currently negotiating with owners to 
assemble the properties.  He indicated that the fees would go into an account dedicated to that 
purpose and that timing depended on acquiring the properties.  He stated that it could be at 
least a year out.  Commissioner Glisson was concerned that a property at the other end of the 
district would pay the fee in lieu, but not get any benefit from it because a garage would not be 
built in their area. 
 
Commissioner Prager asked what actual residential and nonresidential parking demand was.  
Mr. Williams clarified that the study found that actual peak hour non-residential demand was 
1.87 stalls per 1,000 sq. ft. except for a large project of 100,000 sq. ft., where actual demand 
was 2.5 stalls.  He stated that the study had not surveyed residential demand in the district, 
but a Metro report said actual residential demand in other areas was 1.09 stalls per unit.  He 
clarified that the 2.5-stall requirement for large non-residential projects was imposed because 
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they generated a level of demand that had the potential to result in spillover into a 
neighborhood.  Staff confirmed that signage was in a later phase and the parking permit 
system might be implemented when a new development would impact residents.  Mr. Williams 
indicated it would be the subject of ongoing discussion between downtown businesses and 
neighborhood associations. 
 

Public Testimony 

Carol Radich, Ellis Avenue, Lake Oswego, Chair of the Evergreen Neighborhood Association, 
submitted a letter from the board of directors.  She stated that they had read the letter from 
FAN/Forest Hills and had the same concerns, there would eventually be a lot more residential 
use without a correlating expansion of transit opportunities.  They were concerned about the 
proposed code change that would reduce the residential parking ratio to .75 per unit.  They 
agreed with the goal to have a lively downtown.  They were leery of making code changes 
right now that related to the future of downtown while the City was still working on the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Charles (Skip) Ormsby, SW Birdshill Road, Portland, did not come forward when invited to 
testify. 
 
Maria Meneghin, Sunningdale Road, representing the FAN/Forest Hills Neighborhood 
Association, related she was pleased to hear the City had the letter the Association had 
submitted and was starting to address some of the neighborhood’s concerns.  She related that 
she personally felt the split-rate concept was a move in the right direction and might help keep 
vehicles out of the neighborhood.  She explained that timing and sequencing was important 
and that perhaps the advisory committee should be in place before the changes were made in 
order to avoid impacts on neighbors’ quality of life.  She reported that the neighborhood did not 
agree with reducing the residential parking requirement to .75 spaces per unit.  She personally 
supported the North Anchor Project with its parking garage.  She related that the 
neighborhood wanted parking garages to be distributed evenly across the entire district and 
not be located just at one end. 
 
Commissioner Glisson asked how the neighborhood would feel about having a residential 
permit system on local streets.  Ms. Meneghin had heard that close-in neighbors seemed to 
like the idea, but neighbors further inside the neighborhood might not be quite as supportive of 
that idea because they anticipated that if people had to have permits to park on one block they 
would all park in the next block.  She indicated that it would have to be addressed with each 
neighborhood before the City started making substantial changes to parking in residential 
areas; it was mainly a matter of timing. 
 
Matt Grady, Gramor Development, SW 72nd Ave, Tualatin, OR, stated that Gramor did not 
support considering the spaces in Lakeview Village and at “A” Street Station as part of the 
downtown district pool of available spaces.  He reported that the 355-stall Lakeview parking 
garage had been built per a public/private agreement that spelled out the amount of stalls that 
could be shared on a public basis at different times of the day and week; about 170 spaces 
were publicly available Monday through Friday between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. with a 3-hour 
time limit.  He explained that Gramor’s leases conveyed parking easements to its tenants and 
it would not be able to find tenants and get loans if it could not guarantee parking for 
employees and customers in the garage at certain times of day.  He indicated that the parking 
study likely showed parking spaces as available between noon and 1 p.m. that were really not 
available because tenants’ employees’ schedules varied and they were not all using them at 
that time.  Mr. Grady observed the Wizer block’s 88 spaces might not really be available either 
and he noted that Portland had simplified its standards but not to the point that it lumped all 
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non-residential uses together.  He reported that Gramor was recommending the minimum be 3 
spaces no matter what the size of development and advised that the City should not initiate 
the fee in lieu unless a parking garage was actually available, otherwise, people using the 
blocks close to Gramor’s developments would naturally park in its garage.  Mr. Grady 
indicated that Gramor was suggesting striking language related to acceptable locations for 
parking or rewording it to protect their garage.  Mr. Grady advised the City should be obligated 
to actually provide the fee in lieu parking spaces within a specified distance (perhaps 150 feet) 
of the project at the time of the issuance of occupancy permits. 
 
Barry Cain, Gramor Development, SW 72nd Ave., Tualatin, OR, explained that changes in 
parking could benefit his firm when it developed its smaller properties, but he was concerned 
that the process was going too far too fast.  He suggested considering the impacts on lending.  
He indicated that their loan was coming due for renewal in the next couple of years and the 
parking issue would be looked at again.  He advised that reducing the parking minimums to 
the bare minimum was not necessary to encourage new development; allowing a fee in lieu to 
be paid without building a parking facility made the situation even worse.  He explained that he 
had once suggested a fee in lieu so that when smaller north end properties that were 
proximate to each other were developed they could all buy into a parking garage and so each 
one of them would not have to build its own little parking structure.  He advised the fee that 
was being suggested was about one-third or less what it would actually cost to build a parking 
space in a structured parking garage.  He advised there was no reason why the small 
properties could not pay what it really cost to build a structured garage space.  He advised that 
the peak hour spaces that the report said were available on the three blocks that contained 
Lakeview Village, Wizers and the “A” Street Station were not really available.  He reported that 
Gramor allocated some of those spaces for office tenants and some for retail and restaurant 
tenants’ employees who often worked at night and were not there during peak hour.  He 
recalled downtown Portland garages had signs indicating spaces were reserved for office 
tenants who were not there.  He stressed that the spaces still needed to be there for tenants to 
use so they should not be counted as public parking.  He observed that a real estate firm at 
“A” Street Station had 18 spaces they might not be using during peak hours, but those spaces 
had to be there for them when they returned to the office.  He related a “nightmare scenario” 
would be that a developer built 200 apartments above retail on the Wizer block, paid the fee in 
lieu, and those tenants really had no place to park on that site.  He suggested the City look at 
those kinds of details.  He related the proposal to raise required parking from 1 to 2.5 spaces 
per 1,000 sq. ft. for the larger blocks was now proposed because Gramor had complained 
about it. 
 
Paul Graham, Second Street, Lake Oswego, related that he and his wife owned a building and 
stationary store on 2nd Street.  They agreed that the suggestions in the parking study provided 
an excellent basis for going forward, but they did not support some of the specifics.  They did 
not think .75 spaces per residential unit made sense when most people had one or two cars 
and reducing that standard would put more pressure on on-street parking.  They observed that 
one space per 1,000 sq. ft. of commercial seemed like a good fit for some places such as 
theirs, although they were aware of a recently built project on 2nd Street that theoretically had 
three on-street parking stalls, but realistically had two.  Mr. Graham stated that it was hard to 
imagine that those spaces could be dedicated when the main floor retail space needed 
customer parking spaces.  He suggested that a parking coordinator and a parking advisory 
committee were necessary at the onset, not after the 85% threshold was reached; that they 
should be in place to deal with the nuances of these issues such as the amount of the fee in 
lieu, residential parking standards, and establishing appropriate parking time limits, ensuring 
that implementation happened in a way that made sense to people.  He did not support 
starting off with a specific amount of fees in lieu without input from a parking advisory 
committee, comprised of members of the Chamber and other people in the development 
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business who would be affected by it.  He indicated that uniform signage made sense because 
perception was an important aspect of implementation and the study did not address it.  He 
suggested that the City should find out how parking users, such as clients, customers, 
employees, employers and neighborhood residents perceived things. 
 
Chair Gustafson announced a five minute break and thereafter reconvened the hearing. 
 
Chair Gustafson noted the Chamber had asked the Commission to continue the hearing so the 
Chamber had more time to meet to review the proposal and provide input.  During the ensuing 
discussion Chair Gustafson and Commissioner Johnson observed that if the proposal was 
going in the right direction the Commission could recommend it and then minor details could 
be worked out at the Council level; the hearing had been noticed and it did not appear that 
there was information that had not reached the Commission.  Commissioner Glisson and 
Commissioner Prager took the perspective that continuing to work on the proposal would allow 
the Commission to send a more thoroughly vetted package to the Council; and continuing the 
hearing would allow the community more time to discuss it and work with staff.  Commissioner 
Johnson clarified that he would only support slowing the process if it was put on hold until the 
Comprehensive Plan update was completed and the City had a long term vision for downtown.  
Staff clarified that the Council had received and approved the parking strategy last year and 
acting as LORA had directed staff to create an implementation plan and move forward with the 
strategy.  Chair Gustafson and Commissioner Johnson noted that stakeholders could still 
discuss it with City Council and the Council could remand it back to the Commission if it 
wanted to. 
 
Commissioner Prager moved to continue LU 11-0044 to May 14, 2012.  Commissioner 
Glisson seconded the motion.  Commissioner Glisson asked if staff intended to change the 
fee in lieu concept prior to the Council hearing.  Mr. Williams explained that was unlikely 
because the proposal did not propose that fees in lieu would fully fund a downtown parking 
garage; the fees would be part of a larger LORA financing strategy for a parking garage that 
would likely also include sources such as Tax Increment Financing (TIF).  The vote was 
conducted and the motion failed 3:1 with Commissioner Prager voting against. 
 

Deliberations 

Chair Gustafson closed the public hearing.  He indicated he agreed with treating larger 
projects differently, but he felt the 35,000 sq. ft. threshold was too low and the jump from 1 to 
2.5 stalls was too big.  He observed that the proposed threshold could impose the 2.5-stall 
requirement on a small lot like the Goodyear lot if it were redeveloped with a two-story 
development.  He suggested raising the threshold to something equivalent to a half-block 
development with 48,000 sq. ft. on each of two stories.  Commissioner Johnson advised that 
parking need usually depended on the type of use, not size.  He indicated the 1 to 2.5 jump 
was oversimplifying things.  Commissioner Glisson anticipated that shared parking 
agreements between businesses using the same parking at different times of day or night 
would be a key strategy.  She liked the idea of relaxing parking requirements but not as 
severely as proposed.  She noted Portland might not be an appropriate comparison, but it still 
required higher numbers than what Lake Oswego was talking about.  Chair Gustafson recalled 
that many Portland parking standards related to the proximity to transit and that sometimes 
meant no parking was required at all.  He stated that Portland might not be the best example 
because it was so different.  Commissioner Johnson observed downtown was small and had 
residential edges and that whatever happened downtown would affect the entire area.  He 
observed there was a push for more mixed use; people should realize that a restaurant 
required more parking than a retail shop; and an office facility required more parking than a 
Goodyear store, even if they all occurred on the same lot. 
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Commissioner Prager indicated he favored simplifying and collapsing the categories, but 
perhaps there should be four categories and more gradation in required spaces.  He 
suggested the fee in lieu could be graduated; it could be different for someone trying to buy 
one stall than for someone trying to completely buy out of any parking.  He did not want to just 
pick numbers out of the air.  Commissioner Glisson held that .75 spaces per unit for the 
residential portion of mixed use was not adequate because local public transit was not optimal 
and most people had one car and some had two.  She stated that if they did not have a car, 
they would want one space for guests and one space per unit was reasonable.  She added 
that the fee in lieu needed to be linked to a planned project.  She observed that it could work 
really well at the North Anchor project.  She was sensitive to the needs of existing properties 
that had parking targeted to their own tenants; the City needed to push for better utilization of 
privately owned parking that was underutilized now.  Chair Gustafson reminded the 
Commissioners the proposed requirements were the minimum standards; developers would 
build to the market and market conditions would dictate whether they included more parking.  
He advised that the Commission should make sure that the City was not creating a barrier to 
redevelopment and help to find a balance between downtown development and the 
neighborhoods.  Commissioner Glisson anticipated that over time as parking tightened up it 
would be a problem if there was not at least one parking space dedicated to each unit.  She 
indicated that at some future time the parking committee might decide there was not a need 
for one space per unit; however, for now it would assure the neighborhoods if there was one 
dedicated space per unit. 
 
Chair Gustafson recalled the greenhouse gas presentation.  He reasoned that taking 
sustainability into account might mean that the City should not require a parking spot for a 
citizen who used the bus.  Commissioner Johnson stressed what was proposed was 
minimums and a developer could construct more parking.  He recalled that the study analysis 
showed downtown was way out of the norm of the average and that he could support the 
proposed numbers.  He indicated he was not as sure about the fee in lieu; it was a planning 
tool.  Commissioner Glisson recalled testimony that timing was going to be key.  She recalled 
a problematic parking situation at a Lake Grove facility that did not have enough parking for 
the units it had.  Commissioner Johnson observed that Lake Grove did not offer the same on-
street parking opportunities as downtown.  Commissioner Glisson anticipated it could be a 
problem downtown as well. 
 
Chair Gustafson indicated he could agree with the fee in lieu as long as it was demonstrated 
that there was no parking shortage downtown.  He observed that it could be a great tool to 
allow redevelopment on constrained sites now, but it would be critical to have a trigger in place 
and monitor the situation.  He suggested the amount of the fee in lieu could be at the 
discretion of the City Council, which could adjust it so the price was right.  Ms. Andreades 
clarified that the amendments did not guarantee that the City would accept a fee in lieu; there 
could be situations where the City would want the parking constructed.  Commissioner Prager 
saw a need for more parameters for when the City would accept a fee in lieu.  He suggested 
that perhaps it could be offered if the applicant was just shy of being able to provide all the 
spaces required.  Commissioner Glisson indicated she would prefer to have an idea where the 
parking structures would be that the fees would pay for.  She noted that the North Anchor 
project garage could be one.  She questioned where the garage would serve developments on 
the other corner of the district.  She recalled that the Lake Grove Village Center Plan 
anticipated three facilities along that corridor and that offered owners in those areas some 
assurance they would be served.  Chair Gustafson noted one of the assumptions was that 
people had to be willing to park several blocks away.  Commissioner Glisson indicated she did 
not always want to walk several blocks back to her car, particularly at night. 
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Chair Gustafson asked if the 85% trigger would be soon enough to avoid a situation in which 
the district started to run out of parking.  Commissioner Glisson suggested setting the trigger 
at 75% or 80% in order to have more time in which an advisory group could look at strategic 
options and make a recommendation.  Commissioner Johnson suggested forwarding the 
proposal to the Council together with the Commissioners’ concerns and suggested 
parameters.  He explained he would balance the entire downtown by putting a parking 
structure in the northwest instead of the north.  Commissioner Glisson noted the North Anchor 
project would need parking.  Chair Gustafson suggested the Commissioners go through the 
key components and reach consensus. 
 
.75 Space Per Residential Unit Versus 1 Space Per Residential Unit 

Commissioner Johnson indicated he would recommend .75 spaces because the study 
analysis supported it and it was the minimum, not the maximum.  Chair Gustafson agreed.  
Commissioner Glisson suggested that if the Commissioners expected a developer would set 
his own minimum of at least 1 space per unit anyway, then the code minimum should be 1 
space.  Commissioner Johnson explained .75 would give developers some flexibility on lots 
that may not be able to meet a 1 space per unit requirement.  Commissioner Glisson 
anticipated the effects of doing that might not be felt soon, but they would be felt eventually.  
Ms. Andreades advised that the idea was to create a little bit of pressure in order to create 
vibrancy downtown; it would be important to have an advisory committee monitoring that in 
case the pressure rose sooner rather than later.  She advised that the current code 
requirement depended on the number of bedrooms, but at the low side it started out at .75 for 
a studio.  It was 1.25 for one bedroom and 1.5 for two bedrooms (using modifiers that are 
currently available).  Mr. Boone advised that the current code allowed a development to count 
on-street parking to meet the residential parking standard.  He indicated that the proposed 
code would not allow that; hence, under the proposed code the developer would have to 
provide more on-site parking than they currently had to, even at .75 per unit.  Commissioner 
Prager indicated he was reluctant to make a change on the fly and would go with what the 
consultant recommended, knowing that the City Council would discuss it as well. 
 
Two-Tiered Approach to Non-Residential Parking Requirement 

Chair Gustafson proposed making 50,000 sq. ft. of building the trigger, which was equivalent 
to a half-block, one-story development.  The Commissioners asked where staff had gotten the 
idea to set the threshold at 35,000 sq. ft.  Mr. Boone explained they got it from the 
Comprehensive Plan provision intended to prevent big box development that said anything 
above 35,000 sq. ft. was large scale retail.  Commissioner Prager observed that Lakeview 
Village was large size, but it appeared to be just a bunch of little stores which was not much 
different than if they were each on their own little lot.  Commissioner Glisson observed that 
they were concentrated and likely drew more people to one place than if they were little stores 
scattered all over.  Commissioner Johnson said it was the mixed use aspect and the 
restaurants drew a lot of people there.  He noted that it was not just size, but type of use that 
mattered.  Because of her concern for restaurant owners Commissioner Glisson suggested 
looking at having more than just two tiers and perhaps having three to five tiers of parking 
requirements.  She held that restaurants needed to have enough parking to survive and that 
patrons would go elsewhere if they had to drive around to find a parking spot.  Chair 
Gustafson indicated he believed that developers would do what they wanted or felt was 
necessary for them, they could plan as much parking as they thought they needed.  He 
believed the new code would make it easier for them to develop and it would be easier for the 
smaller developers to make a little mixed use development happen on a lot that they could not 
do so easily under the current parking standards.  Commissioner Johnson suggested the 
Commission forward the proposal with the 35,000 sq. ft. trigger in it with a caveat that the City 
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Council should hear more testimony on that and consider multi-tiering and types of uses, not 
just square feet.  Commissioner Glisson and Chair Gustafson indicated they agreed with that. 
 
Restrictions on New Surface Parking Lots 

Chair Gustafson noted there was an exception in the ordinance that provided that a greater 
surface parking area may be provided if the additional area is available to the general public, 
either for a commercially reasonable fee, or without charges.  He observed that did not entirely 
restrict surface parking lots.  Ms. Andreades clarified that a development’s surface parking 
was limited to 20,000 sq. ft. or 25% of the site, but it could have more parking if it was 
available for shared parking.  Chair Gustafson observed that meant if the development needed 
it it could not use it but the public could use it.  Ms. Andreades observed it allowed a 
development to have extra parking spaces as long as those spaces could also be shared.  
Chair Gustafson observed that the provision was more about encouraging sharing than putting 
a limit on new surface parking lots.  Mr. Boone advised it would allow a developer to provide 
shared parking on a free or commercially reasonable fee basis.  Commissioner Glisson noted 
it specified the parking was to be available to the general public.  The Commissioners 
indicated that they found this requirement confusing and wanted to convey that they had a little 
trouble understanding it and hoped the discussion at the Council would provide clarification. 
 
Fee in Lieu Option 

Commissioner Johnson advised the fee in lieu was a good tool, but the Commission should 
recommend developing parameters or criteria related to how the funds would be used. 
 
Chair Gustafson observed the Commissioners were not proposing any changes to the staff’s 
recommendation; they were only forwarding them and adding concerns to be addressed. 
 
Commissioner Johnson moved to recommend that City Council approve LU 11-0044 after 
considering the concerns and suggestions as outlined in deliberations.  Commissioner Prager 
seconded the motion and it passed 4:0.  Findings were scheduled for April 23. 
 

9. COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOLVMENT 

A request from the FAN/Forest Hills Neighborhood Association to amend their neighborhood 
boundary to include the triangle of land bound by 10th Street, C Avenue and Country Club 
Road (PP 12-0011).  The subject area was located in the North Shore/Country Club District 
Neighborhood Association. 
 
Maria Meneghin, Sunningdale Road, representing the FAN/Forest Hills Neighborhood 
Association, related that the North Shore/Country Club District Neighborhood Association had 
asked her neighborhood association if it would make the subject area part of the FAN/Forest 
Hills Neighborhood Association because residents of the subject area were separated from 
North Shore/Country Club by Country Club Road and were not getting involved in that 
neighborhood association.  Ms. Meneghin reported her association would be happy to 
welcome them, but it wanted to be sure the affected residents wanted that.  She reported she 
had not received formal responses in answer to the letter sent to affected residents, but had 
gotten two phone calls from residents of the subject area telling her they would be happy to be 
part of her association.  She indicated that traffic, parking and development issues tied them 
more closely to her neighborhood.  She asked the Commission to recommend the boundary 
adjustment to the City Council. 
 
Ms. Selden observed there was agreement, and the change did not impact a large number of 
property owners.  She indicated that the staff memorandum discussed how the change met 
Citizen Involvement Guidelines.  She asked for feedback and direction.  Commissioner 
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Johnson observed the change made a lot of sense because Country Club acted as an edge 
and the other edges abutted FAN/Forest Hills; the change was, in effect, filling in a notch. 
 
Commissioner Glisson moved to recommend that the City Council approve the boundary 
change (PP 12-0011).  Commissioner Johnson seconded the motion and it passed 4:0. 

 
10. PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION 

Comprehensive Plan Update – Review of Connected Community Draft Background Report 
and April 12 Open House Overview (PP 10-0007). 

Ms. Selden reported that the next two topics to be addressed were Economic Vitality and 
Connected Community and there would be a summit with the business community and a 
Connected Community open house.  She indicated that the open house would be the first 
public outreach event for the Transportation System Plan update.  She pointed out that the 
staff memo contained the background report; described the proposed format of the open 
house; and posed questions to ask.  Ms. Selden asked for feedback. 
 
The Commissioners discussed some items in the prioritization exercise.  They suggested 
simplifying the choices; making it clearer that improving public transit connections was just 
enhancing bus stops and frequency of service in the short term.  They noted that over a longer 
term it might mean having a transit station along I-5 or a local circulator bus.  They suggested 
asking if participants would prioritize pathways that connected to things like transit stops.  
Commissioner Prager observed the material seemed to assume a shift toward transit 
connections on the west side of the City now that there would not be a streetcar in Foothills.  
Mr. Egner related the Southwest Corridor initiative could result in a transit connection to Kruse 
Way where there were 5,000 employees who should be connected to transit.  Chair Gustafson 
observed the current Council had put the streetcar on the shelf, but the Comprehensive Plan 
update would help inform a future Council decision regarding transit there.  Ms. Selden 
confirmed for Commissioner Prager that staff had talked about getting information from ODOT 
about potential high speed rail to present to the participants, but did not have it yet. 
 

11. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 

11.1 Findings, Conclusions and Order: LU 11-0040 (Ordinance 2580) – Implementation of Boones 
Ferry Road Refinement Plan 

Action on this item was postponed until the next meeting. 
 

11.2 Findings, Conclusions and Order: LU 12-0001 (Ordinance 2586) – Comprehensive Plan Map 
and Zoning Map Amendments to Apply Resource Protection (RP) and Resource Conservation 
(RC) Overlay Districts to 13601 Goodall Road upon Annexation 

Commissioner Johnson complemented staff on a well written, factual, document.  He moved 
to approve LU 12-0001-1777 Findings, Conclusions and Order.  Chair Gustafson seconded 
the motion and it passed 3:1.  Commissioners Glisson and Johnson and Chair Gustafson 
voted for.  Commissioner Prager voted against. 
 

11.3 Findings, Conclusions and Order: LU 12-0002 (Ordinance 2583) – Comprehensive Plan 
Amendments – Community Culture 

Action on this item was postponed to allow the Commissioners more time to consider the staff 
summary and email their comments to the staff. 
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12. OTHER BUSINESS – COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOLVMENT 

Commissioner Johnson reported that Metro had determined that the City’s application to 
expand the Urban Growth Boundary to Luscher Farm was incomplete because it did not 
include a recommendation from Clackamas County.  He indicated that the County Board of 
Commissioners was going to vote on it next week and it was possible that the County might 
not support the application. 
 

13. SCHEDULE REVIEW 

The review of the schedule was postponed. 
 

14. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no other business Chair Gustafson adjourned the meeting at 10:36 p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Iris McCaleb  /s/ 
Iris McCaleb 
Administrative Support 


