
SUBJECT: City of Tigard Plan Amendment
DLCD File Number 002-13

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of adoption.
A Copy of the adopted plan amendment is available for review at the DLCD office in Salem and the local 
government office.  

Appeal Procedures*

DLCD ACKNOWLEDGMENT or DEADLINE TO APPEAL:  Thursday, June 06, 2013 

This amendment was submitted to DLCD for review prior to adoption  pursuant to ORS 197.830(2)(b) 
only persons who participated in the local government proceedings leading to adoption of the amendment 
are eligible to appeal this decision to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). 

If you wish to appeal, you must file a notice of intent to appeal with the Land Use Board of Appeals 
(LUBA) no later than 21 days from the date the decision was mailed to you by the local government.  If 
you have questions, check with the local government to determine the appeal deadline.  Copies of the 
notice of intent to appeal must be served upon the local government and others who received written notice
of the final decision from the local government.  The notice of intent to appeal must be served and filed in 
the form and manner prescribed by LUBA, (OAR Chapter 661, Division 10).  Please call LUBA at 
503-373-1265, if you have questions about appeal procedures.

*NOTE:     The Acknowledgment or Appeal Deadline is based upon the date the decision was mailed by local 
        government. A decision may have been mailed to you on a different date than it was mailed to 
        DLCD. As a result, your appeal deadline may be earlier than the above date specified. NO LUBA  
       Notification to the jurisdiction of an appeal by the deadline, this Plan Amendment is acknowledged.

Cc: Cheryl Caines, City of Tigard
Gordon Howard, DLCD Urban Planning Specialist
Anne Debbaut, DLCD Regional Representative
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NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT

05/20/2013

TO: Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan
or Land Use Regulation Amendments

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist
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DLCD DEPT OF 

Notice of Adoption s MAY 1 7 2U13 
LAND CONSERVATION 
AND DEVELOPMENT 

Th is Form 2 Illust be mailed to DLCD with in 20-Working Days after the Final 
Ordinance is signed by the publ ic Official Designated by the j urisdiction 

and all other requirements ofORS 197.6 15 and OAR 660-018-000 

Jurisdiction: City of Tigard Local file number: OCA2013-00001 

Date of Adoption: May 14, 2013 DateMailed:MaY1S.2013 MG1.lj/~.dOI:5 

Was a Notice of Proposed Amendment (Form 1) mailed to OLCO? L2:J Yes D No Date: 2/12/13 

D Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment D Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment 

L2:J Land Use Regulation Amendment D Zoning Map Amendment 

D New Land Use Regulation D Other: 

Summarize the adopted amendment. Do not use technical terms. Do not write "See Attached". 

Proposed modifications to the Tigard Community Development Code 18.765.030 (D) and Table 18.765.2. The applicant has proposed 
reductions to the minimum parking standards for restaurant, reta il sales, and drive through bank uses (see Table 18.765.2) and 
modifications to the percentages of required parking per use within mixed use and mUlti-tenant buildings (18.765.030.0). The 
changes will impact development within all commercial , industrial, and high density residential zones. 

Does the Adoption differ from proposal? Yes, Please explain below: 

Slightly higher parking minimums than proposed were adopted for restaurants. The proposed minimums for drive through banks were 
not changed . 

Plan Map Changed from: 

Zone Map Changed from: 

Location: Citywide 

Specify Density: Previous: 

Applicable statewide planning goals: 

to: 

to: 

New: 

Acres Involved : 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

~~DDD~DD~DD~DDDDDDD 
Was an Exception Adopted? DYES D NO 

Did OLeO receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment. .. 

35-days prior to first evidentiary hearing? 

If no, do the statewide planning goals apply? 

If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? 

L2:J Yes 

DYes 

DYes 

OLeo file No . .,.,--_-::-__ ::--,----,--,--__ 
Please list ali affected State or Federal Agencies , Local Governments or Special Districts: 

Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue, Clean Water Services, Metro & Tri-Met. 

DNo 

DNo 

DNo 

houcka
Typewritten Text
002-13 (19701) [17455]



Local Contact: Cheryl Caines 

Address: 13125 SW Hall Blvd. 

City: Tigard 

Phone: (503) 718-2437 Extension: 

Fax Number: 503-718-2748 

Zip : 97223 E-mail Address: cherylc@tigard-or.gov 

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 
This Form 2 must be received by DLCD no later than 20 working days after the ordinance has been signed by 

the public official designated by the jurisdiction to sign the approved ordinance(s) 
per ORS 197.615 and OAR Chapter 660, Oivision 18 

I. This Form 2 must be submitted by local jurisdictions only (not by applicant). 

2. When submitting the adopted amendment, please print a completed copy of Form 2 on light green 
paper if available. 

3. Send this Form 2 and one complete paper copy (documents and maps) of the adopted amendment to the 
address be low. 

4. Submitta l of this Notice of Adoption must include the final signed ordinance(s), a ll supporting finding(s) , 
exhib it(s) and any other supplementary information (ORS 197.615 ). 

5. Oeadli ne to appeals to LUBA is calculated twenty-one (21) days from the receipt (postmark date) by OLCO 
of the adoption (ORS 197.830 to 197.845). 

6. In addition to sending the Form 2 - Notice of Adoption to OLCO, please also remember to notify persons who 
participated in the local hearing and requested notice of the final decision. (ORS 197.615). 

7. Submit one complete paper copy via United States Postal Service, Common Carrier or Hand 
Carried to the OLCO Salem Office and stamped with the incoming date stamp. 

8. Please mail the adopted amendment packet to: 

ATTENTION: PLAN AMENDMENT SPECIALIST 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

635 CAPITOL STREET NE, SUITE 150 
SALEM, OREGON 97301-2540 

9. Need More Copies? Please print fo rms on SYZ -1I2xll green paper only if available. If you have any 
questions or would like assistance, please contact your OLCO regional representative or contact the OLCO 
Salem Office at (503) 373-0050 x238 or e-mai l plan.amcndments(@.state.or.us. 

http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/forms.shtm l Updated December 6, 2012 



CITY OF TIGARD, OREGON 
TIG.\RD CITY COUNCIL 

ORDIN,\NCE NO. 13-.Q:L 

AN ORDIN,\NCE AMENDING THE TIGARD COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE CHAPTER 
18.765, TO REDUCE MINIMC~l PARKING R.I\TIOS FOR EATING AND DRINKING 
ESTABLISH!'.IENTS, SALES-ORIENTED RETAIL AND PERSONAL SERVICES - BANK WITH 
DRI\-E-THROUGH USES .\ND REDUCE TI IE ~IINI~IUM PARKING PERCENTAGES WITHIN 
l\.J1XED USE AND MULTI-TENANT DEVELOPMENTS (I)CA2013-00001), ..JS . .4mend.ed .*-

\X'HERE,\S, the city received application for the proposed code amendment to amend the text of the 
Off-Street Parking and Loading Chapter (18.765) of the City of Tigard Community Development 
Code to reduce minimum parking ratios for the following uses: eating and drinking establishments, 
sales·oriented retail and personal sen·ices - bank with drive-through and lo,,-er the required parking 
percentages within commercial mixed use or multi-tenant developments; and 

WHERE,\S, the purpose of Chapter 18.765 is to insure adequate parking in close proximity to ,-arving 
uses for residents, customers and employees, and to establish standards which will maintain the traffic 
carrying capacity of nearby streets; and 

\X'HEREAS, notice was provided to the Department of Land Conservation and Development at least 
35 days prior to the first evidentiary public hearing; and 

\X'HEREAS, notice to the public was prm'ided In confon11ance with the Tigard Community 
De\-clopment Code Chapter 18.390.060.D; and 

\X'HEREAS, the Tigard Planning Commission held a public hearing on j\pril I, 2013 and 
recolTunendcd with a unanimous \·ote that Council apprm-c the proposed code amendment, as 
amended by staff and Planning Commission; and 

WHERE,-\S, the Tigard City Council held a public hearing on May 14,2013, to consider the proposed 
amendment; and 

'IX'HERE},S, the Tigard City Council has considered the recommendation of the Planning 
Commission; and 

WHEREI\S, the Tigard City Council has considered applicable Statewide Planning Goals and 
Guidelines adopted under Oregon Rc\-iscd Starutes Chapter 197; any federal or state starutes or 
regulations found applicable; any applicable Metro regulations; an)' applicable Comprehensive Plan 
Policies; and any applicable provisions of the City's in1plementing ordinances; and 

WHEREAS, the Tigard City Council has determined that the proposed development code amendment 
is consistent with the applicable review cl1teria, and iiFilii>iffiSH-Sly approves the request as being in the 
best interest of the City of Tigard. by a majority *= 

ORDINANCE No. 13- (J? 
Page 1 



NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF TIGARD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1: 

SECTION 2: 

SECTION 3: 

P,\SSED: 

.\PPROVED: 

The specific text amendment attached as "EXHIBIT A" to this Ordinance is 
hereby approycd and adopted by the City Council. 

The findings in the f\farch 25, 2013 Staff Report to the Planning Commission and 
the f\finutes of the April 1, 2013 Planning Commission hearing are hereby adopted 
in explanation of the Council's decision. . h the amendments to the Use/l'v1inimums 
table approved by Council on May 14,2013; see draft minutes attached.) 

This ordinance shall be effective 30 days after its passage by the Council, signature 
by the ]\fayor, and posting by the City Recorder. 

BY'-~04:.d.:lJ.n~..:..;/=,--_ vote of all COllncil membcrs present after being read by 
number an " this j.</I:!ldayof ?nat ,2013. 

" ,-,-U 
Catherine \X'heatlcl', City Recorder 

PI tt, 
By Tigard City Council this . - day of :-'--n-,--,~=""f"=-="'-_' 2013. 

/\ pproved as to form: 

Cit)' Attorney 

ORDIN,\NCENo. 13-o1 
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Exhibit A 

CommentaIT 

The Planning Commission is recommending the addition of the tenn uconunercial" in 
18.765.030.0. There is concem that mixed usc developments with residential components mar be 

constructed without adequate parking. The addition of "commercial" to the code language means 

that the percentages will not apply to mixed usc developments that include residences. 

Staff is proposing to delete the language under 18.765.0.5 stating the maximum parking allowance 

shall be 150% of the total minimum as calculated in subsections 1-4. The code states that parking 

requirements for mixed lise and multiple tenant developments shall be calculated using the 

percentages listed in 18.76s.D, including the maximum of 1 SO%. There arc existing developments 

that may exceed the 150% and create non-conforming situations. Deleting this language lessens the 

likelihood of making a site non-conforming and maximums can be calculated by using the maximum 

parking ratios listed in Table 18.765.2. 

Table 18.765.2 lists minimum and maximum ratios for two types of cating and drinking 

establishments (fast food and other). However, nowhere in the code is there a distinction made 

between the two types. The applicant has added a footnote (#8) to clarify how to determine if a 

restaurant is fast food. The applicant's proposed language is: ttJjljgp4fil,fiP.llalifllLillnu.d&a!i.ea1itJg.ggd 
dtil1&V!UliPpJIJi1m.wiD1!ilh a ' )Plllk.!d!. 1'011111.' "'' alldiD/:iess Ihao_HLlabjf[, &mt!1Jl)es im'lIlJiI J.lIbuw. 
~J/(ckJ. Chi/lJl1Je..dk Staff is recommending the elimination of the term "and" because it may be 

interpreted to require fast food restaurants to haye less than ten rabies, which is not rypical of many 

fast food restaurants. Also the examples were removed because specific restaurant names should 

not be codified as they can change or arc trademarked. 



Proposed code as amended by staff and the Planning Commission: 

DCA2013-00001 
OFF-STREET PARKING MODIFICATIONS 
DEVELOPMENTCODE~~NDMENT 

Explanation of Formatting 
These text amendments employ the follov.~ng formatting: 
f.t~;~~~ -Text to be deleted or not added 

~ ~ine and {taUd - Text to be added 

18,765,030 General Provisions 
D , Parking in mixed-use and mul{iple... tenant projects, In£ClmmeLcj!!l mixed-use find multiple 
tenam projects, the required minimum vehicle parking shaU be determined using the following 
formula: 

1, Primary use, i,e" that with the largest proportion of total floor area within the 
development, at 1 00% of the minimum vehicle parking required for that use in 
Section 18,765,060; 

2, Secondary use, i,e" that with the second largest percentage of total floor area within 

the development, at!iJ. 90% of the vehicle parking required for that usc in Section 
18,765,060; 

3, TertiI;lO'_Stlbse'ltleAt use E>HtSeS, at 70 8G% of the vehicle parking required for that use(s) 
in Section 18,765,060; 

4. All other uses. at 60% of the vehj cle Mrki1JK. required for that l{§e(V in Section 
18,765.060; 

,4,11 .. maJ<imtlffll'arl.rngaHtluAee shaH be 1§G% tiE the te tal mffiiiilWH l'MI.rngas 
ealeolatea ifl StlbseelieA 0 ,1 3 .Ile,", 

Table 18,765,2 (Minimum & Maximum Re<jJlired Off-street Vehicle & Bicycle Parking 
Requirements) 

V.e Minimums 
Current Proposed Amended by St.ff 

Council 
Earing and Drinking Fast Food: 9,9/1,000 6,0/ 1,000 7,0 8rt!/ J 000 
Establishments!" Other: 15,3/1,000 8,0/1,000 9.0~/I,OOO 

Sales-Oriented Retail 3,7/1,000 3.0/1.000 3.0/1,000 

Personal Services (Bank 
with drive-through) 4,3/1,000 2,7/1,000 3,04,,;/1,000 (fte 

~ftl£4f.esig'!..liti,mjt!CllH!~S ~11 ~dtiDg!{JId dri~"inE-I!J.(~bJisb!!JNJ!.s~1!!i~k a _uW,B.l$ .WJ.fQunter",p.!..k!jJka 
lel)jiO) lab os iT} tk.e dinin. area, 

C.il~- KI;s;:t![!.!n·~ 1\o2U: ("bln~( ~bll~D III n:d 
[(\01 abovt reOrq tbr anwodw£Ou madl" hr !hl: 

Tu:aul r ' lI~ Cm,mt:~ nn M'I)' B ~Q l l ::!!ia:u 
'!m<U!C[ID~ IbiS P[lIIlO::'(1i mdI02!)S;S;: 

• 



~ 

Draft Minutes - Agenda Item No. 10 
May 14, 2013 Tigard City Council Meeting 

10. LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC HEARING - COI.."IMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE 
AMENDMENT FOR PARKI NG REQUIREMENT MODIFICATIONS 

T he purpose of the hearing is for the City Council to consider the applicant's request (Killian 
Pacific) to lower minimum parking ratio requirements for certain uses (Ea ting and Drinking 
Establishments, Sale-Oriented Retail and Personal Services - banks with drive through) and lower 
the luinllnUll1 percentages required for prilnary, secondary, etc. uses in mi,cd-use or tnulti-tenant 
developments. T lus will allow greater opporumities for the leasing or expansion o f existing 
structures and businesses . 

a. o Mayor Cook opened the public hearing. 

b. ~ Staff Report: Associate Planner Caines and Senior T ransportation Planner Gray presented 
the staff report. 

f\ ssociate Planner Caines reviewed the staff report and referred to a slide presentation on file in 
the record copy of the meeting packet. -11,e application for the proposed code amendment came 
to the City of Tigard from an outside applicant who is requesting to lower the parking nunimum 
ratios for restaurants, sales-oriented retail and banks with drive-through. In addition, the 
applicant also proposes to lower the lninitTIUlTI percentages for prim~l11'. secondary, tertiary uses 
in mixed-use and mnlti-tenant development. 

Associate Planner Caines explained the proposed amendment would be citywide and would 
apply to all commercial, industrial and multi-family residential zones in the City of Tigard. 

Associate Planner Caines gave background information: 

• The city adopted the current m.i.nimum ratios in the parking chapter of the COlmnuluty 
Development Code based upon d,e m.i.nirnum ratios established by Metro in 1998. T hese 
muumums are applied to new construction, redevelopment and changes of use. 

• The applicant owns property in the City of Tigard and is not the only property owner who 
has been confronted with the situation o f wantUlg to expand existUlg 
businesses/ developments and because o f the size of the ex.i.sting property size found it 
impossible to be successful in applying for a change of use or expansion of their businesses 
due to their inability to meet the minimum parking standards. Tlus has created an econonuc 
development issue for some City of Tigard property owners. 

• In 2012 the city received complaints from a residential neighborhood adjacent to a multi­
tenant development where uses had changed over a period of time and the mix was such 
that there was insufficient onsite parking and it began to spill over UltO the residential 
neighborhood. 

• Staff viewed the issues considering the perspectives of econom.i.c development and the 
interests of the adjacent property owners and endeavored to strike a balance to determine 
the " right" numbers for parking requirements in the City of Tigard. lVletro's numbers 

Draft Minutes - Agenda Item No. 10 
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• 
• 
• 
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seemed high and the applicant's proposals seemed a little low. Sta ff proposed numbers to 

provide a "bridge" and recommended changes to the code until there could be a 
comprehensive review of parking standards in the future. 

The T ransportation System Plan adopted in 2010 recommends looking at parking ratios to 
determine if these need to be changed and possibly lowered. The reconunendatio n 
proposes tIus review to be do ne in a cotnprehensive Inanncr. Thjs comprehensive review is 
not on the schedule of Community Development Department projects, which is why the 
staff is proposing the "bridge" to allow economic development to occur in the meantime. 

The information provided by the applicant on parking standards wj! s reviewed. 

Many of the area jurisdictions adopted the Metro minimum parkihg ratios. 

; \ chart showing proposed or recommended parking standards ,,"as reviewed and included 
the "ITE Peak," "City of Tigard Minimum," "Applicant's proposal." and the "Staff 
proposal." 

Staff thought the numbers proposed by the applicant we re too low based on the ITE 
information and requirements in place by other jurisdictions. Staff has proposed minimum 
parking requirements based o n being somewhat " in the middle" and to avoid creating 
unforeseen problems. 

Senior Transportation Planner G ray provided the following information: 

• Prior to coming on staff for the City of Tigard, Ms. Gray was a transportation consultant for 
I<:ittelson & Associates and her specialty area was parking. 

• The application before the City Council is unusua in that it is rare for a private 
developer/ property owner to seek a code oha nge affecting the entire city. Citywide code 
changes are most oftcn initiated by the city. If the city were proposing changes in parking, 
the approach would be to ha,'c quite a lot of data collection and public outreach. 

• The materials prO\-ided by the applicant are nOt as ex tensive as what the city would like; 
however, staff appreciates that this proposa-tm oves the city toward a direction it wants to go. 

• Ms . G ray reviewed the table showing ti,e proposed or recommended parking standard 
comparisons. She re ferred to the abundance o f data that is available that could be analyzed 
and considered "'hen considering this type of code change. T here is no "one right number" 
to select on the chart - til ere are trade-offs to consider - it is abour 111,ing to find the right 
balance for the community. 

• Th benefit of the proposa l be fore the City Council is that it provides for some benefit for 
economic developtnent that cannot occur because of current code constraints. 

• While the applicant's proposal does not provide as much data as what is typically preferred, 
the impacts are relatively minor because it is reducing the minimum and not changing the 
maximum numbers. The effects resulting with implementation o f the staff proposa l would 
be fairly narrow. 

• The current simation with the parking standards is not unique to T igard in that many cities 
adopted parking requirements in the 60's and 70's; many of these requirements have not 
been upda ted regularly. 

c. Council/ Staff Discussion 

• In response to questions from Mayor Cook and Councilor Snider, Senio r Transportation 
Planner G ray reviewed the differences between what ti,e applicant was requesting and the 
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staff's proposal. She confirmed that the staff recommendatio n was based more on 
experience with ranufica tio ns of setting certain tninitnutn requiretnents since the data depth 
is no t available at tlus time. T he nexus of requiring parking spaces in relation to the square 
area of the building was discussed and questio ned since the amount of space devoted to 
kitchen area and storage was not factored. Ms. Gray said restaurants have a lugher demand 
for parking than many other commercial uses but acknowledged that the current 
requirements for restaurant parking could pose a hardslup especially when there are so many 
vacant cOllllnercial spaces. She said, as an interitn step, tailing a Ino derate reductio n would 
be a good idea. 

Councilor Buehner referred to the recent City of Portland negative experiences when it 
eliminated certain parking requirements. She said she wanted to avoid a similar sinlation in 
Tigard. 

In response to a ques tio n from Councilor Sluder, Associate Planner Caines advised the 
applicant is aware of and supports the staff recommendation. 

Mayor Cook asked about the triggers for changes in parking requirements. Associate 
Planner Caines said that, for example, if a retail shop moves out and their parking 
requirement is 3.7 spaces per 1,000 square feet and tllen a restaurant moves in, the parking 
requirement increases to 9.9 spaces per 1,000 square feet. T lus is a huge difference in the 
number o f parking spaces required and if the proper ty owner cannot show that the spaces 
are available or can be provided on the site, then staff canno t approve the use change. The 
rea li ty is that sometimes the amount of parking required is nOt needed. 

~ Councilor Woodard referred to the N imbus development and tl,e circumstance 
whereby two conunercial spaces are vacant beca use of the parking requirements. H e asked 
if the staff proposal would make a difference for this development. Associate Planner 
Caines advised the applicant is the owner of the N imbus Center. W ith the reductio ns 
recommended by staff, the minimums would not be met; however, the applicant could apply 
for an adj usunent, which would get them to the point where they could go ahead witll the 
nUx of uses they were considering. Councilor Woodard referred to numbers contained in 
the atta chments to the Agenda Item Summary for this matter noting that it appears even 
during peak time; parking lots are only 50-60 percent full. H e questioned whether the 
amendments proposed by staff are adequate, especially with the changes now apparent in 
how people do business; i.e., online banking. I-Ie would like to see the most flexibility 
possible to assist with econonuc development, wluch appears to be supported by the data. 
W hile Councilor Woodard acknowledged taking a more cautious approach, he would rather 
see the requirements support economic develop ment and more fl exibility would appear to 
be closer to doing "it right." 

~ Seluor T ransportation Planner Gray commented that in many cities, if a developer 
wanted to get an adjusunent to the parking requirement for a new fast food res taurant, to 

support a site-specific adjusU1lent, they would take counts on three to five similar sites. The 
proposa l before the City Council represents a citywide change, wluch is why she felt the data 
submitted b y the applicant was no t quite enough to suppo rt a citywide change. She added 
that the information provided does indicate a direction to ease up o n nunimum parking 
requirements. If additional ease is warranted, it ca n be allowed if a property owner justifies 
the need. 

o Council President I-Ienderson agreed the data supports the direction proposed by the 
applicant and staff with regard to helping business. However, he is concerned that a 
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property owner would still need to go through an expensive review process . I-Ie referred to 
his office complex and the fact that it was too expensive to have a restaurant. I-Ie has a fa st 
food establishment at tius complex and he rents 20 additional parking spaces at an adjacent 
church for $450/ month. He said lowering the milumum parking standards would send a 
signal that Tigard is "open for business." He acknowledged this type of code change would 
affect the road maintenance fee calculations. Council President Henderson said he would 
prefer to get this done correctly the first time; that is, do not settle for mediocre. In 
response to a question from Councilor Sluder, Council President Henderson indicated Ius 
preference was for the applicant's proposal. During his comments he would like to see a 
review of how the square footage area for businesses is calculated. I-Ie said the Papa John's 
establishment in his complex is 1,500 square feet and requires 20 parking spots because there 
is an extra 600 square feet of overhang on the building that is included in the calculation for 
parking requirements. 

o Councilor Woodard responded to Council President Henderson's suggestion tilat the 
applicant's proposal was acceptable and he said he prefer a proposal tllat would set 
nlin.llllunl parking requiretnents at I1tunbers representing a cotnpromise between dle 
applicant's proposal and the staff's recommendation. 

d. Public Tes timony 

~ Applicant representative from Killian Pacific, Vice President/ Head o f Development Noel 
Johnson, 500 East Broadway, Vancouver Washington offered testimony: 

• His company owns several properties in Tigard including the Nimbus Retail Center at 
Scholls Ferry Road and Nimbus. There are a number of vacancies at this center due 
solely to the "challenge that is before us." 

• A significant component of his company comprises large and small retail developments. 

• For a number of years the N imbus Center has had problems and after talking to Tigard 
staff, they decided to attemp t to resolve the issues, which are keeping tl1e center fro m 
developing to its potential. They decided that ra ther than to simply to pursue a solution 
that would onlv benefit tlus one center, they would pursue a solution that would benefit 
other properties in the city; that is spend the money and be a company focused on the 
COITIJTIunity . 

• Killian Pacific has spent about $55,000 on this effort to create the data to support tlleir 
application from work done by Kittelson & Associates, other flrms and experts. While 
the result is not ideal, it gives a good indication on where to go. 

• While the applicant continues to prefer the numbers proposed in their application, they 
accept staff's recommendation. He acknowledged the capabilities of T igard staff and 
especially noted the expertise in tlus area possessed by Senior Transporta tion Planner 
Gray. He acceded that if IVIs. G ray said tlus was worth more study, then it probably 
should be studied more. I-Ie added the applicant would appreciate the change to happen 
now so tl1ey could work towards getting the N imbus Center vibrant. They would have 
an opportunity to apply for an adjustment to meet their business needs. 

• Mr. Johnson said they supported and encouraged continued study of this area o f the 
code to adjust to ti1e changing rea lities of how business is being conducted. 
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o Councilor Buehner said she appreciated Mr. Johnson's words o f support for the expertise 
possessed by Senior Transportation Planner Gray in this area of the code. 

o In response to a question from Council President Henderson, Mr. Johnson said further 
smdy would be enlightening and allow additional consideration of how to address parking 
demands for parking in different settings including urban development. T he proposal tonight 
represents a first step to strike a balance between more and less urban types of development. 
His company does not want parking spillover to neighborhoods to become a problem. 

o Councilor Snider thanked Mr. Johnson for his company's approach to this matter to take a 
more global look toward finding solutions. Killian Pacific has done more than its part to analyze 
this simation and bring th e matter forward because of the legitimate concerns adversely affecting 
Tigard businesses . 

e In response to a comment from Councilor Buehner, Mr. Johnson agreed that the proposed 
code change would make a difference for his company by allowing more flexibility. Once 
approved, his company will immediately move forward so they can completely fill up the 
N Ullbus Center with tenants. 

e Councilor Snider asked about how the staff proposal would be of benefit to the applicant. 
Mr. Johnson said they would be able to move forward without further process toward filling up 
vacancies in the center if the applicant's proposal was approved. T hey would need to apply for 
an adjustment if the staffs recommenda tion was approved. He said this has been a multiple 
month process and no one is certain about "what the right numbers are." While the experts 
employed by the I<:.iIIian Pacific firm are in support o f what the applicant proposes, Mr. Johnson 
said he defers to Senior Transportation Planner Gray's (s taffs) recommendation. 

~ Councilor Snider summarized that it appears the council is being asked to make a big 
changed based on a rela tively incomplete smdy. Ms. G ray said the data is very limited to go 
forward with a citywide code amendment, which is why the staff makes the recommendation 
before the City Council. 

~ Mr. Johnson again noted support for the staffs recommendation as well as doing more 
smdy at a later date to determine if additional changes are warranted. 

~ Richard Shavel', 11 371 SW Sycamore, Tigard, OR 97223 advised he has been working with 
downtown landowners. Parking is the bigges t issue in the downtown, which he sees is more of a 
matter of how the existing parking is being used. He said the downtown landowners need to 
resolve this issue, not the city . Mr. Shavey said he has a grea t deal o f respect for any property 
owner who initiates the action to ll1ake a recoll1111endation to the city. He said econonuc 
development is a big issue for him. His concern with the proposal before the City Council is 
that it is a "bridge approach" to spur economic development based on less than thorough 
informa tion . He referred to the proposa l for a comprehensive study and questioned when such 
a smdy could be undertaken and analyzed. In tlus case "we don't know the answers" and he 
would prefer having the information before proceeding. 
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o Senior Transportation Planner G ray responded to Mr. Shavey's comments and noted she 
would defer response to Assistant Community D evelopment Director McGuire with regard to 

the Community Development Department work program and budget. Mr. McG uire advised 
that next month he will brief the City Council and Planning Commission on upcoming 
legislative projects to update/ revise various sections of the code. T he parking issue is scheduled 
for review in the fall of 2014. Mr. Shavey acknowledged the workload of existing staff; however, 
noted Ius dismay that it would take this long to review this matter. Discussion followed about 
whether reprioritization should occur. Councilor Buehner noted the city's priority is to 
complete the River Terrace CommUluty Planning. 

d. Staff Recommendation: Associate Planner Caines said staffs recommendation is to include the 
proposed changes recommended by the Plalllung Comnussion at its hearing and further 
amended by staff. 

e. Mayor Cook closed the public hearing. 

f. Council consideration / discussion. 

City Attorney Watts addressed Council President H enderson's announcement that he would 
recuse himself from voting on tlus matter. Generally advice on conflict issues is handled by the 
state etlucs office. Mr. Watts said he heard Council President Henderson announce earlier that 
he might be financially impacted by a decision on the City Council on tlus matter. H e said that 
Council President Henderson has disc10seu this tu the public and said he tends to advise a 
cautious approach on these issues of abstaining if there is any question. Mr. Watts sa id his 
advice would be for Council President Henderson to abstain on tlus issue. Council President 
Henderson said he would "abstain with COlntnent." 

Council President Henderson said tllat, " [ reall), tllink that if we don' t take the most 
conservative stand on tlus that we will be looking at problems down the line. I still come back 
and say tlus is going to trigger tile road maintenance fee and we have been pronused every year 
that we would have thorough investigation of this. [ still tllink that we need to do that in total. I 
don' t tlunk we understand what is acroally going to happen to us when we do tlus." 

o Councilor Studer asked Council President H enderson what he means by taking a 
conservative approach. Council President Henderson said he would rather we "pull this back as 
far as we can rather than taking a higher level and saying 'well, we're going to cut later when tile 
information fmaUy gets to us.'" Councilor Studer asked if Council President Henderson was 
recommending that the council adopt the applicant's recommendations. Council President 
Henderson said, "Correct." H e said from an econonuc development perspective, he thinks the 
applicant'S proposal is tile best. Staff adnuts there is a problem. Councilor Studer said 
consideration should be given to making a nustake if a decision is made too far the other way. 

~ Councilor Woodard said he was considering adjusting the proposed numbers lower. He 
said he did not tlunk the city has ever addressed the policy with "overhang." [-Fe said he is 
unsure whether square footage is a rrue representation of the fa cility. He has not reviewed this 
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policy but said such a review might change his decision-making process . It makes it difficult fo r 
him to say the staff recommenda tion is the best. 

~ City Manager Wine asked for sta ff to respond ro the question of how square footage is 
determined in relation to the requirements for parking. Associate Planner Caines said that 
parking ratios are based on floor area. T he definition of floor area includes any area that is 
under a roo f. There were CQtntnents fro ln council that tlus deftnitio n is "wfo ng.') Councilor 
Woodard said tlus is a problem for him and because of this, he would lean more toward " the 
minul1ull1." 

o Cit)' Manager Wine reiterated Assistant Community Development Director McGuire's 
earlier comments to the City Council tha t through an upcoming regulatory reform process, the 
Community D evelopment Department sta ff regularly collects issues regartling problems with the 
code to address. When the City Council reviews the projects on the work plan, tlus issue being 
discussed by the council will be included. Issues can be addressed at the time code sections are 
reviewed; i.e., the point about the street tn aintenance fee or council's concerns regarding square 
foo tage calculation methodology. 

e Discussion fo llowed on how tI,ese code adjustments can be made. 

o Cit)' Ma nager Wine explained how the street maintenance fees are calculated. WIllie exact 
predictions of the mag,utude on the overall fees cannot be made, if the council reduces the 
minitnutTI requiretnents for parking spaces, then those spaces would be removed fro ll1 the street 
maintenance fee calculations . It appears that the proposed changes are not so radical tI,at it 
would greatly affect the total street main tenance fee revenue. Every five years the city reviews 
the street maintenance fee ca lculations. T hese issues are no t before the City Council tOlught; 
however, if council wants to review the street tnaintenance fee, then sta ff can bring tlus forward . 
G iven the number of properties tllat would be affected by the proposed amendment, Cit)' 
Ma nager Wine said ti,e impact to the street maintenance fee should not be significant. Staff was 
bringing tllis in formation to ti,e council so it would understand that parking spaces are included 
in the street maintenance fee as a proxy for vehicle trips and as soon as you start taking parking 
spaces out of the calculation, it can affect the fee level. 

e Councilor Buehner said she thinks the council should defer to the point that a major 
overhaul of the code is conung and the code should not be rewritten in total this evening. 
Councilor Buchner made a motion to approve O rdinance No. 13-07 using the recommendation 
of staff, particularly since "we have ti,e parking guru on sta ff ' and it would be foo lish to ignore 
her recommendation. She said she would add to the motion tha t "these items be included in the 
review as we move forward ," This change is going to tnake a big difference to businesses . 
Councilor Buehner said " I don't want to be trying to make citywide major changes without 
having all o f the data." 

o Councilor Snider asked for an OpportUlUty to ask some additional questions and was not 
ready for a second to the motion. Councilor Woodard said he also was no t read)' for a second 
to the Illotion. 
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G Councilor Snider said he did not like to make big changes on short notice. He said it 
appea rs the council has struck upon an issue as they are struggling with the staff 
recotumendatio n and balancing it with econonuc deveioplncnt and the applicant's tes timony. 
He referred to the calculations and the issues b rought up with how square footage is considered. 
I-lis ques tion on the table is whether it is written i.n code with regard to how the calculations are 
done or is it prescribed in administrative rules. A code change takes 18 months wllile an 
administrative rule could be more easily amended. Councilor Snider said he has not heard 
tes timon), regarding the confidence in an)' of the proposed options for parking; therefore, it 
appears that council can draw its own conclusions about how to address this 111a tte r. 

G Assistant Conmmnity Development Director l'vIcG uire responded to Councilor Snider that 
the calculations are prescribed in the code; that is, the ca lculations are not subj ect to 
interpretation. H e said he was not ll1aking a recotnmendation one way Of ano ther, but renlinded 
the City Council about frequent complaints that the code is too complex. If the decision is 
Illade to calculate S0 11le th.ings one way and other things another way, errors and olnissions can 
be the result and / or the code has become more complex. 

G Councilor Woodard said he sees three options available to the City Council: 

Option 1 - The proposed amendments as recommended by staff. 
Option 2 - A median approach (between Option 1 and 2). 
Option 3 - The proposed amendments submitted by the applicant. 

Councilor Woodard proposed Option 2, which would mean the proposed code numbers wo uld 
appear as follows: 

Use Minimums 
Current Proposed Amended by Sffiff 

Council 
Ea ting and Drinking Fast Food: 9.9/ 1,000 6.0/1,000 Zfl.Mfl, OOQ 
Establishmentsllli Other: 15.3/1,000 8.0/1,000 2.Q 10 0/1. 000 

Sales-Oriented Retail 3.7/1,000 .U.J.4. 000 3.0/1,000 
Personal Services (Bank 
with drive-through) 4.3/ 1,000 2.7/1,000 3.0 <8/ 1,000 fie 

!!LE;,5.£ [QQd des.ig!l8.uaa illc/llde ~ all catiag .md dciakiao- e~l11bli~bal(:,Q l~ lI'itll a uU!.tl lk. UB c..aUlu{;.(" Q( lJ:.~~ tllt/ll 
lC.11J.1OJ tab.les. ia the diaiup are: 

In respo nse to a question from Councilor Snider, City r\trorn ey Watts said the council has the 
ability to choose the staff's proposal, the applicant's request or for the council to "make your 
own path." He said there has been public notice o n the parking requirements, there has been 
no notice regarding the calculation of the square footage nor has there been a notice about 
changes to the calculatio n o f the street maintenance fees. T hese two topics would likely be of 
great interest to n1any business owners and individuals in th e city and cautio ned the council no t 
to take positions on these topics tonight. 
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~ Councilor Woodard said his changes only relate to the numbers per 1,000 sguare feet. 

~ Council President Henderson said he would like to have staff look into the two topics referred 
to by City Attorney Watts. 

~ lVIayor Cook noted that the proposed amendments only affect a few establishments now. T he 
entire code will need to be reviewed at a later date after further study. 

~ Councilor Snider proposed the council go forward with Councilor Woodard's 
recommendations of"7, 9, 3 and 3." After confirmation of these numbers by Councilor Woodard, 
Councilor Snider said his proposal as stated above is a motion. 

~ Councilor Woodard seconded the motion. 

The motion was approved by a majority vote o f City Council present. 

Mayor Cook 
Council President Henderson 
Councilor Buehner 
Councilor Snider 
Councilor Woodard 

Yes 
Abstain 
No 
Yes 
Yes 

~ Later in the meeting proceedings Mayor Cook asked tor the City Recorder to read the number 
and title of the proposed ordinance: 

City Recorder Whea tley read the following: 

ORDINANCE NO. 13-07 - AN ORDINANCE Al\IENDING THE TIGARD COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT CODE CHAPTER 18.765, TO REDUCE MINIMUM PARKING RATIOS 
FOR EATING AND DRINKING ESTABLISHMENTS, SALES-ORIENTED RETA IL AND 
PERSONAL SERVICES - B/\NK WITH DRIVE-THROUGH USES AND RE DUCE THE 
MINII\IUM PARKING PE RCENTAGES WITHIN MIXED USE AND MULTI -TENANT 
D EVELOPMENTS (DCA2013-00001) AS AMENDED. 

A roll call vote was ta ken and the ordinance was adopted by a majority vote of the City Council: 

Mayor Cook 
Council President Henderson 
Councilor Buehner 
Councilor Snider 
Councilor Woodard 

Yes 
Abstain 
No 
Yes 
Yes 

Dra ft prepared by Catherine Wheatley, Tigard City Recorder 
May 16, 2013 
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CITY OF TIGARD 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

Meeting Minutes 
April 1, 2013 

CALL TO ORDER 

President Anderson called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. The meeting was held in the Tigard 
Civic Center, Town Hall, at 13125 SW Hall Blvd. 

ROLLCALL 

Present: 

Absent: 

Staff Present: 

Presiden t Anderson 
Commissioner Feeney 
Commissioner Fitzgerald 
Commissioner Gaschke 
Commissioner Muldoon 
Vice President Rogers 

Commissioner Doherty; Commissioner Schmidt; Commissioner Shavey 

Kenny Asher, Community Development Director; Tom McGuire, 
Assistant Communi ty Development Director; Doreen Laughlin, 
Executive Assistant; Cheryl Caines, Associate Planner; Judith Gray, Sr. 
Transportation Planner 

COMMUNICATIONS 

Commissioner Fitzgerald reported that she and Commissioner Shavey had attended the 
Downtown Public Art Visioning on the 27,h of March. She found it very interesting to see 
what guidance the artist got to work on the new key entrances to Downtown Tigard. She said 
the artist will come back with some sketches, models, to get the next round of ideas through 
the committee. She dlinks this is a very talented artist and she believes it will be somedling 
good. She reported about 20 people showed up; a good turnout. 

CONSIDER MINUTES 

March 18th Meeting Minutes: President .Anderson asked if there were any additions, 
deletions, or corrections to the }"Iarch 18,h minutes; there being none, Anderson declared the 
minutes approved as submitted. 

PUBLIC HEARING - OPENED 

DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT (DCA) 2013-00001- OFF STREET PARKING 
MODIFICATIONS 
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REQUEST: The applicant has proposed amendments to chapter 18.765 - Off Street Parking and 
Loading Requirements of the Tigard Community Development Code. These modifications include 
reducing the minimum parking requirements for specific uses listed in Table 18.765.2 (Eating and 
Drinking Establishments, Sales-Oriented Retail, and Personal Services - bank with drive through) and 
1110difying the minitTIum parking requirclllcnt percentages for nuxed-use developments. 
(18.765.030.0). LOCATION: Citywide. ZONE: R-25 & R-40 residential zones, all commercial 
zones and all industrial zones. APPLICABLE REVIEW CRITERIA: Community Development 
Code Chapters 18.380 and 18.390; Comprehensive Plan Goals 1, Public Involvement; Goal 2, Land 
Use Planning; Goal 6, Environmental Quality; Goal 9, Economic Development; and Statewide 
Planning Goals 1, 2, 6 and 9. 

President Anderson read SOITIC required statements. No COt11lnissioners wished to abstain or declare a 
conflict of interest. No one in the audience wished to challenge any member of the Planning 
Commission for bias or conflict of interest. r t was noted that Commissioners Tim Gaschke and Matt 
Muldoon had both received public notices on this case as they live within the affected area. Vice 
President Jason Rogers had made a site visit. No one in the audience wished to challenge the jurisdiction 
of the COlTIllussion. 

STAFF REPORT 

Associate Planner Cheryl Caines introduced herself and went over the staff report. [Staff 
reports arc available one week before the meeting.] She noted that this is a citywide proposal 
for reduction in minimum park.ing ratios for restaurants, retail shops and banks with drive­
thru. The other part of the proposed code amendment is lowering the percentages for mixed­
use or multi-tenant developments such as shopping suip malls and mixed-use development. 

Cheryl went over a PowerPoint presentation (Exhibit A). She gave some background 
information regarding the establishment of the minimum parking ratios in table 18.765.2; she 
noted they were established by Metro in 1998 as regional highest minimums recommended for 
cities ro app ly. Tigard adopted those ratios straight from Metro's Regional T ransportation 
Plan. There's been no modification ro them since that time. 

Cheryl turned the microphone over to Judith Gray, Sr. Transportation Planner to speak about 
parking ratios. She referred to a slide ro help in her explanation (Exhibit B). She pointed out 
that the "Shopping Center" portion of the slide was incorrect. It showed staffs 
recommendation at 3.7 when, in fact, they are at 3 - which means they are recommending 
accepting the applicant's proposal in that area. She said the City appreciates the initiative that 
the applicant is taking to improve City code. It helps the City move in the general direction 
they would like to go, and also provides flexibility for other developers. She gave reasons why 
this is a good thing: She no ted this is a minimum ratio - developers would still be able to 
provide more - they just won't be required to provide this as a minin1l1m; that's important and 
that helps. She said there are a few mitigating facrors in this case that give some flexibili ty, 
some protection; one is that it is a minimum ratio, another is that it's fairly limited to just a few 
land uses. \Xlith that in mind - that's why the staff recommendation moves pretty far and in 
the tight direction. Cheryl added that, as stated in the staff report, this mal' not be ille ideal 
way of looking at ille ratios, as Judiill pointed out, but it is ille direction that ille City has been 
going and so in ille recommendation and the analysis, ille illOUght was illat this could be 
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possibly a bridge to where we want to go. It will alleviate some issues and it will encourage 
some economic development. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission find in favor of the proposed text 
amendment as amended by staff and with any alterations as determined through the public 
hearing process, and make a final recommendation to the Tigard City Council. This 
recommended approval is contingent upon the applicant's submittal of parking counts 
showing the amendments will result in adequate on-site parking for the impacted uses and 
developments and will not adversely impact adjacent streets, residential neighborhoods, or 
commercial developments. 

QUESTIONS OF STAFF 

Commissioner Muldoon: Is there any assumption that there will be improved mass 
transit? No, it~· stlidly looking at the mtios alld the pen~lItages for tbe mixed-we de1Jelopmell fJ. 

Commissioner Feeney: I understand the recommendations of the City adjusting it; 
why no change to the drive-in bank? I'm just wondering why we want to keep that in 
the current City code. It waJ baJed lIPOIl Exhibit E of the applicallt 'J 11latelia/., the In)iew o(parkillg 
propoJed tIIilliJJ/IIJJlJ 1~/atil)e to ITEpmkillggeJIemtioll. 111 lookillg at the remge that lvaJ JhowlI ill that 
il!/O),lJJtllioJl, we didll '/ jed that I/;at data Jtlpported lowerillg the IlllJJJbfJl;· that's wIry we rct.YJlnmcllr/er/ 110 

challge. 

APPLICANT'S PRESENTATION - Noel Johnson, Killian Pacific, 500 East 
Broadway St., Vancouver, WA introduced himself and his colleague, Phil Bretsch, also o f 
Killian Pacific. 

Mr. Johnson explained why they were bringing this forward. He noted that he realizes it's 
somewhat unusual for an applicant to bring forward a text amendment that is a citywide 
proposal. He explained the genesis of tlus decision; essentially it came out of a realization that 
a retail property they own "Nimbus Center" - is having some challenges and is unable to 
actually fill up with businesses. Problems occur when people want to locate businesses tin t 
may want to expand, or restaurants - and tl1ey simply aren't able to because of the parking 
problem. They realized it would be worth Killian, partnering with the City, to try to £i.-x this 
small problem for them Gust a few tllOusand square feet of space) tl1 at they'd like to fill up . 
111ey recognized tint as opposed to spending their money and time on a variance for tl1is 
property specifically, tl1ey'd spend that same money and time to try to fix , not only tl1eir 
problem, but a problem that exists in every other retail, restaurant, or bank establishment in 
Tigard. 

He said tl1ey looked at four pieces of data: 
1. O tl1er cities - Killian develops throughout tl1e whole Portland Metropolitan area. They 

asked themselves - "What is working there? What's successful tl1ere?" 
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2. See what other good developers that build well have done in the suburban 
communities that have a similar parking dynamic and transit need. 

3. They looked at the ITE averages and data. 
4. They looked at specific local parking counts and did a study as to the amount of 

parking needed during peak times. 

IV[r. Johnson said they don't completely agree with staff - he believes there is too much 
conservatism there - they still like their numbers but are willing to be fl exible. They just want a 
good result that they hope helps the City as well . He said they spent a total of $50,000 on this 
effort - far more than it's worth just to fill up a few thousand square feet of retail, but he said 
it seemed like the right thing to do, Killian Pacific is a community focused business, having 
been here 40 years as a company, and planning to be here a lot longer; that's their MO and 
that's why they're doing it. 

TESTIMONY IN FAVOR - Gerald Kolve - his business, Canterbury Square 
Shopping Center, is located at 14389 SW Pacific Hwy, Tigard 97214. He thanked them 
for hearing this. H e spoke about an older commercial property that he owned and developed 
in 1972. He used that as a demonstration of how excessive the parking requirements of today 
are. He said if they applied the parking requirements of today and applied them back then, 
dley would have had a requirement of 374 parking spaces. 111ere isn't enough land there, with 
the buildings, to be able to even come close to being able to provide 374 parking spaces. 
They've had retail tenants and have rarely exceeded 80% of the available parking at the center. 
He spoke about a vacancy he has at the center now of 7,400 square feet. H e's had several 
inquiries by people who would like to go in , spend money, improve the place ... bu t they can't 
because they'd like to use it as a restaurant. As a restaurant use for that space, it would recluire 
115 parking places. 111e space in question is about 9% of the square feet of the total feet of the 
total shopping cen ter but that 9% would, under the present rules, take out almost 40% of the 
existing parking - so you have 91 % of the tenants left to use what's available of 60% and, 
obviously, it doesn't even come close to being enough. 

He encouraged dle commission to please carefully examine the existing requirements. He 
hopes they will approve what the applicant is requesting, as it is indeed much more in line with 
COOl1llon sense. 

TESTIMONY IN OPPOSITION - Julie Blume, 6875 SW Pine Street, Tigard 97223 
just wanted dlem to look carefully at the parking - make sure there's enough parking so 
there's not a bunch of problematic overflow parking from dle bar there on weekends. 

Cheryl Caines mentioned that there was an email that had been submitted by IV[alvin Gerr 
who's dle liaison of the Tigard Summerfield Civic r\ ssociation. He'd asked that dle email be 
passed out and considered by the commissioners (Exhibit C). Basically it spoke about what 
kind of impact thi s might have on parking at the clubhouse at Summerfield. Cheryl said she'd 
spoken to him on the telephone dlat afternoon and told him she wasn't foreseeing any 
significant impact on Summerfield due to dle distance. 1\'Ir. Gerr was present, and dlere 
weren't any questions by the commissioners. 
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QUESTIONS/COMMENTS 

Commissioner Feeney asked if this would be an interim move. Is the City still doing a full 
study? YeJ - Iveji,e/ tiJir ..-iJoIIM" 'I be tI)e elld o/liJat dirmJJioli becClim liJ" TSP JayJ look alliJe ratioJ bill it 
al.ra JayJ look at the other itemJ that make liP tiJat whole parki"g mallagemellt ryJfetll. So thiJ iJjllJ1 olle pie,~ 
of that. 

Commissioner Fitzgerald said she didn 't have a problem with the staff ratios, but she didn't 
like the language above that. She wanted them to pull the term "residential" out of the 
eguation. Sr. Transportation Planner said she believed this was beyond the scope of this 
particular study at this time. She thought they could clarify a bit better such as "This is for 
mixed commercial uses" so it wouldn't be confused with residential. 

APPLICANT REBUTTAL 

Mr. Johnson said "We're more locally focused on where we're driving our numbers. We put 
less weight, rightly or wrongly, on the ITE numbers which are a national average. They can be 
adjusted but you're taking into consideration cities like Houston or Phoenix, which operate 
very differently than our Metropolitan area." 

PUBLIC HEARING - CLOSED 

DELIBERATIONS 

President Anderson asked all the commissioners present to give their ideas on this. 

• Commissioner Rogers - I was a bit apprehensive originally but I do like what staff 
presented. More of a slower approach rather than jumping into it and changing it 
completely. It's probably better to adopt thi s slowly. 

• Commissioner Feeney concurs with this. He thanked the applicant for bringing this 
forward. He agrees with staff's recommendations ... and would like a "meet in the 
middle" type of thing. 

• Commissioner Gaschke - agrees and likes the direction tl1ey're going in. He agrees the 
parking ratios are extremely conservative and appreciates the applicant "greasing the 
skids" for Tigard to go in the right direction. 

• Commissioner Fitzgerald - Would like to go with the staff recommendations. 
• Commissioner Muldoon - any really big revitalization is dependent on improved mass 

transit. 
• Commissioner Anderson - appreciates the applicant bringing this forward. He likes the 

meet you halfway type of tl1ing. 

MOTION 

Commissioner Fitzgerald made tl1e following motion, seconded by Commissioner Feeney: 
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"I move for approval of application DCA2013-00001 and the findings and conditions 
approved and contained in the staff report except for modification adding commercial 
to the language of multi-tenant." 

A vote was taken and the motion passed unanimously. 

OTHER BUSINESS 

Commissioner Muldoon suggested that a public interest talk to the water partnership folks 
,,-jth Lake Oswego, and a possible joint meeting with the Planning Commission be looked 
into. Assistant Community Development Director, Tom McGuire, said he would look into it. 

ADJOURNMENT 

President Anderson adjourned the meeting at 8:30 p.m. 

Doreen Laughlin, Planning C; · ssion Secretary 

ArrEST: President Tom Anderson 
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SECTION I. 

CASE NAME: 
CASE NO.: 

PROPOSAL: 

APPLICANT: 

ZONES: 

LOCATION: 

APPLICABLE 
REVIEW 
CRITERIA: 

SECTION II. 

Agenda hem: 
Date: 

STAFF REPORT TO THE 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

FOR THE CITY OF TIGARD, OREGON 

APPLICATION SUMMARY 

OFF STREET PARKING MODIFICATIONS 
Development Code Amendment (DCA) DCA2013-00001 

TI,e applicant has proposed amendments to cbapter 18.765 - Off Street Parking and 
Loading Requirements of the Tigard Community Development Code. These 
modifications include reducing the minimum parking requirements for specific uses listed 
in Table 18.765.2 (Eating and Drinking Establishments, Sales·Oriented Retail, and 
Personal Sen·ices - bank with drive througb) and modifying the minimum parking 
requirement percentages for mixed·use developments (18.765.030.0). 

Killian Pacific 
500 E Broadway St., Suite 110 
"ancoU\·er, WA 98660 

APPLICANT'S 
REP: 

Cardno WRG 
5415 SW Westgate Dr., Stc 100 
Portland, OR 97221 

R·25 and R-40 residential zones and all commercial and industrial zones. 

Citywide. 

Community Development Code section 18.380.030.B and; Comprehensive Plan Goal 1, 
Public Involvement; Goal 2, Land Use Planning; Goal 4, Envirorunental Quality; Goal 9, 
Economic Development; Goal 12, Transportation; and Statewide Planning Goals 1,2,49, 
and 12. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recollunends that tbe Planning Conullission find in favor of tbe proposed text atnendment as amended by 
staff and witb an)" alterations as determined through the public hearing process, and make a fina l 
reconunendation to tbe Tigard City Council. TIlls recommended appronl is contingent upon tl,e applicant's 
subnllttal of parking counts showing the amendments will result in adequate on·site parking for tbe inlpacted 
uses and de,·elopments and will not ad,·ersely impact adjacent streets, residential neighborhoods. or commercial 
deyelopments. 
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SECTION III. PROPOSAL AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

TI,e applicant proposes to lower the minimum parking ratio requirements for certain uses (Eating and Drinking 
Establisbments, Sales-Oriented Retail and Personal Services - banks with drive through) and lower the 
minimum percentages required for prinlary, secondary, etc. uses in mixed-use or multi-tenant developments. 
Current Tigard minimum parking ratios were adopted in 1998 and are based upon upper limit minimum ratios 
found in Metro's 2035 Regional Transporta tion Plan. Metro established mininlum and maximum parking 
ratios to prevent an over-supply of parking, encourage compact development and more efficient use of land, 
promote non-auto trips, and protect air quality. The ratios adopted by the City ,,'ere the highest "not to 
exceed" minimums established by Metro. Lower ratios could bave been adopted. 

Tigard parking code regulations are inlposed for new construction, expansion of existing uses, and changes of 
use. The applicant states that the current rrllninlum parking ratios are preventing some existing structures from 
being occupied and some existing businesses from expanding, \\~thin particular multi-tenant or mixed-use 
de,·elopments. Therefore, the applicant is proposing code modifications that require less parking for future 
developments and allow for the lease/expansion of existing storefronts. For example, the applicant owns a 
multi-tenant development at the corner of Scholl 's Ferry Road and Nimbus Avenue (10105 - 11 105 SW 
Ninlbus Avenue) . There is an existing restaurant Mthin the center that would like to expand, but there is not 
enough on-site parking to meet tbe current parking minimums Mth the mix of tenants, even with a parking 
adjustment. 

Business expansions or cbanges of use carUlot be permitted within some existing developments due to 
inadequate I?arking to meet mmin1um standards; this does negatively inlpact econOmlC development. At the 
same time, ill 2010 the City received a complaint from residents abutting a commercial area that emplorees 
were being instructed to park in the neighborhood to vacate parking spaces for customers. Over time, the mix 
of uses had changed MdlOut City review and tbe parking demand had increased. This lack of parking spilled­
over into the adjacent residential areas. 

In 2010, the City adopted tbe 2035 Transportation System Plan (TSP) that guides future transportation policies, 
strategies, and projects to meet expected growth. The TSP also provides the transportation goals and policies 
of the Tigard Comprebensive Plan (Goal 12). Goal 1 of the TSP is to develop mutually supportive land use and 
transportation flans to enhance the livability of the community. One of the recommended actions to 
inlplement Goa 1 is to review and update development code requirements for on-site parking. 

The TSP states tbat on-site parking is pro"ided to protect surrounding land uses (such as neigbboring 
residential areas and other commercial developments) from overflow parking inlpacts. Further, inadequate 
parking can contribute to traffic congestion at driveways, which can have inlpacts on tbe adjacent streets. 
However, too mnch available parkinll encourages single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) trO\'el. Parking also requires 
large paved areas, which negatively =pact pedestrian travel, increase stormwater runoff, reduce development 
opportunities and increase development costs. Therefore, it is iml?ortant to strive for a balance that prevents 
or reduces all of the potential negative inlpacts associated Mth parking while still ensuring an adequate supply. 

Ciry staff area aware of the concerns of propert), owners, businesses and residents but also recognize that the 
minimum parking requirements adopted in 1998 may not still be appropriate for Tigard. For these reasons, 
and to inlplement TSP Goal 1, a comprehensi,'e review and amendment of the Development Code Off-Street 
Parking chaptet has been scheduled when time and budgets permit (likely 2014). Tne TSP states that it is 
appropriate to reduce the parking minimwns in some areas of the City as part of an overall transportation 
demand management strategy. TIus strategy should also include improved connectivit)" transit and 
bike/ pedestrian services, carpool services, and shared or public parking. A comprebensive review of the code 
and policies is ideal, bllt that does not meet the inlmediate needs of the applicant and other business and 
property owners in Tigard. TI1erefore, the applicant has proposed this code amendment. 
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SECTION IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION & ANALYSIS 

Staff Recommendation: 

Staff recommends tha t the Planning Commission find in favor of the proposed text amendment as amended by 
staff and with any alterations as determined through the public hearing process, and make a final 
recommendation to the Tigard City Council. This recommended approval is contingent upon the applicant's 
submittal of parking counts showing the amendments will result in adequate on·site parking for the unpacted 
uses and developments and will not adversely impact adjacent streets, residential neighborhoods, or 
commercial developments. 

Staff Analysis: 

The applicant has proposed a Citywide reduction of the minimum parking requirements for certain uses and 
for multi-use or multi-tenant developments. Information provided by the applicant compares the number of 
re<juired parking spaces for se"eral multi-tenant de"el0rments under the current, and applicant's proposed 
rattos. In additton, the applicant compared Tigard parking ratios with several other Metro area jurisdictions 
and national average parking demand ratios from the lnstitute of Transportation E ngineers (lTE) Manual. 

Like Tigard, many of the other jurisdictions adopted the highest minimum parking ratios recommended by 
I"Jetro. T hose that have different ratios fall witlun the following ranges. All are based on spaces per 1,000 
square feet of gross floor area (gfa). 

Use Tieard Minimums 
Retail 3.7 spaces per 1 000 gfa 2 - 4 spaces per 1 000 gfa 
Banks w / drive through 4.3 per 1 000 gfa 2 - 4.1 per 1 000 gfa 
Fast Food 9.9 per 1 000 do 4 - 10 ~er 1 000 gfa 
Other Restaurants 15.3 per 1 000 gfa 4 - 13.3 per 1 000 gfa 

Some cities have even lower ratios for specific areas such as downtowns and multiple use zones. Similarly, 
parking ratios within D owntown Tigard are reduced by 25% and no minimums are required for developments 
along Main Street and near the Tigard Transit Center. These rednctions are not considered in this analYSIS since 
the development patterns and alternative travel modes are not sinlllar to those in other parts of a suburban city. 

Staff contacted planners/ directors in other jurisdictions to ask what analysis was done to determine these lower 
minimum parking ratios; due to staff changes or the time that had passed, some did not know. Hillsboro is 
currently undertaking a major code rewrite that includes amendments to the minimum parking ratios where 
staff experience indicates the ratios are too high or too low. None of the cities contacted reported major 
parking issues, and the comparison seems to show that parking ratios lower than Metro's minimums are 
working in suburban areas . 

However, parking codes do no t address parkin£ demands for the affected uses. To address this issue, the 
applicant provided data from the lTE manual (Exhibit E). ITE data is based upon national averages. This 
data supports the proposed retail ratio, but does not support the proposed bank ratio, and indicates that the 
proposed restaurant ratios are too low. Again, these numbers are national averages and may not reflect specific 
demands for these uses in Tigard. 111crcfore, staff is recommending that no amendments be approved prior to 
parking count data from the Tigard area being pro"ided by the applicant that shows the minimum ratios are 
adequate to meet Tigard development parking demands. 

Based upon lTE information, professional opinion, ratios from other jurisdictions, loss o f economic 
opportunities, and TSP goals, sta ff agrees that the Tigard minimum parking ratios may be too high. H owever, 
the applicant has failed to provide documentation that tl,e proposed numbers are adequate to meet parking 
demands in Tigard . Likewise, little information has been provided to support lowering parking percentages in 
multi-tena nt developments. The City of Beaverton has a shopping center use categoty WIth a milUmum 
parking ratio of 3.0/ 1,000 gfa. This lower standard for a shopping center is supported by the ITE manual 
Information regarding shopping centers (Table 2 of Ex hibit E), but it is unclear if these lower percentages meet 
parking demands. 

I f the City were undertaking the D evelopment Code amendment, then several issues and solutions would be 
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considered as part of a transportation and parking management plan as recommended in the TSP. Howeyer, 
the proposed parking reductions could be a bridge to a future review and amendment of the code and would 
support economic growth in the meantime. 

Information provided by the applicant does not support all of the proposed reductions. Staff has amended the 
proposed code amendments as shown in Attachment 1. These lower ratios are less likely to create negative 
rmpacts on adjacent streets and property owners. Staff is recommending approval of the proposed retail ratio 
reduction, denial of the proposed hank ratio reduction, and a slightly higher ratio for restaurants than what the 
applicant proposed. The sraff recommendation is contingent on the applicant providing parking demand data 
to support these amendments. 

SECTIONV. APPLICABLE CRITERIA, FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

APPLICABLE PROVISIONS OF THE TIGARD DEVELOPMENT CODE 

Tigard Development Code Section 18.380.020, Legislative Amendments to this Tide and Map, states 
that legislative zoning map and text amendments shall be undertaken by means of a Type IV 
procedure, as governed by Section 18.390.060G. 

The proposed will be reviewed under the Type IV legislative procedure as set forth in the chapter. This 
procedure requires public hearings by both the Planning CommissIOn and City Council. 

Section 18.390.060.G establishes standard decision-making procedures for reviewing Type IV 
applications. The recommendation by the Commission and the decision by the Council shall be 
based on consideration of the following factors : 1) The Statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines 
adopted under Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 197; 2) Any federal or state statutes or regulations 
found applicable; 3) Any applicable METRO regulations; 4) Any applicable comprehensive plan 
policies ; and 5) Any applicable provisions of the City's implementing ordinances. 

Findings and conclusions are provided below for the applicable listed factors on which the rec01mnendarion by 
the Commission and the deciSIOn by the Council shall be based. 

• The Statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines adopted under ORS Chapter 197 

Statewide Planning Goal1 - Citizen Involvement: 
This goal outlines the citizen involvement requirement for adoption of Comprehensive Plans and 
changes to the Comprehensive Plan and implementing documents . 

Statewide Planning Goal 2 - Land Use Planning: 
This goal oudines the land use planning process and policy framework. 

Statewide Planning Goal 4 - Environmental Quality: 
This goal seeks to maintain and improve the quality of the air, water and land resources of the state. 

Statewide Planning Goal 9 - Economic Development: 
This 110al seeks to provide adequate opportunities throughout the s tate for a variety of economic 
activitIes vital to the health, welfare, and prosperity of Oregon's citizens. 

Statewide Planning Goal 12 - Transportation: 
This goal outlines how to provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic transportation 
system. 

FINDING: The Devartlnent of Land Conselvation and De"elopment (DLCD) has acknowledged 
the City s Comprehensive Plan as being cons.istent with the statewide planning goals. 
The proposed text alnendment's consistency with the Comprehensiye Plan'~ Cltizen 
Involvement, Land Usc Planning, Environmental Quality, Economic Development, and 
Transportation goals and policies are discussed in this report, below. 
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CONCLUSION: Based on the findings below regarding Comprehensive Plan goals 2, 9 & 12, staff fmds 
that the proposed code amendments are not consistent with applicable Statewide 
Planning Goals. However, both local and statewide goals can be met if the applicant 
provides parking counts that show the amendments will result in adequate on-site 
parking for d,e inlpacted uses and developments and will not adversely inlpact adjacent 
streets, residential neighborhoods, or commercial developments. 

• Any applicable Metro regulations; 

FINDING: 

CONCLUSION: 

The T.!Bard TSP is consistent with the policies of Metro's 2035 Resional Transportation 
Plan (KTP) and the Tigard Comprehensive Plan goals and policies were denloped 
based on TSP goals. The proposed amendments are not consistent with the Tigard 
Comprehensive Plan as oudined below; therefore the amendments are not consistent 
with Metro's 2035 RTP. If documentation supporting the amendments is provided by 
the applicant, then the Comprehensive Plan goals and Metro's 2035 RTP regulations 
can be met. 

The minimum parking ra tios developed by Metro are upper limits. The proposed lower 
ratios arc less than tbe upper limits developed by Metro. There are no otber Metro 
regulations regarding local parking requirements. 

Based on the findings above, staff fmds that the proposed code amendments are not 
consistent widl applicable Metro regulations. However, Metro's 2035 RTP regulations 
can be met if tbe applicant provides parking counts that sbow the amendments will 
result in adequate on-site parking for the inlpacted uses and developments and will not 
adversely inlpact adjacent streets, residential neigbborhoods, or commercial 
developments. 

• Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies 

Comprehensive Plan Goal!: Citizen Involvement 

Goall.l Provide citizens, affected agencies and oilier jurisdictions the opportunity to participate in all 
phases ofthe planning process . 

FINDING: 

CONCLUSION: 

This goal bas been met by complying with the Tigard Development Code notice 
requirements set forth in Section 18.390. On Marcb 6, 2013 the City mailed a Measure 
56 notice of the Planning Commission hearing to all affected property owners in 
accordance with Oregon Revised Statutes CORS) 227.186. In addItion, public hearing 
notices were mailed on March 18, 2013 to interested citizens and all property owners 
wiiliin a 500 foot radius of all commercial zones. A notice was published in The 
Oregonian newspaper on March 13,2013, at leas t 10 days prior to tbe bearing. Two 
public hearings will be held Cone before the Planning Commission and the second 
before the City Council) where opportunity for public input is provided. 

Based on the above findings, Goal 1.1 is met. 

Comprehensive Plan Goal2: Land Use Planning 

GoaI2.l: Maintain an up-to-date Comprehensive Plan, implementing regulations and action plans as 
the legislative foundation of Tigard's land use planning program. 

Policy 2: The City'S land use regulations, related plans, and implementing actions shall be consistent 
with and implement its Comprehensive Plan. 

FINDING: The Tigard Community Development Code inlplements the Comprehensive Plan. Tbe 
proposed code amendment is not completely consistent with the applicable provisions 
of Tigard's Comprehensive Plan as shown in the findings under Goals 9 & 12 below. 
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However if documentation meeting goals 9 & 12 are provided by the applicant, then the 
code amendment will be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 

Policy 20: The City shall periodically review and, if necessary, update its Comprehensive Plan and 
regulatory maps and implementing measures to ensure they are current and responsive to community 
needs, provide reliable information, and conform to applicable state law, administrative rules, and 
regional requirements. 

FINDING: 

CONCLUSION: 

The profosed amendment to the City's development code is precipitated by the 
applicant s inability to fully tenant existing developments due to minimum parking 
requirements. The proposed amendment is requested to increase economic 
development opportunities for Tigard businesses/ property owners and allow efficient 
use of land for future developments. TI,e applicant states that the proposed change to 
the Tigard Community Devefopment Code is responsive to a current community need. 

Based on the above findings, Goal 2.1 is not met but can be met if the applicant 
provides parking counts that show the amendments will result in adequate on-site 
parking for the impacted uses and developments and will not adversely impact adjacent 
streets, residential neighborhoods or commercial developments. 

Comprehensive Plan Goal 6: Environmental Quality 

Goal 6.1: Reduce air pollution and improve air quality in the community and region. 

Policy 3: The City shall promote land use patterns which reduce dependency on the automobile, are 
compatible with existing neighborhoods and increase opportunities for walking, biking, and/ or public 
transit. 

Goal 6.2: Ensure land use activities protect and enhance the community's water quality. 

Policy 7: The City shall investigate and use, to the extent practical, measures that limit the 
community's .effectlve impervious area. 

FINDING: 

CONCLUSION: 

The applicant states that the proposed reductions in parking represent a more efficient 
use of land resources. Reducing the amount of area dedicated for parking provides 
more land for landscaping, storm water processing, and denser de\·elopment. If more 
landscaping or on-site stormwater facilities are provided, this promotes the City'S goals 
of decreaSing impervious area and enhancing water quality. If denser development is 
const!ucted, then more people may walk or bike to these developments, reducing the 
number of vehicle trips and improving air quality. The proposed parking reductions 
support the goals and policies for improving air and water quality, reducing dependency 
on automohiles, and limiting effective impervious surface area. This goal is met. 

Based on the above findings, Goals 6.1 and 6.2 are met. 

Comprehensive Plan Goal 9: Economic Development 

Goal 9.1: Develop and maintain a strong, diversified, and sustainable local economy. 

Policy 3: The City'S land use and other regulatory practices shall be flexible and adaptive to promote 
economic development opportunities, provided that required infrastructure is made available. 

FINDING: Current regulatory practices in the form of the City'S minimwn parking requirements 
may be hindering economic de"elopment in the city. The applicant has provided 
information that mclicates lower parking ratios will remove these barriers and promote 
economic developtuent opportun.ities. However, the information provided is either 
anecdotal or is gweralized across the entire counn')'. The applicant has not provided 
documentation tbat shows these proposed minimum parking ratios meet Tigard's local 
parking demands. 
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CONCLUSION: The proposed changes are likely to encourage the growth of existing businesses; 
however, no evidence has been submitted that shows the I'roposed minimum larking 
ratios will meet parking demands for the affected uses withm the City of Tigar . Based 
on the above findings, Goal 9.1 is not met but can be met if the applicant provides 
parking counts that show the amendments will result in adequate on-site parking for the 
11TIpacted uses and developments and will not adversely impact adjacent streets, 
residential neighborhoods or commercial developments. 

Comprehensive Plan Goal 12: Transportation 

Goal 12.1: Develop mutually supportive land use and transportation plans to enhance the livability of 
the community. 

Policy 6: The City shall support land use patterns that reduce greenhouse gas emissions and preserve 
the function of the transportation system. 

FINDING: Reduced parking SUPPO!!S a land use pattern that encourages less travel by automobile, 
which in turn reduces greenhouse gas emissions. Tlus policy is met. 

Policy 9: The City shan coordinate with private and public developers to provide access via a safe, 
efficient, and balanced transportation system. 

FINDING: 

CONCLUSION: 

The City is working with the applicant ( a private developer) to make adjustments to the 
code required parking minimums that best balance parking demand and for certain uses 
,,~th site design and circulation to minimize off-site impacts. The City Engineer and 
Senior Transportation Planner both expressed concern lhat the proposed reductions in 
parking minimums may impact traffic by causing back-ups onto adjacent street systems 
as customers search for parking. No information was provided to address this concern. 
Howe,-er, the applicant is preparing traffic counts for sites in and near Tigard that may 
address this concern. This policy is not met mth the information so far received. 

Based on the above findings, Goal 12.1 is not met bur can be metifthe applicant 
provides parking counts that show the amendments will result in adequate on-site 
parking for the impacted uses and developments and will not adversely impact adjacent 
streets , residential neighborhoods or commercial developments. 

Goal 12.2: D evelop and maintain a transportation system for the efficient movement of people and 
goods. 

Policy 9: The City shall require the provision of appropriate parking in balance with other 
transportation modes. 

FINDING: The applicant proposes to lower the mllUmum parking ratio requiremen ts for certain 
uses and lower the nutUmum percentages required for primaty, secondaty, etc. uses in 
mixed use or multi-tenant developments. Current Tigard mllUmum parking ratios were 
adopted in 1998 and are based upon upper limit mitUmum ratios found in !lletro's 2035 
Regional Transportation Plan. Metro established mininmm and maximum parking 
ratios for a number of reasons, including promoting non-auto trips. 

In 2010, the City adopted the 2035 Transportation System Plan (rsP) that guides future 
transportation projects and stra tegies to meet expected growth. The T SP states that it is 
appropriate to reduce the parking mi.ni.mums in some areas of the City as paft of an 
overaU transportation demand management strategy. One purpose of the demand 
management stra tegy is to balance appropriate parking with other u-ansportation modes 
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CONCLUSION: 

such as, improyed transit and bike/ pedestrian selvices as well as connectivity, carpool 
services, and shared or public parking. A comJ?rehensive review of the code and 
policies is ideal, but that does not meet the immedIate needs of the applicant and other 
business and property owners in Tigard. Therefore the applicant has proposed this 
code amendment. 

The key question is: what is the appropriate level of parking? The applicant has so far 
provided anecdotal information on what other neighboring jurisdictions require and 
ITE data that is generalized across the entire country. What's needed to determine the 
appropriate balance is parking count information for sites in and near Tigard. TI,e 
applicant indicates that tlus information if forthcoming but a final determination cannot 
be made on this criterion until that information is rece!Ved and anal),zed. 

Based on the aboye fIndings, Goal 12.2 is not met but can be met if the applicant 
provides parking counts that sbow the amendments will result in adequate on-site 
parking for the impacted uses and developments and "ill not adversely impact adjacent 
streets, residential neighborhoods or commercial developments. 

• Any applicable provision of the City'S implementing ordinances. 

FINDING: 

CONCLUSION: 

TI,e onI), applicable provision of the City'S implementing ordinances is TCDC 
18.390.060.G, which is addressed here. All of the factors listed in this code section have 
not been fully satisfied because the applicant's proposal does not satisfy all applicable 
Comprehensive Plans goals. However, supplemental information regarding Tigard 
parking demands may show that a modification to the parking rnllllmUmS is supported. 

Based on the above findings, the City's applicable implementing ordinances have not 
been met but can be met if the applicant provides parking counts that show the 
amendments will result in adequate on-site parking for the impacted uses and 
developments and will not adversely inlpact adjacent streets, residential neighborhoods 
or commercial developments. 

(Continued on Next Page) 
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SECTION VI. ADDITIONAL CITY STAFF & OUTSIDE AGENCY COMMENTS 

City of Tigard: 

City Engineer, Mike Stone, reviewed the proposal and cautioned that reductions in parking may lead to 
complaints from adjacent residential neighborhoods and vehicles backing-up onto City streets while drivers 
search for a parking space. 

Senior Transportation Planner, Judith Gray, reviewed the proposal and states that Tigard should nor just 
follow rhe acnons of other jurisdictions. Parking demand smdies and parking counts should be provided to 
demonstrate and support rhe proposed amendments. Other approaches could be to develop 
variance! ad justment procedures that address site specific simation,. 

Redevelopment Project Manager, Sean Farrelly, reviewed the proposal and suppOrts rhe proposal because 
it will be positive for economic development and brings LIS more in line wirh neighboring cities. 

Other Agencies: 

DLCD was notified of the proposed code text amendment but prm'ided no comment. 

PREPARED BY: Cheryl Caines 
Associate Plrumer 

APPROVED BY~m McGuire 
Assistant Community Development Director 
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Proposed code with staff amendments in red: 

DCA2013-00001 
OFF-STREET PARKING MODIFICATIONS 

DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT 

Explanation of Formatting 
'These text amendments employ the following formatting: 

Attachment 1 

I~lril(~fe\fgl! - Text to be deleted or not added 
BoltLUnderline and Italicl - Text to be added (proposed by applicant) 

[B:old. l JIlle~/ilrt' 11Il1l1talic. Red( - Text to be added (recommended by staff) 

18.765.030 General Prm-isions 
D. Parking in mixed-use and multipLe tenant projects. In mixed-use and multiple tenant 

projects, the required minimum vehicle parking shall be determined using the following 
formula: 

1. Primary use, i.e., tbat \\'ith the largest proportion of total floor area within the 
development, at 100% of the minimum "ehicle parking required for that use in 
Section 18.765.060; 

2. Secondary use, i.e., that with d,e second largest percentage of total floor area within 
the development, at as ~ o f the vehicle parking required for that use in Section 
18.765.060; 

3. Terti;yy 8tla,e'1tleflt use 6f-t1!1ffi, at lQ8G% of tbe vebicle parking required for that use (s) 
in Section \ 8.765.060; 

4: Subseql:lent <Me fJr AU other uses. at 60% oftbe vehjde parking required foe tbat 

llSefS ) in Section 18,765,06(); 

54. The maximum parking allowance shall be 150% of the total minimum parking as 
calculated in Subsection D.I-3 above. 

Table 18.765.2 !,Minimum & Maximum Required Off-street Vehicle & Bicycle Parking 
Requirements) 

Use Minimums 
Current Proposed Amended by Staff 

Eating and Drinking Fast Food: 9.9/1,000 6,0/1.000 8,011·000 
Establishments!81 Other: 15.3/1,000 8.,Q,!.l,OOO to,Q,Ll,OOO 

Sales-Oriented Retail 3.7/1,000 1,1211,000 --
Personal Services (Bank 
with drive-through) 4.3/1,000 2 . 7/1 111111 4.3/1,000 (no change) 
!!LEJw,.{aag dt:.~ignatiQa iucilldc.£ all c.atig{f aad ddala.'ag, c.s.t.ab.li~b~1Jt:.ats. uitlJ. iJ. tJJ:,fJ./k FlZ ,QJi.ntG,c." anfiLD.t1c§,§. 
.tlk7D /0 lab/e< . .h - Chinn l/p. Plr, 
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