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CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 

Planning Commission Minutes 
February 22, 2016 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Randy Arthur called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. in the Council Chamber of City 
Hall, 380 A Avenue, Lake Oswego, Oregon. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 
Members present were Chair Randy Arthur, Vice Chair John LaMotte and Commissioners 
Adrianne Brockman, Ed Brockman, Robert Heape and Bill Ward.  Commissioner William Gaar 
was excused. 
 
Staff present were Scot Siegel, Planning and Building Services Director; Jordan Wheeler, 
Deputy City Manager; Leslie Hamilton, Senior Planner; Johanna Hastay, Associate Planner; 
Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney; and Iris McCaleb, Administrative Support. 
 

3. COUNCIL UPDATE 

Councilor Skip O’Neill updated the Commission on City Council activities and actions. 
 

4. CITIZEN COMMENT – Regarding issues not on the agenda 

None. 
 

5. COMMISSION FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 

Announcements included that three neighborhoods (Forest Highlands, Westridge and 
Birdshill) had invited the Commission to meet with them for neighborhood tours. 
 

6. MINUTES 
6.1 January 14, 2016 

Commissioner Ward moved to approve the Minutes of January 14, 2016.  Vice Chair LaMotte 
seconded the motion and it passed 5:0:1.  Commissioner A. Brockman abstained. 
 

7. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
7.1 Lake Grove Village Center Overlay – Code Streamlining (LU 15-0064) 

Amendments to portions of the Lake Oswego Code (Chapter 50 – Community Development) 
for the purpose of streamlining and clarifying various code provisions related to the Lake 
Grove Village Center Overlay.  Some of the provisions have been identified as having policy 
implications.  Staff coordinator was Leslie Hamilton, AICP, Senior Planner. 
 
Chair Arthur opened the hearing.  Mr. Boone outlined the applicable criteria and procedure.  At 
time of declarations no conflicts of interest were reported. 
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Staff Report 
Ms. Hamilton explained that the proposed amendments addressed redundancy and 
inconsistent terms in the code; consolidated codes where possible; and proposed changes to 
code related to display window depth and display (proposed to be deleted); three building 
plane standards; flexibility for small remodels; the fenestration requirement (proposed to be 
reduced); and landscaping between low-density residential and tall buildings.  If the 
Commission agreed with treating private open spaces similarly to public plazas staff offered 
two options to consider.  Staff had found no need for an amendment to address a potential 
conflict between awnings and street furniture because there were already ways to do that 
under existing code.  Ms. Hamilton highlighted and provided examples in regard to the 
proposed changes related to small remodels, landscaping, and fenestration: 
 
Flexibility for small remodels.  Existing code called for flexibility but did not provide any related 
standards.  The proposed amendments set a limit on small remodels of less than 750 sf of 
total floor area demolished and reconstructed or newly created.  A small remodel would be 
exempt from the following standards: Build-to Line, Minimum Street Frontage and Minimum 
Height at Street Frontage. 
 
Landscaping between low-density residential and tall (three-story) commercial buildings.  The 
proposed amendment specified use of coniferous species of trees that would attain a height of 
at least 30 feet at maturity.  The City’s publication “Right Tree in the Right Place” was available 
to help guide people. 
 
Fenestration requirement.  The proposal was to reduce the requirement from 80% to 65%.  
Staff showed examples of existing development that met the standard (Starbucks) or had been 
granted a variance to have 50% fenestration (a bank).  The averaged variance for the past ten 
years in Downtown and Lake Grove was 66%. 
 

Questions of Staff 
There was concern about how long to wait for a tree to reach maturity/30 feet and what was to 
be done if the tree did not reach that height in the allotted time.  In regard to what the City 
would do if a building occupant did not use their private open space, staff advised that whether 
it was used or not the space was required to be designed in a way that complemented the 
Boones Ferry Road streetscape and to have features that made it visually inviting. 
 
There were various comments/suggestions from Commissioners:  In regard to allowing private 
open spaces one comment was that the Lake Grove Village Center (LGVC) concept was to 
have the buildings up at the property line and that the front was also for the purpose of mass 
transit.  There were suggestions to reduce the fenestration requirement to 50% in order to 
allow more flexibility for architectural styles that looked appropriate with less than 65% 
windows; and to not apply the code that listed acceptable roofing materials to roofs that were 
not visible.  There was a concern that allowing “landscaping” to include courtyards could allow 
a paved courtyard. 
 
Staff clarified how potential serial remodels were addressed:  all remodels that were done after 
a date set in the code counted against the limit of 750 sf for a small remodel.  Staff clarified 
that when a restaurant left a location where they had an outdoor patio the new occupant had 
to apply for change of use. 
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Public Testimony 
Carolyn Krebs, 16925 Denney Court, Lake Oswego, 97035, expressed her concern that the 
proposal was supposed to be code streamlining but it included policy changes.  She indicated 
she had expected the proposal to specify what a reasonable amount of time was for a 
screening tree to reach the required ‘30 feet at maturity.’  She stated that to have to wait 30 
years was essentially reducing the screening requirement. 
 
She indicated the City should not change Table 50.05.007-1: Village Center Maximum Height 
Limits because it was clear now.  In regard to private open spaces potentially becoming “dead” 
spaces she suggested allowing private open spaces only for outdoor dining, but if the 
restaurant use changed the code could require better landscaping there instead which would 
be consistent with the intent of keeping a public connection to the building.  She clarified that 
the code should prohibit enclosing of the space. 
 
Ms. Krebs urged the Commission not to reduce the fenestration requirement and that they 
should carefully consider building design with respect to fenestration.  She recalled that the 
original LGVC advisory committee expected to see contemporary representations of classic 
architectural styles and those could allow additional fenestration.  She commented that the 
windows were important to creating the pedestrian environment they wanted.  She asked the 
Commission to not allow large billboard-size posters in windows or on walls and not to change 
the Façade Design/Wall Plane standard, recalling that the Committee wanted to break up wall 
planes of larger buildings along Boones Ferry Road.  She advised that the LGVC Overlay 
purpose statement called for building designs that enhanced the pedestrian environment and 
provided visual interest and appropriate scale for a street orientation. 
 
During the questioning period Ms. Krebs clarified that there were not many places to park on 
Boones Ferry Road, so there were not many spaces there that property owners who lost 
parking through the Boones Ferry Road widening process could count toward their parking 
requirement.  She recalled the LGVC policy of no net loss of parking upon redevelopment of 
Boones Ferry Road. 
 
Ms. Hamilton advised that the Sign Code regulated window sign and that how fast a tree grew 
depended on site constraints.  She clarified the code did not contain a precise species list, but 
indicated the preferred (but not required) trees were evergreen species and hemlock.  She 
pointed out that a landscaping plan was required for development review and on approval the 
plan became a condition of approval. 
 
Jim Bolland, 804 Fifth Street, Lake Oswego, 97034, ceded his time to testify to Ms. Krebs. 
 
Chair Arthur closed public testimony. 
 

Deliberations 
Mr. Siegel pointed out that the first page of the staff report listed the policy changes the 
proposed amendments would make in order to effect some streamlining and code 
improvements.  He advised that practically speaking they could not require 30-foot screening 
trees to be planted immediately.  Commissioner E. Brockman encouraged the Commission to 
keep the testimony about the original intent of the code in mind as they deliberated. 
 
The Commission examined the following code amendments: 

Limit of small remodel.  None of the Commissioners expressed concerns about this proposed 
code language. 
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Private Open Spaces.  The Commissioners considered what was to happen if a private open 
space was allowed and then there was a change of use.  They asked staff to craft a provision 
to the effect that if the exemption is granted for private open space it must be active with 
outdoor seating and dining.  It runs with the property.  If the grantee or a future user changes 
the use then the space needs to be activated in the following ways: [List here some design 
features they have to have, for example, benches, landscaping, public art, etc.] 
 
Landscaping between low-density residential and tall buildings.  There were suggestions to 
require the applicant to negotiate with the neighbor and provide something (for example 
awnings) to buffer as an interim step until the newly planted screening trees reached maturity 
in a certain number of years; to look at how messy a tree species was as well as its hardiness 
(fast-growing trees tended to break during windstorms); and to specify a minimum size of 
evergreen at time of planting, such as evergreens 8’ to 12’ high.  The Commissioners 
confirmed they would like to see a menu of tree species that were maximum height to begin 
with, fast growing and hardy, that the staff and the arborist could apply objectively to a 
situation where buffering was required. 
 
Potential conflict between rain protection and street furniture.  Staff confirmed they believed 
there was enough flexibility in current code standards that such an amendment was not 
necessary. 
 
Façade design/wall plane.  Staff confirmed that they thought there were a number of other 
design requirements in the code that would result in articulation of the façade; one example 
was required breaks in storefront awnings. 
 
Fenestration Requirement.  The Commissioners supported reducing it to 65%, noting that 
design variances were available. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman moved to recommend reducing the Fenestration requirement to 
65% with the option for a variance.  Commissioner E. Brockman seconded the motion and it 
passed 6:0. 
 
Vice Chair LaMotte moved to recommend approval of LU 15-0064 consistent with 
Commission discussion.  Commissioner A. Brockman seconded the motion and it passed 
6:0.  The vote on the findings, conclusions and order was scheduled for March 14, 2016. 
 

7.2 Lake Grove Village Center Parking Management Plan (Resolution 16-05) 

Recommendation to adopt the Lake Grove Village Center (LGVC) Parking Management Plan, 
a guiding document with implementation strategies addressing parking concerns in the 
Overlay District.  Staff coordinators were Jordan Wheeler, Deputy City Manager; and Johanna 
Hastay, AICP, Associate Planner. 
 
Chair Arthur opened the hearing. 

 
Staff Report 

Ms. Hastay and Mr. Wheeler presented.  He thanked the Stakeholder Advisory Committee for 
their work and a recommendation that was tailored to fit the needs of their district and 
implemented aspects of the adopted Lake Grove Village Center Plan.  He reported that no 
substantive changes had been made to the plan since the Planning Commission work session.  
He outlined key findings and the related proposed strategies. 
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Key findings:  A study and inventory showed that there was lack of parking supply in high 
demand areas.  There was a desire for adequate parking requirements for new 
development/redevelopment and to protect the residential character of the surrounding 
neighborhoods.  The LGVC Plan called for no net loss of parking due to the Boones Ferry 
Road project. 
 
Recommended strategies: 

• Parking and Demand Management.  There were currently only 89 on-street public parking 
stalls in the District.  The strategy was to have parking time limits and shared private 
parking areas created by consistent shared-parking agreements and marked by consistent 
liability language signage. 

• Continue to build infrastructure for the alternative modes of bike and pedestrian travel as 
redevelopment occurs.  Certain right-of-way improvement projects were in the 
Transportation System Plan and Capital Improvement Plan.  There should also be way-
finding signage. 

• Parking capacity would be increased by planned public surface lots (Sites A and B) in the 
central District and a public parking garage at the south end.  The surface lots would 
accommodate approximately 41 to 68 parking spaces, depending on which site was 
pursued.  Those lots were currently zoned General Commercial (GC) and Neighborhood 
Commercial (NC); surface parking would have to be added as an allowed use in the NC 
zone to accommodate this proposal.  A potential 3-story, 238 stall public parking garage 
would be on a site in the south end of the District in the GC zone.  Code amendments 
would be needed in order to build an efficient parking facility. 

• Proposed code amendments to implement the Plan were to be heard during the hearing of 
(LU 16-0001). 

 
Questions of Staff 

Mr. Wheeler clarified that although the Parking Management Plan (PMP) contemplated both 
surface parking sites, only one that contained 40-60 spaces was needed to help satisfy the 
central district parking needs.  He anticipated that including Electric Vehicle (EV) stations (a 
City-sustainability goal) and designing for self-driving cars would be addressed at the time the 
parking facilities were designed.  There was a question about the type of connecting access 
between a surface parking lot and the Riccardo’s Restaurant site.  Staff advised that the code 
required vehicular connectivity and that the City would be willing to work with the adjacent 
property owner. 
 

Public Testimony 
Cheryl Uchida, 15190 Quarry Road, Lake Oswego, 97035, Co-Chair of the Waluga 
Neighborhood Association, read aloud the Association’s letter to the Commission.  They 
questioned the availability of the surface parking sites; they clarified that they were not 
endorsing or supporting the construction of either Site A or Site B parking lots.  They 
anticipated that if both lots were constructed it would look like a sea of parking on Oakridge 
Road.  They indicated they would prefer to see a combination of neighborhood commercial 
businesses with high density residential instead of the parking lots.  They anticipated the new 
parking lots would generate more traffic, exacerbating existing traffic problems on Oakridge 
Road.  They asked for a related traffic study. 
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Jerry Nierengarten, 15561 Twin Fir Road, Lake Oswego, 97035, advocated having the 
additional parking in place before Boones Ferry Road was constructed due to the parking 
impacts and interruption to business due to construction.  He advised that a 3-story public 
parking garage could be designed to be visually appealing.  He suggested considering how to 
keep the noise at a reasonable level. 
 
Barry Hasson, 4593 Upper Drive, Lake Oswego, 97035, offered suggestions regarding the 
landscaping buffering code provision.  He was advised that since his testimony was about 
LGVC code streamlining related amendments he needed to testify before the City Council. 
 
Carolyn Krebs, 16925 Denney Court, Lake Oswego, 97035, indicated she supported major 
elements of the proposed PMP, however she was concerned that the proposal was not a land 
use application – it was a master plan the City Council would adopt via resolution and could 
change in the future via resolution without sufficient public involvement.  She clarified that the 
Stakeholders Advisory Committee recommended increasing parking requirements for certain 
key uses and recommended not allowing parking modifiers for proximity to transit because 
there was poor transit service. 
 
Debbie Siegel, 2810 Dellwood Drive, Lake Oswego, 97034, a Lake Grove business owner and 
Chair of the Stakeholder Advisory Committee, noted that the Committee had made hard 
choices.  She explained that there was an existing parking problem that would be exacerbated 
by the upcoming Boones Ferry Road project; they wanted adequate parking for various kinds 
of businesses, and they wanted parking to be convenient for business customers.  She 
pointed out that there was a Lake Grove policy that called for no net loss of parking for 
businesses due to the Boones Ferry Road project and that there was no room for future on-
street parking.  She indicated that they did not want to encourage parking in the 
neighborhoods and they wanted to find ways to address cut-through traffic in neighborhoods.  
She recalled that the Committee saw the south side of the District as the right place for the 
public parking garage; they had observed that most of the potential site (Round Table Pizza) 
was being used for business parking now.  Future redevelopment on the south end of the 
LGVC would create even further demand for parking.  She reported that the Committee had 
considered how to mitigate aspects such as noise, appearance and access; they recognized 
the central surface public parking lots would help businesses there and that some of those 
businesses were about to lose on-site parking spaces.  She advised that the neighborhoods 
had provided input on where the public surface lots should be located.  She reported that the 
Committee had considered the consultants’ recommendations, accepting some, but rejecting 
the idea of parking meters and the assumption that a lot of people would ride bicycles to shop. 
 

Deliberations 
Chair Arthur closed public testimony.  Vice Chair LaMotte, the Planning Commission’s liaison 
to the Stakeholder Advisory Committee reported that they had looked at all of the factors and 
made hard choices.  He indicated it was a good plan for the area and he supported it. 
 
Mr. Wheeler clarified that two locations had been identified as potential surface parking 
locations; if one became available for the City to purchase the other location would not be 
needed.  Commissioner Ward questioned why a large public parking garage was necessary 
when 70 or 80 stalls could be built on a surface lot on that site.  Mr. Wheeler and staff recalled 
that over 30 cars were being parked there now for existing businesses and this was an 
opportunity to provide parking for future retail or restaurant redevelopment.  Mr. Wheeler 
clarified that employees could park there and walk to work so that customers could park closer 
to the businesses. 
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Commissioner Ward discussed his concerns about locating the public parking garage next to 
residential properties and the related code changes to allow it to be bigger.  Commissioner 
Ward stated that this project abandoned the planning concept of having transitions between 
uses.  He commented that granting the proposed code amendments because the site was 
tight could lead to granting other variances and lead to commercial creep into neighborhoods. 
 
Ms. Siegel related that the Stakeholders Advisory Committee had discussed and 
recommended ways to balance and mitigate impacts on the neighborhood; they tried to make 
it work for everyone.  She indicated that having a large public parking garage at this location 
would mean fewer drivers would try to park in the neighborhood.  She pointed out that people 
from the neighborhood had attended the meetings and provided input.  She related that 
implementing code amendments such as the proposed 75% lot coverage made the project 
feasible because there would be enough parking stalls to reduce the cost per parking stall.  
She explained that the District was so narrow (typically one lot in depth) that there was no 
room for the commercial to residential transition.  The Committee had made a hard choice to 
propose code amendments for the public surface parking lots and public garage to maintain 
the integrity of the rest of the commercial area and the neighborhoods.  She confirmed that the 
Committee wanted it to be clear that the code amendments only applied to specific properties 
and they did not want to see any other public parking garages in the District.  Staff clarified 
that notice had been sent to all property owners within 300 feet of the potential public parking 
sites, more notice than required by code.  Mr. Boone advised that discussion of the proposed 
code amendments and their impact on neighbors was more appropriate for the hearing on the 
related code amendments proposal (LU 16-0001). 
 
There were other comments from various Commissioners including that the merchants 
themselves had created the parking problem because of the decisions they had made; that the 
public parking garage location made sense from a land use and parking standpoint; that the 
site was long and narrow with the smaller part in back toward the neighborhood; that it would 
be set back from the abutting residential properties by a 30-foot setback buffer that included a 
15-foot landscape buffer and a drive aisle as well as architectural details and public art; and, 
that after the plan was adopted there would be a separate design and engineering process 
with public involvement before the structure was built.  A concern was expressed in regard to 
using the resolution process for approval of the PMP instead of adopting an ordinance, which 
would provide more certainty for residents.  It was noted that the traffic study requested during 
public testimony would be done at a future time when a development plan was submitted.  
Commissioner Ward indicated he could accept the plan in general, but without the public 
parking garage. 
 
Vice Chair LaMotte moved to recommended approval of the LGVC Parking Management Plan 
(PP 13-0007).  Commissioner Heape seconded the motion and it passed 5:0:1.  
Commissioner Ward abstained. 
 

7.3 Lake Grove Village Center Parking Management Plan – Code Amendments (LU 16-0001) 

Amendments to portions of the Lake Oswego Community Development Code (LOC Chapter 
50) for the purpose of ensuring appropriate on and off-street parking regulations for 
commercial uses in the Lake Grove Village Center (LGVC) Overlay District as outlined in the 
LGVC Parking Management Plan. 
 
Chair Arthur opened the public hearing.  Mr. Boone outlined the applicable criteria and 
procedure.  At time of declarations there were no declarations of financial conflicts of interest. 
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Staff Report 
Ms. Hastay presented the proposal to change four code sections relating to the Commercial 
Use Table, Use-Specific Standards, LGVC Overlay District, and Parking standards.  She 
explained that the purpose was to create useful public parking facilities in constrained areas; 
encourage shared parking and connectivity between commercial sites; and ensure sufficient 
on-site parking for new construction or redevelopment without compromising the District’s 
fundamental goals of quality of design and protection of neighborhoods. 
 
Ms. Hastay explained that surface parking facilities would be allowed as conditional uses in 
the NC zone and that a use-specific reference would restrict them to the three tax lots on 
Oakridge Road that made up the two sites identified in the Parking Management Plan.  She 
clarified that the parking lot could not be later converted to a public parking garage; she 
suggested that in order to provide more certainty, the sites could be identified on one of the 
LGVC Overlay District maps. 
 
Ms. Hastay explained that the Village Edge Height Limit and the requirement to make upper 
stories residential use would not apply to the site of the 3-story public parking garage.  The 
proposed amendment would allow every story to be parking and allowed the garage to be 45 
feet high after a 30-foot setback from the residential neighborhood and the lot coverage limit 
would be increased from 50% to 75%.  She advised that the side and rear wall plane 
standards would be changed to allow vertical landscaping and architectural details to be used 
to break up the façade, instead of wall articulation, enabling the garage to be built with 
maximum capacity.  She clarified that there was an existing code requirement to construct a 
driveway connection between the site and abutting commercial properties.  Ms. Hastay 
explained that a code change would allow a developer who was unable to negotiate the 
currently-required shared vehicle access with a neighboring property owner to install a 
pedestrian access instead.  She indicated that the developer had to demonstrate they had 
been unable to come to agreement with the other property owner and a covenant would be 
recorded showing that connectivity could be provided at a future time if the other property 
owner changed their minds. 
 
Staff reported that changes to the landscape standards for surface private parking lots allowed 
more flexibility on small sites.  The minimum required 10-foot landscape buffer would increase 
to a 15-foot landscape buffer along property lines abutting low density residential areas for a 
public parking garage.  Changes to Parking standards increased the minimum parking ratios 
for various uses located in the LGVC.  Ms. Hastay advised that the increased parking ratios 
were based on Metro model code.  She explained another code amendment that would allow 
remote shared parking up to 750 feet from the development site for customers and up to 1,000 
feet for employees.  She pointed out this was an option for a developer who ran into 
constraints providing required on-site parking.  She stated that the “access to transit” modifier 
would no longer be allowed because the local transit service levels were not sufficient.  She 
advised that compact parking spaces were no longer allowed, and the District would use the 
Foothills parking space sizes and drive aisles dimensions, which were about halfway between 
“compact” and “standard” size spaces. 
 
The Stakeholders Advisory Committee and staff recommendation was to recommend approval 
of the proposed code amendments. 
 

  



 APPROVED:  04/11/2016 
 

City of Lake Oswego Planning Commission 
Minutes of February 22, 2016 Page 9 of 10 

Public Testimony 
Barry Hasson, 4593 Upper Drive, Lake Oswego, 97035, asked the City to abandon the idea of 
having a 3-story parking structure; if it was for use by the employees of the businesses, they 
could create a remote private parking facility.  He held the structure would have a huge 
negative impact on residential properties; it would be too close to the rear property line; and 
headlights might shine into houses.  He pointed out the District did not have any 3-story, 45-
foot high buildings.  He asked for a landscape buffer with mature, tall, trees that completely 
screened. 
 
During the questioning period Mr. Hasson clarified that he opposed the proposal for both 
aesthetic reasons and because it would impact the value of his property directly behind the 
garage site.  He indicated that while the zoning allowed 45-foot height on the site, this was 
supposed to be a neighborhood business community that was not highly commercialized; and, 
the Commission should not lean too far toward business to the detriment of the neighborhood. 
 
Cheryl Uchida, 15190 Quarry Road, Lake Oswego, 97035, Co-Chair of the Waluga 
Neighborhood Association, read aloud the portion of the Association’s letter to the 
Commission in which they stated that the site-specific proposal to modify the usage in the 
LGVC Neighborhood Commercial (NC) to allow for stand-alone public surface parking lots 
should not set a precedent to modify other NC/R-0 zones in the future.  There were many 
other properties in the immediate area with this zoning designation.  Waluga needed 
assurances for controlled traffic volumes, safe vehicle access and circulation, street 
improvements and for reliance on established prior zoning designations and usages.  Ms. 
Uchida said she hoped the owner of the property next door to the NC-zoned site on Quarry 
Road would be able to develop her GC-zoned property as a small office building. 
 
Peter York, 4601 Upper Drive, Lake Oswego, 97035, indicated that the parking garage was 
too far from the Lake Grove Shopping Center for customers and the City would be spending 
millions of dollars to build it just for the benefit of two or three private businesses.  He cited the 
report that indicated parking utilization behind the pizza establishment was over 80% during 
the weekend but under 55% weekdays.  He discussed the challenges of access through 
another lot. 
 
Carolyn Krebs, 16925 Denney Court, Lake Oswego, 97035, asked that the sites proposed for 
public parking be specified in the code and she suggested adding the related graphics to the 
LGVC Overlay code.  She indicated that she no longer supported the proposed size of the 
public parking garage because she no longer felt the proposed 15-foot landscape buffer would 
offset the impacts.  She clarified that she still supported the public garage location.  She noted 
a previous draft of the Parking Management Plan included a layout showing how it could have 
189 stalls with 55% lot coverage and meet current code standards.  She suggested the City 
consider having an underground parking structure that would have less impact on residential 
neighborhoods.  She suggested they look for other potential sites for public/private partnership 
parking in the future that could be built to meet current code. 
 
When asked what building height would be compatible with the neighborhood, Ms. Krebs 
observed that the LGVC had a 45-foot height limit in the GC zone.  She agreed it would be 
reasonable to have a lower building of two stories/35 feet height. 
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Debbie Siegel, 2810 Dellwood Drive, Lake Oswego, 97034, Chair of the Stakeholders 
Advisory Committee, discussed that the Committee had been told that the code required the 
vehicle access in back of the parking garage and that the LGVC Overlay code set the height 
limit at 45 feet.  Their consultants had recommended against an underground garage due to 
cost.  When asked if the businesses would support a 2-level parking garage or a structure 
partly underground she indicated she could not speak for them but knew they were desperate 
for additional parking.  She confirmed the Committee supported the proposed 15-foot 
landscape buffer.  She recalled they had been told that the abutting commercial properties 
could have a shared wall which would reduce noise and that the rear wall of the parking 
structure would be designed to prevent light from spilling into the neighborhood. 
 
During discussion staff clarified that the conceptual site plan for the public garage used to 
present the Parking Management Plan was not going to be in the code.  Mr. Siegel asked the 
Commission to provide some direction in regard to lot coverage and height in the Village Edge 
transition area.  He recommended against limiting the height all across the site.  There were 
observations that the code would allow the 45-foot high building if it initially stepped back at 28 
feet high before it went up to 45 feet; and, that 45 feet was too high because the higher a 
noise source was the more noise was generated outward. 
 
Commissioner A. Brockman moved to close the public testimony portion of the hearing and 
continue deliberations regarding LU 16-0001 to March 14, 2016.  Commissioner Ward 
seconded the motion and it passed 6:0. 
 

8. SCHEDULE REVIEW 

Mr. Siegel planned to distribute an updated Forecast. 
 

9. OTHER BUSINESS – PLANNING COMMISSION 
None. 
 

10. ADJOURNMENT 
There being no other business Chair Arthur adjourned the meeting at 11:05 p.m. 


