Date:
To:
From:

August 6, 2012
Interested Person
Sylvia Cate, Land Use Services
503-823-7771 / Sylvia.Cate@portlandoregon.gov

NOTICE OF A TYPE IIx DECISION ON A PROPOSAL IN YOUR
NEIGHBORHOOD
The Bureau of Development Services has approved a proposal in your neighborhood.
The reasons for the decision are included in the version located on the BDS website
http://www.portlandonline.com/bds/index.cfm?c=46429. Click on the District Coalition then
scroll to the relevant Neighborhood, and case number. If you disagree with the decision, you
can appeal. Information on how to do so is included at the end of this decision.

CASE FILE NUMBER: LU 12-137412 IM AD
GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicant:

Portland Community College District [Property Owner]
PO Box 6119 / Aloha, OR 97007-0119
Rebecca Ocken, PCC Bond Project Manager
9700 Capitol Highway Suite 260 / Portland, OR 97219

Representative:

Beverly Bookin, Main Contact / The Bookin Group
1020 SW Taylor, Ste 760 / Portland, OR 97205

Site Address:

735 N Killingsworth St [Main address for PCC Cascade]
See Attached for all addresses
See Attached
See Attached
2409
Humboldt, contact Gretchen Brask – humboldt@necoalition.org .
North-Northeast BA, contact Murray Koodish at info@nebroadway.com
NE Coalition of Neighborhoods, Paige Coleman at 503-823-4575.
Piedmont Conservation District
None
Institutional Residential with a Design Overlay Zone (IRd), Storefront
Commercial with a Design Overlay Zone (CSd), and Multi-Dwelling
Residential 1,000 (R1)
IM AD: Impact Mitigation Plan Implementation and Adjustment
Type IIx, an administrative decision with appeal to the Hearings Officer.

Tax Account No.:
State ID No.:
Quarter Section:
Neighborhood:
Business District:
District Coalition:
Plan District:
Other Designations:
Zoning:
Case Type:
Procedure:

Proposal:
Portland Community College/Cascade Campus operates under an approved Impact Mitigation
Plan, which was approved, with conditions, via LU 01-00490 IM. In 2009, PCC requested a
modification to the timing of complying with a Condition of Approval, which requires PCC to
submit a Transportation Impact and Parking Analysis prior to any development on campus in
‘Phase 2’ of the approved Impact Mitigation Plan. The requested modification to the timing of
compliance with Condition “O” was approved via LU 09-138717 IM.
PCC/Cascade Campus requests review and approval of a Transportation Impact and Parking
Analysis per Condition of Approval “O” which requires the following:
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Required Modified Type II Land Use Review Transportation Analysis

The Cascade Campus Impact Mitigation Plan was based on a two-phase development program.
The transportation analysis for the Bond-Funded Phase [Phase One] was based on forecast traffic
and student enrollment conditions for the year 2005. The analysis for the Potential Future Phase
reflects build-out of Cascade Campus and was based on year 2020 traffic and student
projections.
Considerable changes in transportation conditions are anticipated in the area due to improvements
in transit service, development patterns (including the Cascade Campus redevelopment), and
general area-wide changes. As such, a comprehensive review of the transportation system has
been identified in order to ensure that transportation and parking conditions meet accepted
standards, and that the base assumptions contained in the IMP still apply.
The objective of the future transportation analysis is to ensure that throughout the time frame of
the Impact Mitigation Plan (IMP) analysis (1) the transportation system will operate safely and
efficiently and (2) the parking impacts to the surrounding neighborhood are minimized. The review
would be a modified Type II review with an extended timeline equal to a Type III review, and
include neighborhood contact requirement equal to 33.825.025B.2, and at a minimum would be
subject to criteria described below.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The scope of work outlined below is for campus construction projects following the
Bond-Funded program. For future phase development, the following transportation
analyses shall be conducted:
Trip generation and distribution for the proposed development;
Parking generation for the proposed development;
Parking supply changes estimates for the proposed development;
Signal warrant analysis at the Albina/Ainsworth intersection;
Review queuing at key access points to campus parking facilities on Albina Avenue
and Killingsworth Street and evaluate the need for left-turn lanes;
Analysis of pedestrian crossing conditions on Killingsworth Street and Albina Avenue.
Evaluate the need for additional pedestrian crossing treatments;
Analyze intersection operations at the Killingsworth Street/Albina Avenue intersection
and evaluate need for westbound left-turn lane;
Review of findings of the Transportation Task Force, including parking occupancy,
parking pass and transit pass counts, and issues identified through neighborhood
involvement;
Evaluate peak period queues at the access gates to parking facilities and recommend
any needed mitigation to ensure minimal impacts to the off-site transportation system.
Evaluate peak period intersection operations at the nearest intersection with
Killingsworth Street, Albina Avenue, and/or Ainsworth Street.
Evaluate the need for extension of N. Jarrett Street from N. Kerby Street to N. Albina
based on City connectivity requirements adopted between now and the submittal of
this additional review.
Prior to submitting the Transportation Analysis, PCC shall be required to meet with
Portland’s Office of Transportation staff to define the final scope of the traffic study.

As part of this required transportation analysis, PCC/Cascade Campus requests the following:
Increase the approved maximum parking ratio from 2.15 spaces/1,000 gross square
feet (gsf), as approved in the original IMP approval to 2.32 spaces/1,000 gsf;
Recognition that the current demand is 3.15 spaces/1,000 gsf and that through an
updated Transportation Demand Management Plan (TDMP) and other strategies to reduce the
additional parking demand of 347 spaces [which results in spill over parking into the
immediate neighborhood] to 243 spaces, a 30% reduction; and
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Approval of an Adjustment to allow the use of two off-site leased parking lots to fulfill
accessory parking requirements. Both parking lots are located more than the maximum 300feet from the campus, as required by 33.266.100 (E). The two off-site parking facilities are: the
Emanuel Community Services Church [1033 N. Sumner Street] which is 420-feet from the
south edge of the Cascade Campus, and the Salvation Army [11 NE Killingworth Street] which
is 960-feet from the east edge of the Cascade Campus.
PCC Cascade proposes four development projects for Phase 2: A new academic building
and student center, underneath these 2 buildings will be structured underground parking; a
small expansion of the campus library and a small expansion of the student services building,
with a total addition of new gross square footage of 65,000 square feet.
Relevant Approval Criteria:
In order to be approved, this proposal must comply with the approval criteria of Title 33. The
relevant criteria are:
33.848.050. F:
The transportation system is capable of safely supporting the development proposed in
addition to the existing uses in the area, or will be made capable by the time the development
is completed.

33.805.040.A-F, Adjustments

ANALYSIS
Site and Vicinity: The Cascade campus of Portland Community College comprises a developed
core campus area of approximately eight city blocks, with the majority of the campus occupying
an area generally bounded by Killingsworth to the south, Albina to the west, Jarrett to the
north and an alleyway parallel to N Commercial Avenue to the east. This general area is the
current core of the campus and is bounded by a mix of apartments and single dwelling houses
to the north, northeast and northwest. The Killingsworth frontage intermingles with a
commercial area that is storefront in character. The eastern most portion of the campus along
Killingsworth is directly across from the track and playing fields of Jefferson High School.
The college received approval via an Impact Mitigation Plan [Case File Number 01-00490 IM] to
expand the campus over the next 20 years in two Phases. Phase 1 was funded by a voterapproved bond that passed in November 2000. The Future Phase 2 will be funded by another
bond measure that was approved in November 2008. The College has an approved Impact
Mitigation Boundary that defines the areas of expansion and also defines the edges of the
campus at full build out of Phase 2. In general, the College’s approved Impact Mitigation
Boundary within which the campus is allowed to expand is toward the west, along the N
Killingsworth frontage, with a northerly boundary of N Simpson Street, and a west boundary
generally following N Michigan with a block of properties between N Church and Killingsworth,
directly across from the I-5 freeway.
The area within the approved Impact Mitigation Boundary includes additional commercial
storefront development along the N Killingsworth frontage, as well as several small commercial
uses. The southeast corner of the boundary generally abuts the property developed with
Jefferson High School. The northwest corner of the boundary includes two blocks that are
currently developed with housing; it is important to note that the College has no plans for this
portion of the IMP boundary other than housing, and no primary or accessory college uses for
this area are proposed.
Zoning: The site lies within the Institutional Residential with a Design Overlay Zone (IRd), the
Storefront Commercial with a Design Overlay Zone (CSd), and the Multi-Dwelling Residential
1,000 (R1) zone. Portions of the site are also within the Piedmont Conservation District. The
entire campus and proposed Impact Mitigation Boundary lies within the Killingsworth
Pedestrian District.
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The Institutional Residential (IR) zone is intended to foster the growth of major institutions
providing educational and medical services and employment to Portland’s residents. The IR
zone was created in recognition of the valuable role these institutions play in the community.
The new zone is intended to streamline the review process for the growth and expansion of
these institutions. However, these institutions generally are in residential areas. In residential
areas the level of public services is scaled to a less intense level of development than is needed
by these growing campuses. These campuses are often of a radically different scale and
character than the areas in which they are located. Development of a strategy for each campus
for resolution of public service and compatibility issues is important to the health of the
institution and the City's neighborhoods. Once an institution has an approved impact
mitigation plan, a conditional use master plan is not needed and will not be required.
The Storefront Commercial (CS) zone is intended to preserve and enhance older commercial
areas that have a storefront character. The zone intends that new development in these areas
will be compatible with this desired character. The zone allows a full range of retail, service
and business uses with a local and regional market area. Industrial uses are allowed but are
limited in size to avoid adverse effects different in kind or amount than commercial uses and to
ensure that they do not dominate the character of the commercial area. The desired character
includes areas which are predominantly built-up, with buildings close to and oriented towards
the sidewalk especially at corners. Development is intended to be pedestrian-oriented and
buildings with a storefront character are encouraged.
The Multi-Dwelling Residential 1,000 [R1] zone is a medium density multi-dwelling zone. It
allows approximately 43 units per acre. Density may be as high as 65 units per acre if amenity
bonus provisions are used. Allowed housing is characterized by one to four story buildings and
a higher percentage of building coverage than in the R2 zone. The major type of new housing
development will be multi-dwelling structures (condominiums and apartments), duplexes,
townhouses, and rowhouses. Generally, R1 zoning will be applied near neighborhood collector
and district collector streets, and local streets adjacent to commercial areas, or major streets.
The Design Overlay Zone promotes the conservation, enhancement, and continued vitality of
areas of the City with special scenic, architectural, or cultural value. This is achieved through
the creation of design districts and applying the Design Overlay Zone as part of community
planning projects, development of design guidelines for each district, and by requiring design
review or compliance with the Community Design Standards. In addition, design review or
compliance with the Community Design Standards ensures that certain types of infill
development will be compatible with the neighborhood and enhance the area.
The Piedmont Conservation District is intended to protect certain Portland historic resources and
preserve significant parts of Portland’s heritage. The regulations implement Portland's
Comprehensive Plan policies that address historic preservation. These policies recognize the
role historic resources have in promoting the education and enjoyment of those living in and
visiting Portland. The regulations foster pride among Portland’s citizens in their City and its
heritage. Historic preservation beautifies the City, promotes the City’s economic health, and
helps to preserve and enhance the value of historic properties.
The Killingsworth Pedestrian District is designated through the Transportation Element of the
Comprehensive Plan. Designated pedestrian districts are intended to foster enhanced
pedestrian facilities and pedestrian-oriented development. Pedestrian Districts are areas where
frequent pedestrian use exists or is intended and where priority is given to pedestrian access
and activities in order to make walking the mode of choice for trips within the Pedestrian
District. All streets within Pedestrian Districts are equal in importance in serving pedestrian
trips. A Pedestrian District includes both sides of the streets along its boundaries. Pedestrian
Districts are characterized by dense, mixed-use development and transit-supportive residential
areas of district-wide or neighborhood importance.
Land Use History: City records indicate that prior land use reviews include the following:
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City records indicate multiple prior land use reviews, which are summarized at Exhibit G-2, in
the record for this review. The pertinent land use reviews related to the current request is the
approved Impact Mitigation Plan for PCC Cascade Campus, Case File LU 01-00490 IM and LU
09-138717 IM, which amended the timeline for submitting the current land use application.
Agency Review: A “Notice of Proposal in Your Neighborhood” was mailed June 18, 2012. The
following Bureaus have responded with no issues or concerns:
• Bureau of Environmental Services notes no objections and includes courtesy comments
regarding requirements at time of building permit review.
• Water Bureau notes no objections and includes courtesy comments regarding water facilities
within the Cascade Campus for future building permit review.
• Fire Bureau: No concerns
• Site Development Section of BDS: No concerns
• Bureau of Parks-Forestry Division: No concerns
• Life Safety Section of BDS notes that building permits are required for new development.
The Bureau of Transportation Engineering responded with an analysis of the TIA, which are
included in the findings, below, under criterion 33.848.050.F. The full response is contained in
Exhibit E-2.
Neighborhood Review: A Notice of Proposal in Your Neighborhood was mailed on June 18,
2012. One written response has been received from the Humboldt Neighborhood Association
expressing several concerns regarding the proposal. The full text of the letter can be found at
Exhibit F-1 in the record for this review. The issues and concerns raised are as follows:
While generally supportive of the College’s plan to manage traffic and parking demands, the
Humboldt Neighborhood Association asks that the request to increase the approved maximum
parking ratio from 2.15/1,000 gross square feet [a ratio approved under the original IMP] to a
ratio of 2.32 spaces/1,000 gsf be denied. The HNA letter structures their opposition to this
aspect of the Transportation Impact and Parking Analysis, required by Condition O, and
subject to criterion 33.848.050.F, not the criteria for the concurrent Adjustment request, which
are found at 33.805.040.A. – F.
Nonetheless, HNA raised the following concerns:
• The methodology to determine the proposed parking space ratio is tied to building
square footage, which is different from the methodology utilized in the original IMP
Staff Comment: The methodology utilized for the original IMP review is contained in the July
2001 report from Kittelson & Associates, Inc. The methodology used includes standard ITE
calculations, projected enrollment numbers, and additional building square footages.
Recommended mitigation and development of additional parking supplies for both motor
vehicles and bicycles based on development of additional floor area. For example, under
mitigation measures and parking demand, the recommendations of Kittelson [which were
incorporated into the final IMP approval as Conditions of Approval] included construction of
new parking supplies tied to development of additional floor area [building square footage] for
both Phase 1 and Phase 2 as described in the original IMP decision [ref Table 16 and Table 17.
Similar tables were included in the findings of LU 01-00490 IM [original approval] documenting
a future parking supply development plan [see Table 5, page 53 of the Hearings Officer’s
decision] that ties additional demand for parking to additional square footage of new buildings
developed on the PCC Cascade Campus.
As documented several times in the 2001 Kittelson report, the Portland zoning code at
33.266.110-115, and Tables 266-1 and 266-2 express minimum and maximum parking ratios
tied to the square footage of floor area. These development standards are based on national
studies and are expressed in the customary metric of floor area. Additionally, build out of
Phase 1 of the Cascade Campus included adding additional parking spaces as additional floor
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area was constructed. Square footage of floor area is routinely shown on plans submitted for
building permit review; student enrollment is not typically shown on building plans.
Further, calculating parking demand tied to square footage of floor area is a usual and
customary industry standard, which is described, along with a number of other variables in the
ITE Trip Generation, 8th Edition, User’s Guide. Chapter 3 of the User’s Guide defines terms,
including how to calculate Gross Floor Area, Gross Leasable Area and Gross Rentable Area for
example, in order to foster consistency in data submitted for inclusion into the ITE database.
The ITE includes various statistical formulae based on a variety of independent variables, also
defined by the ITE as a physical, measurable and predictable unit describing the study site or
generator that can be used to predict the value of the dependent variable, for example trip
ends. The ITE Manual uses several independent variables, including GFA [gross floor area],
employees, seats, and dwelling units. For the first time, the ITE includes a definition for
‘student’ but notes: “Caution should be used with this variable because it has not been defined
in previous editions of this publication.”
In summary, the methodology used in the Transportation Impact Analysis for the original IMP
is based on nationally accepted practices and standards, as is the current Transportation and
Parking Impact Study. However, it is also accurate to note that the same ‘demand’ for parking
can be expressed in terms of a ratio based on 1 space per X number of students or on a ratio
based on 1 space per X number of additional square feet of floor area. Both units of
measurement are accurate, just as a length of rope can be described in feet or meters; or a
temperature described in units of Fahrenheit or Centigrade. Findings in the original IMP
express parking demand in both terms. [A ratio of 1 space per X number of students is a more
‘user friendly’ metric for describing parking demand. As noted in this decision, annual
Transportation Impact reports and Transportation Demand Management evaluations should
include this ratio as well in order to ensure that this technical information is more accessible to
the public].
•

The original IMP correlated the on-campus parking supply to the size of the student
population, which is more accurate than tracking parking demand by building square
footage

Staff Comment: As described above, the original IMP expressed parking supply and demand by
both ‘FTE’ and by floor area. Implementation of the build out of Phase 1 and the associated
increase in parking supply was recommended to be tied to additional floor area [Table 5, page
53, LU 01-00490 IM; also Tables 16 and 17 pages 53-54 of 2001 Kittelson TIA]. In fact, the City
utilized building permits and associated additional parking required by tracking the additional
floor area during each building project in Phase 1.
•

There is a disparity between the ratio requested [2.32 spaces/1,000 sq ft] and the ‘real
demand ratio’ of 3.15 spaces/1,000 sq ft and this disparity highlights the imbalance
between supply calculations and actual demand.

Staff Comment: There is indeed a disparity between the parking supply ratio requested and the
parking ratio of ‘actual demand’. Both of these are expressed in terms of square footage, but
nonetheless, there is an actual gap between the requested ratio to build and the actual
demand. This gap exists whether it is expressed in terms of floor area or ‘FTE’ student
enrollment. Please refer to the findings below, in this decision, for a full analysis of parking
demand and supply.
•

Humboldt Neighborhood Association feels that the approved maximum parking ratio
‘should be tied directly to the influx of the student population and the square footage of
buildings related to classroom capacity, not just the gsf.’

Staff Comment: The Zoning Code provides guidance for minimum and maximum allowed
parking based on floor area in Table 266-2; however this table allows alternative parking ratios
based on Conditional Use or Impact Mitigation Plan approval. The original IMP decision
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approved a specific parking supply development plan, tied to floor area of new development.
The approved IMP decision recognized the forecasted variables anticipated to occur by 2020 as
part of the ‘20-year planning horizon’ and as an estimate of the scale of buildings and student
enrollment during a Phase 2, bond supported build out. Recognizing that prior to Phase 2, the
original transportation impact analysis and parking demand mitigation would need to be
revisited, a condition of approval was warranted in the final decision to require a new review of
the transportation and parking impacts, in order to evaluate assumptions made in the analysis
versus actual conditions.
It is important to note that the estimated enrollment projections for PCC Cascade
Campus/Phase 2 would be 7,594 [Table 2, page 49, LU 01-00490 IM]. However, one
unanticipated variable, the economy and a persistent high unemployment rate since 2008 has
significantly impacted the size of the student body at PCC Cascade, as many unemployed or
underemployed individuals are utilizing courses at community colleges to improve their job
skills. All of the campuses in the PCC system have experienced a significant uptick in student
enrollment. As a result, the current Transportation and Parking Impact Analysis notes that
student ‘headcount’ had already reached 10,060 by the academic year 2009/2010 and
currently has a student ‘headcount’ of 13, 210. This unanticipated growth in the student
population has resulted in spill over parking in the surrounding residential neighborhood,
which is also documented by the T&PIA. Other PCC campuses are situated such that there is
more land area within which parking exists or is being added in order to meet some of the
unexpected demand.
Even without the impact of the ‘Great Recession’ the original IMP approval noted that with the
forecasted growth in the student population, consideration of adding a parking structure to the
campus was anticipated in 2001 and a number of recommendations by Kittelson and PBOT
staff were incorporated into Conditions of Approval that would provide a framework within
which a structured parking garage would be located and operated.
However, despite the accelerated growth in the student population and a voter approved bond
that would allow monies to be spent on a structured parking garage, the neighborhood has
rejected the concept of adding a structured parking garage on the Cascade Campus for a
variety of reasons. Given the opposition to structured parking on campus, PCC has explored
alternatives to a parking garage, and the most viable solutions to date are proposed in this
application. The assumptions included in the current proposal notes that the current spike in
student growth due to the sour economy is neither sustainable nor should be considered
typical once the economy recovers.
It is also important to note that parking ratios are informed by a number of policies; for
example the minimum and maximum parking ratios established in the Portland zoning code
are structured to provide ‘adequate’ but not excessive on-site parking for specific uses. Policy
assumptions behind these standards include a desire to not making single occupancy vehicle
trips more attractive or more convenient than other modes, such as public transit, bicycle and
pedestrian commuting. The original TIA prepared by Kittelson for the original IMP includes
extensive recommendations noting why it is a crucial element in an overall TDM plan to not
provide excessive parking [see pages 59-62 of the 2001 Kittelson Report, also reflected in pages
46- 55 of the Hearings Officer’s decision LU 01-00490 IM].
•

The letter raises concerns that by using a different methodology in the current request,
the College is not consistent with the intent of the original IMP and therefore this
request should have initiated a Type III review of the parking count methodology.

Staff Comment: The Transportation and Parking Impact Analysis submitted for this review is in
full compliance with Condition of Approval “O” of the original IMP. As noted previously, the
methodology of the current analysis is consistent with usual and customary industry practices
for calculating parking supply and demand, and regardless as to whether the parking ratio is
expressed with floor area or number of full time students, the outcome is similar: providing
adequate but not excessive parking on site as well as continuing to monitor and enforce when
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spill over parking occurs in the adjacent residential neighborhood. The Condition of Approval
notes that this review will be processed ‘…as a modified Type II review with an extended
timeline equal to a Type III review…” Further the Portland Zoning Code notes at 33.848.100,
that amendments and implementation of an approved IMP will be processed as a Type II review.
Once an institution operates under an approved Impact Mitigation Plan, only under very
limited and narrow circumstances is a Type III review required. None of the thresholds exist for
a Type III review.
•

HNA is concerned that if the City approves the requested ratio, that a future PCC TDM
manager will use the ratio as a benchmark for success, rather than a ratio that is tied to
student enrollment…as stated in the [original] IMP

Staff Comment: The applicant and the City recognize that there is spill over parking occurring
in the residential neighborhood surrounding the Cascade Campus. The requested ratio is not a
benchmark for a successful parking ratio; rather it is what is realistically achievable given the
circumstances, existing off site joint shared parking opportunities and the aggressive approach
to mitigation measures deployed by PCC. As noted earlier, the parking ratio and development
plan of providing additional parking supply on campus was tied to floor area and not to student
enrollment.
Characterizing the original mitigation measures as tied to student enrollment is not accurate,
nor are the goals for mitigation approved in the original IMP decision. Rather, a number of
mitigation measures are triggered when the existing parking supply utilization reaches 90%.
Further, the proposed mitigation measures in this required Transportation and Parking Impact
review are tied to reducing spill over parking and encouraging alternative modes, particularly
transit use, carpooling and bicycles.
The Parking and Transportation Demand Management section developed for the original IMP
review notes a number of TDM activities related to parking beginning on page 61 of the
Kittelson report. The report specifically calls out construction of additional parking supply as
development of additional ‘classroom space’ [aka square footage of floor area] as one of several
recommendations to reduce parking demand, including monitoring of existing parking and
when utilization reaches 90%, consider increasing parking fees and providing additional transit
subsidies in tandem.
However, it is true that the original Transportation Impact Analysis provided with the original
IMP decision includes parking ratios expressed, at times, in terms of one parking space per
student FTE, as the context warrants. For example, the Comprehensive Plan Transportation
Element, Policy 6.14, Parking Management, includes findings [p 66, 2001 Kittelson Report] that
this policy goal is to provide a parking supply and demand that must be managed to reduce
parking spaces per capita over the next 20 years in accordance with the Transportation
Planning Rule. Further, the TIA recommends that “…future parking supplies be constructed at
a rate [parking space per student FTE] lower than is currently provided, coupled with increased
TDM measures to encourage alternative mode travel.” In this context it makes the information
consistent with the Policy 6.14 language, but the actual implementation of building additional
parking supply is tied to development of additional floor area on campus.
Further, the proposed TDM mitigation measures are tied to performance goals that remain
consistent regardless of the size of the student enrollment. The proposed TDM measures are
divided into 4 tiers, with increasing strength in the measures and incentives for higher
utilization of alternative modes. The primary goal of the proposed TDM plan is to effectively and
consistently reduce the amount of spill over parking in the adjacent residential neighborhood
over the next 10 years. The applicant notes that additional variables can effect the parking
demand at this campus, specifically: slower enrollment growth due to an improving economy;
the PCC Southeast Campus upgrade to a full service campus over the next 4 years, which will
eliminate the need for students to commute between campuses for required coursework; and a
potential reduction of the scale of the Phase 2 build out.

Decision Notice for LU 12-137412 IM AD

•

Page 9

By tying the parking ratio to building square footage instead of enrollment numbers, the
parking supply would only be affected if the campus added to its square footage, but if
FTE was included, then “…there would be an ability to adjust the TDM measures [up or
down]based on enrollment.”

Staff Comment: As noted above, the proposed parking ratio is tied to additional floor area being
developed on campus. However, it is also important to note that the two joint shared parking
lots are being brought on line as quickly as possible, regardless of new development, as one
significant mitigation measure to reduce spill over parking in the neighborhood. As noted
above, the proposed TDM measures are tied to performance goals, not student enrollment
numbers, as those goals remain consistent regardless of the size of the student body. For
example, Table III-4 summarizes the TDM annual targets, which includes a 33% cumulative
reduction of spill over parking into the residential neighborhood by Year 3 and achieving a 66%
cumulative reduction by Year 6. Additionally, the TDM measures are listed in 4 tiers of
increasing strengths; the College will provide an annual report to the designated subcommittee
of the Humboldt Neighborhood and coordinate with Portland Bureau of Transportation to
review the efficacy of the TDM measures and determine when to bring additional measures on
line to achieve the stated goals of reducing spill over parking into the residential neighborhood.
•

The HNA requests that the City of Portland and PCC create a methodology for parking
supply and demand “…that better represents the existing conditions in our
neighborhood…” and that “[i]t is crucial to establish a method that will be used
consistently throughout the years of the build-out and into the annual TDM
evaluations.”

Staff Comment: As noted previously, the methodologies used in both the 2001 TIA and the
current T&PIA report utilize the usual and customary methodologies for analyzing parking
demand, as well as all of the other required evaluation factors listed in Condition of Approval
‘O’. The current report has documented by actual in-field counts, the amount of spill over
parking that is currently occurring in the residential neighborhood. It is difficult to conceive of
a methodology that would better represent/document the existing conditions of the amount of
spill over parking than actual field counts. The College has been diligent in determining the
extent of the issue and has clearly documented, throughout this application, that spill over
parking is occurring, and that at peak times, the spill over is currently found to be 347 cars.
Further, the proposed TDM measures are aimed directly at aggressively reducing the spill over
parking as effectively as possible.

ZONING CODE APPROVAL CRITERIA
33.848.050.F:
The transportation system is capable of safely supporting the development proposed in addition
to the existing uses in the area, or will be made capable by the time the development is
completed.
Findings: The following comments and findings are excerpted from the formal response
from Portland Transportation/Development Review. The full response is contained in
Exhibit E-2 of the record for this review.

Portland Transportation/Development Review has reviewed the application for its potential
impacts regarding the public right-of-way, traffic impacts and conformance with adopted
policies, street designations, Title 33, Title 17, and for potential impacts upon transportation
services.
PBOT Analyses for compliance with Condition O
PCC Cascade with assistance from The Bookin Group LLC, Land Use Planners, Kittelson &
Associates, Traffic Engineers, and Rick Williams Consulting (parking management) have
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provided substantial evidence into the record that all of the required elements identified for
study in Condition “O” have been adequately addressed. PBOT concurs with the following
summary provided in the Kittelson Transportation Impact Analyses (TIA).
PCC Cascade is proposing to construct 65,000 square feet of additional education facilities.
The purpose of this report is to summarize the safety and operational characteristics of the
multimodal transportation system in the vicinity, determine if any deficiencies exist now or with
expansion of the campus facilities, and identify the likely mitigations necessary to meet
standards established by the City of Portland.
Parking and traffic volume data were collected on the 8th week of 2010 Winter term, and 1st,
and 3rd weeks of 2010 Spring term to identify a peak, critical analysis period. 2010 Spring term
1st week was identified to produce the highest traffic and parking demands, yet traffic
operations at all study intersections were found to be similarly acceptable during each week
studied. Traffic has stayed relatively constant on study area streets, in recognition of the
mature development patterns in this area. A safety analysis was also conducted for the last
five years using available crash data at each study intersection. The details of the parking
supply and demand, traffic operations, and safety analysis are documented in the TIA.
SCOPE OF THE REPORT
The study intersections and overall study area for this project were selected based on direction
provided by the City of Portland and a review of the local transportation system. Operational
analyses were performed at the following intersections:
• Albina Avenue / Ainsworth Street
• Kerby Avenue / Ainsworth Street
• Albina Avenue / Jessup Street
• Killingsworth Street / Missouri Avenue
• Killingsworth Street / Michigan Avenue
• Killingsworth Street / Mississippi Avenue
• Killingsworth Street / Albina Avenue
• Killingsworth Street / Kerby Avenue
• Killingsworth Street / Vancouver Avenue
• Killingsworth Street / Williams Avenue
At each of the study intersections, the following scenarios were evaluated:
• 2010 existing traffic operations
• A safety analysis for the most recent five years of data
• 2016 background traffic operations
• 2016 total traffic operations (includes the 65,000 square-foot expansion)
Per Portland Policy Document TRN-10.27 - Traffic Capacity Analysis for Land Use Review
Cases: For traffic impact studies required in the course of land use review or development,
the following standards apply:
1. For signalized intersections, adequate level of service is LOS D, based on a weighted
average of vehicle delay for the intersection.
2. For stop-controlled intersections, adequate level of service is LOS E, based on individual
vehicle movement.
The industry standard is to measure street capacity and level-of-service (LOS) only at
intersections during the critical time period, such as AM or PM peak hour. Although
capacity is a part of the LOS, the City of Portland’s performance standards are defined only
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by LOS, which is defined by average vehicle delay. The City does not have performance
standards for any of the other evaluation factors.
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the analysis documented in the TIA, the following findings, conclusions, and
recommendations can be made:
Findings and Conclusions
Traffic:
• Traffic currently operates at acceptable levels, based on Portland Bureau of
Transportation (PBOT) standards;
• No traffic safety patterns were observed that indicate geometric deficiencies in the
roadway system;
• The additional 65,000 square feet of development proposed will generate an estimated
1,790 daily and 195, 170, and 165 trips during typical weekday a.m., mid-day, and p.m.
peak hours, respectively; and,
• With the additional trips generated by new development, the adjacent street system will
continue to operate within acceptable levels per PBOT standards.
Parking:
• There is currently a peak parking demand of 1,069 vehicles, as measured on the 3rd
Tuesday of Fall term at 11:00 a.m;
• There are currently 607 spaces provided in seven lots on campus, along with 132 onstreet
spaces along the campus frontage, amounting to a total PCC parking supply of 739
spaces;
• During the peak parking demand period, the PCC lots are operating at “effective
capacity,” with 590 cars parked in the 607 available spaces (17 spaces are unused and
needed for turnover even during this peak);
• There is a current on-street parking impact of 347 cars parked in the neighborhood;
• The 65,000 additional square feet to be constructed will increase peak parking demand
by an estimated 205 parked cars, resulting in a future peak demand of 1,274 cars;
• PCC plans to construct an underground garage north of Killingsworth between Albina
and Mississippi, resulting in a net addition of 75 parking spaces (220 new and 145
existing spaces eliminated);
• PCC plans to secure 126 additional spaces in surface lots on and nearby the campus,
resulting in a total future parking supply of 940 spaces;
• The future parking deficit, with the proposed expansion, will be 352 spaces;
• This deficit will be addressed through the implementation of transportation demand
management measures, to be formalized in a TDM plan being prepared by PCC.
Recommendations
Traffic:
• On-street parking should be removed on the west side of Mississippi Avenue within
100 feet north of Killingsworth Street, thereby providing additional capacity for
southbound motorists to exit the proposed garage. This recommendation will be
reviewed by PBOT traffic engineers at the time of development and PBOT will decide if
the recommendation is warranted based on balancing the need to preserve as much
on street parking as possible in relation to intersection operations.
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Parking:
• PCC shall implement the Cascade Campus Transportation Demand Management Plan,
which is being submitted to the City in conjunction with the campus master plan, to
address parking overspill into the neighborhood.
Proposed Phase 2 Development Plan. Since the approval of the 2008 Bond Issue, PCC/CC
has been engaged in the conceptual design of the Phase 2 plan. As illustrated in Figure III-1,
PCC/CC plans to build two new buildings, a new Student Center and Academic Building,
respectively on the block bound by NE Mississippi Street on the west, NE Jessup Street to the
north and NE Albina Street to the east, NE Killingsworth to the south. The site is now the site
of the 145-space (P4) parking lot. Replacement parking will be provided by means of a 220space underground garage beneath the two buildings, for a net increase of parking of 75
spaces. Two small expansions also are included in two existing building, Student Services
Building and Library. The Phase 2 building program is summarized in Exhibit A-1, Table III-1:
TABLE III-1
PROPOSED PHASE 2 BUILDING INVENTORY
BUILDING
Student Center
Academic Building
Library
Student Services Building
Subtotal
Flex Space Allowance (@ 9.7%)
Total
Source: THA Architecture
*Rounded to the nearest 10 gsf.

GROSS SQUARE FEET (GSF)
NEW
EXISTING
NET NEW
37,200
(27,530)
9,670
47,000
--47,000
2,260
---2,260
300
---300
86,760
(27,530)
59,230
5,770
65,000

As noted in Table III-1, PCC/CC plans to add up to 65,000 gsf, well within the 176,500 gsf of
new development approved in Phase 2. In addition, the campus plans to renovate another
48,230 gsf in existing buildings, including the Student Services Building, Technology Education
Building, Library and Terrell Hall. Renovation of existing space does not require land use
approval as it is contained within existing buildings for which traffic and parking already has
been accounted. The square footage of the underground parking structure also is not included
because it is below grade, and, thus, does not contribute to overall lot coverage and FAR, and
does not itself generate parking and traffic impact.
Exhibit A-1, Figure III-2 contains the original plan (Figure 7: Potential Future Development;
Potential Locations for Locational-Sensitive Uses) for development in Phase 2 taken from the
original 2001 IMP. Note that this figure identifies the college’s two most westerly blocks along
N. Killingsworth as the potential site of “mixed-use parking structure”, presumably with groundfloor retail or other active uses. Instead, the proposed underground garage is located on the
block to the east behind the Paragon Building on the site of the existing P-4 Parking Lot. The
block to the west containing the Public Safety Education Building and related surface parking
lot (P-5), will remain unchanged. It is proposed that two new surface parking lots be
developed on the block to the west of this, the one abutting I-5.
Status of IMP Implementation. The current IMP approval is for the following:


Phase 1: Up to 352,040 gross square feet (gsf) of development, which would permit up
to nearly 190,000 gsf of net new development and an on-site parking supply of up to 681
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parking spaces.


Phase 2: Up to a total of 528,540 gsf, a net increase of 176,500 gsf, and an on-site
parking supply of up to 1,135 parking spaces.

Table III-2 charts the actual implementation against the approved program
TABLE III-2
COMPARISON OF APPROVED AND ACTUAL
IMP DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM AND ON-SITE PARKING
PHASE
APPROVED
Building Inventory (GSF)
Phase 1
352,040
Phase 2
176,500
Total
528,540

ACTUAL

DIFFERENCE

339,660
65,000
404,660

12,380
111,500
123,880

Total Parking
(End of Phase
1,135
865*
190
2)
Parking Ratio
2.15/1,000
2.14/1,000
--Source: PCC/CC, THA Architecture
*Excludes off-site lots but includes 51 more spaces in two new surface lots and 75space surplus in new underground garage; see Table III-3 below.
The data in Table III-2 has two implications:



PCC/CC is building out nearly 124,000 gsf less space than approved in the IMP.
Nevertheless, the college proposes to provide a proportionate share of parking, that is,
2.14 spaces/1,000, virtually the same as the 2.15 spaces/1,000 that was approved as a
maximum in the original IMP. The parking issue is described in greater detail below.

Summary of Existing and Future Peak Traffic Conditions. PCC/CC’s transportation
engineering consultant, Kittelson & Associates, has prepared an updated TIA per the
requirements of Condition O. A brief summary of current and future traffic conditions are
summarized below, with the finding that the transportation system is adequate to
accommodate campus-generated traffic for the foreseeable future. As noted in the KAI report
(Page 10):





Traffic currently operates at acceptable levels, based on Portland Bureau of
Transportation (PBOT) standards;
No traffic safety patterns were observed that indicate geometric deficiencies in the
roadway system;
The additional 65,000 square feet of development proposed will generate an estimated
1,790 daily and 195, 170, and 165 trips during typical weekday a.m., mid-day, and p.m.
peak hours, respectively; and,
With the additional trips generated by new development, the adjacent street system will
continue to operate within acceptable levels per PBOT standards

These findings led KAI to make only one recommendation for the implementation of Phase 2
of the PCC/CC IMP, related to improving access to the new proposed underground garage:
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Phase 2: On-street parking should be removed on the west side of Mississippi Avenue
within 100 feet north of Killingsworth Street, thereby providing additional capacity for
southbound motorists to exit the proposed garage. This recommendation will be reviewed
in more detail by PBOT traffic operations during the review of the below grade parking
structure
Summary of Existing and Future Peak Parking Conditions. An analysis of current and
projected parking demand and supply is provided in KAI’s updated PCC/CC TIA (Appendix C).
Key findings are presented below.
Table III-3 summarizes the existing and projected future peak parking demand and supply
TABLE III-3

EXISTING CONDITIONS
On-site Parking
PCC-Frontage Parking
Neighborhood Parking
Total
Parking Ratio (339,660 gsf)
PLANNED CHANGES
On-Campus
New Building (65,000 gsf)
New Underground Garage
(Net spaces: 220 – 145)
On-Campus Surface Lots3
Subtotal
Total On-Site Parking
On-Site Parking Ratio
w/Additional Resources
(404,660 gsf)
Off-Site Leased Parking4

DEMAND

SUPPLY

SURPLUS/(DEFICIT)

590
132
347
1,069
3.15/1,000

607
132
739
2.18/1,000

17
---(347)
(330)
(0.97/1,000)

2052

--

(205)

---

75

75

--205
1,274

51
126
865

51
(79)
(409)

3.15/1,000

2.14/1,000

1.01/1,000

---

75

75

Total/Future
1,274
940
(334)
Parking Ratio (404,660 gsf) 3.15/1,000
2.32/1,000
(0.83/1,000)
PARKING CONDITIONS SUMMARY AT PCC/CC AT END OF PHASE 2
As noted in Table III-3:


There currently is a shortfall of parking spaces at peak equal to 347, which is
synonymous with overspill into the neighborhood. This is reduced to 330 when the
additional 17 spaces in the supply are considered.



At the full implementation of Phase 2, there will be an additional demand for up to 205
parking spaces attributed to the two new academic buildings, assuming a maximum
parking ratio of 3.15 spaces/1,000, based on real demand. This will be offset by up to 220
new parking spaces contained in the new underground garage with its net parking increase
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of 75 spaces, and an additional 126 parking spaces from a combination of new on-campus
surface lots and off-campus leased parking; these are described in greater detail in Exhibit
A-1, Chapter IV. The additional supply (201) is 2% shy of the additional number (205)
needed for 65,000 gsf of additional development at 3.15 spaces/1,000 gsf. This brings the
proposed supply to 2.32 spaces/1,000, still within the maximum ratio, 2.5 spaces/1,000, for
colleges.


This results in a shortfall of 334 spaces, close to the current shortfall, which is
synonymous to the overspill onto the nearby neighborhood streets. How PCC/CC intends
to deal with this shortfall is described below. Thus, actual demand is 3.15/1,000,
0.83/1,000 higher than that to be provided.

To summarize:

By the end of Phase 2, the IMP approved a parking ratio of 2.15/1,000 (Table III-2).

By the end of Phase 1, actual demand is now 3.15/1,000.

PCC/CC proposes to provide parking equal to 2.32/1,000.

Difference of actual demand to proposed supply will be 0.83/1,000.
Addressing the Shortfall. As noted in Table III-3 above, the new on- and off-site parking
added to the site will cover a substantial proportion of the estimated additional demand
generated by building up to 65,000 gsf. From a supply standpoint, this is a 334-space shortfall.
However, on the demand side, parkers are only using 590 on-site spaces even though there
are 607 spaces available, suggesting that the 17-space difference is the buffer needed to turn
over spaces to make the parking lots “work”. For this reason, the shortfall to be addressed is
the more conservative 347-space infiltration onto neighborhood streets observed in the parking
demand study undertaken in 2011.
PCC/CC is committing to reduce this shortfall by 30% over a 10-year period by implementing
the updated, more robust TDMP plan adopted for PCC/CC as part of the revamping of the
district’s TDMP effort. This will reduce the shortfall from 347 to 243 spaces, a decrease of 104
spaces incrementally. Thus, by 2021 there will still be a spillover of as many as 243 spaces at
peak demand onto neighborhood streets within the vicinity of PCC/CC. This condition will only
occur about 15 hours a week from approximately 10:00 a.m. – 1:00 p.m. on weekdays during
the academic school year, which is an acceptable use of on-street parking that is designed to
be available on a first-come-first-serve basis.
Not included in the explicit reduction program are three factors that could further reduce
parking demand:





Reduction and/or slowing of growth of PCC/CC enrollment as the recession ends and
unemployment rates decrease.
Reduction of PCC/CC enrollment due to the completion of 2008 bond projects at PCC/SE,
upgrading it to a full-service campus. As a result, this will reduce the number of PCC/SE
students currently taking some classes at PCC/CC because they are not yet available on
their own campus.
Any reduction in the actual Phase 2 build-out. To be on the conservative side, a “flex”
factor of almost 10% has been added, for a total of 65,000 gsf. For each 1,000 gsf not
built, that is a reduction of demand of 3.15 spaces.

Updated TDMP Plan. A detailed updated Transportation Demand Management Plan (TDMP)
for PCC/CC is included with the application. The TDMP lays out the issue related to
PCC/CC’s existing and projected spillover parking onto surrounding neighborhood streets, as
described above. Through the implementation of the TDMP, PCC/CC proposes to reduce its
parking spillover by at least 30% based by introducing tiers of increasingly robust measures to
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encourage use of alternative modes. PCC/CC plans a gradual reduction of parking infiltration
through the implementation of four tiers of TDMP measures/incentives of increasing strength.
The measures/incentives in each tier are described in the TDMP report starting on Page 28.
The TDMP sets annual targets to reduce neighborhood infiltration for each of the next 10 years
tied to the implementation of the four tiers; the annual reduction schedule is summarized in
Table III-4:
TABLE III-4
PROPOSED REDUCTION OF PARKING INFILTRATION (2011 – 2021)
TIER 1 TDMP
BASELINE
INFILTRATION YR 1
YR 2
336
325
347
CUMULATIVE REDUCTION

YR 3
314
33

TIER 2 TDMP
YR 4
YR5
303
292

TIER 3 TDMP
TIER 4 TDMP
YR 6
YR 7
YR 8
YR 9
YR 10
281
270
259
248
243
66
88
104

As part of the TDMP implementation, PCC shall:




Each Year: Measure parking infiltration onto neighborhood streets beyond the PCC
campus boundary using the same methodology used in the initial 2011 study, to ensure
consistent measurement. Then PCC officials will meet with a designated subcommittee of
the Humboldt Neighborhood Association to report on the success of reducing off-campus
peak parking demand.
Years 3, 6, 8 and 10: Meet with Portland Bureau of Transportation (PBOT)
representatives to review the success of implementing each TDMP tier. At the that time,
PCC and PBOT representatives will agree which elements of the current tier to retain and
which of the next tier to implement over the subsequent 2 – 3 years to continue to achieve
targeted reductions in off-campus peak parking demand.

The Transportation Demand Management Plan proposed for the PCC Cascade Campus
provides for a meaningful and strategic approach to reducing student and employee auto
vehicle trips over time. This will result in a balanced approach to access demand and
measurable reductions in vehicles parked in the neighborhoods. Key elements of the plan
include:
• Parking management and TDM that exceeds current status quo.
• Decision-making based on measured performance.
• New programs in all mode categories.
• A support structure on campus to guide, facilitate and respond to changing access
dynamics.
• Action tiers that ensure quick response and programs pre-committed as triggers are
tripped.
• Objective and thorough reporting.
• Engagement with the community.
The tiered approach to TDM creates flexible “packages” of strategies that can be implemented
and measured to ascertain their effectiveness in meeting targets. The infiltration targets
provide useful milestones and reasonable triggers for more progressive action as demand or
progress requires. Finally, the requirement to measure and report provides objective data to
inform decision-making and assures on-going collaborative communication between PCC, the
City and other stakeholders and partners.
PBOT staff supports the use of an aggressive TDM program to reduce parking impacts in the
surrounding neighborhood. The option of constructing a large above ground multi-story
parking structure to meet PCC/CC’s parking demand on-campus was considered. This option
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was not supported by neighbors because it would be outside of desired character of the area
due to the large size of the structure. Since meeting all of PCC/CC’s parking demand on-site is
not feasible without construction of structured parking, the combination of an aggressive TDM
plan with monitoring requirements and phased measures, additional on-site parking, and
provision of off-site parking agreements, appears the most realistic approach to minimize
parking impacts on the surrounding neighborhood.
By 2021 there will still be a spillover of as many as 243 spaces at peak demand onto
neighborhood streets within the vicinity of PCC/CC. This condition will only occur about 15
hours a week from approximately 10:00 a.m. – 1:00 p.m. on weekdays during the academic
school year. With the peak impact occurring in the middle of weekdays when residential
demand is at its lowest, the impacts on local residents is minimized.
There have been concerns expressed by neighborhood representatives about using building
square footage to determining parking demand rather than using student full time equivalents
(FTE’s). Requiring a certain amount of parking spaces per building square footage is the most
common method used in the industry. While there can be benefits in using FTE’s, there are
challenges in tracking FTE’s when creating enforceable conditions of approval for land use
reviews. The City predominately tracks compliance with land use conditions of approval
through subsequent building permit applications for development approved in the land use
case. The City does not track student enrollment. In either case, with this particular application,
the actual parking demand was not determined by national averages for land uses square
footage in the industry’s ITE manuals (Institute of Transpiration Engineers). The parking
demands documented in PCC/CC’s TIA and TDM plan were determined by detailed on-site
and on-street observations of existing campus parking facilities and on-street parking
utilization. The required updated TDM program targets actual mode splits based on campus
population including students and staff. A review of the original IMP finds that the location,
timing, and provision of on-site parking was triggered by the construction of new campus
buildings based on their square footage. PBOT is confident that the methodology of
determining parking demand in the current application reflects an accurate prediction and tying
provision of additional on-site and off-site parking supplies to future building permits is the
most practical way of confirming compliance with on-site parking requirements.
Based on the above PBOT analysis, and based on the materials supplied with this application
[Project narrative, Exhibit A-1, Kittelson TIA, Williams TDM] this criterion is met.
33.805.010 Purpose (Adjustments)
The regulations of the zoning code are designed to implement the goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan. These regulations apply city-wide, but because of the city's diversity,
some sites are difficult to develop in compliance with the regulations. The adjustment review
process provides a mechanism by which the regulations in the zoning code may be modified if
the proposed development continues to meet the intended purpose of those regulations.
Adjustments may also be used when strict application of the zoning code's regulations would
preclude all use of a site. Adjustment reviews provide flexibility for unusual situations and
allow for alternative ways to meet the purposes of the code, while allowing the zoning code to
continue providing certainty and rapid processing for land use applications.
33.805.040 Approval Criteria
Adjustment requests will be approved if the review body finds that the applicant has shown
that approval criteria A. through F. below have been met.
A. Granting the adjustment will equally or better meet the purpose of the regulation to be
modified; and
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Findings: PCC Cascade Campus proposes to add two off-site parking lots that will
be joint shared use parking, compliant with 33.266.110.B.2 as part of the strategy
to reduce spill over parking into the residential area by visitors to PCC/Cascade and
increase the amount of parking available for staff, students and visitors to the
Cascade Campus.
However, the zoning code requires such parking lots to be in close proximity to the
use that they will serve. PCC Cascade requests an Adjustment to allow both
proposed satellite parking lots to exceed the 300 foot distance from campus that is
required by the zoning code at 33.266.100.E., which states:
Proximity of parking to use. …. Required parking spaces for
nonresidential uses must be located on the site of the use or in parking
areas whose closest point is within 300 feet of the site.
This proximity standard, within zoning code section 33.266.100, General
Regulations, has no separate Purpose Statement, while other subsections of Chapter
33.266 have specific purpose statements. However, the General Regulations section
is proceeded by 33.266.010, Introduction, which states:
This chapter establishes the standards for the amount, location, and
development of motor vehicle parking, standards for bicycle parking,
and standards for on-site loading areas.
Reading subsection E in context with the rest of 33.266.100, it appears that the
proximity standard is established to ensure that joint shared parking of required
parking spaces be located close enough to the use so that visitors, students and
employees of the PCC Cascade Campus will find the available parking close enough
and convenient enough to be utilized effectively. Staff research of the legislative
record for the initial adoption of Chapter 33.266 did not identify any relevant
commentary included that specifically addressed the ‘proximity of use’ regulation.
The zoning code, at 33.700.070.D.1, states that
Defining words. Words used in the zoning code have their dictionary
meaning unless they are listed in Chapter 33.910, Definitions.
The Merriam Webster Dictionary defines ‘proximate’ as close or near. Staff infers that
the standard that requires parking in accessory lots that are not on-site to be within
300 feet is intended to ensure that this category of parking is close enough to the
use it is serving to be perceived as convenient and close, thereby providing parking
opportunities that will be utilized rather than ignored due to a perception of being
too far away or too inconvenient to be fully utilized when other on-site parking is not
available or severely limited.
Staff draws this inference from the context of the General Regulations for parking
under this section, as well as the following section, 33.266.110, Minimum Required
Parking; at A, Purpose, states:
The purpose of required parking spaces is to provide enough on-site
parking to accommodate the majority of traffic generated by the range of
uses which might locate at the site over time. Sites that are located in close
proximity to transit, have good street connectivity, and good pedestrian
facilities may need little or no off-street parking. Transit-supportive plazas
and bicycle parking may be substituted for some required parking on a site
to encourage transit use and bicycling by employees and visitors to the site.
The required parking numbers correspond to broad use categories, not
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specific uses, in response to this long term emphasis. Provision of carpool
parking, and locating it close to the building entrance, will encourage
carpool use.
Throughout Chapter 33.266, the concept of proximity appears in multiple
standards, most of which include language or a reference to the proximity as a
factor in encourage or supporting appropriate parking locations, or proximity to
transit as a factor in waiving some or all minimum required parking. Thus, the
request to adjust the maximum distance separation of the two joint shared use
parking lots to allow one at 420 feet and the other at 960 feet from the campus must
equally or better meet the intent of the proximity to use regulation.
PCC Cascade has submitted a Transportation and Parking Impact Analysis as
required by Condition O of LU 01-00490 and LU 09-138717. The intent of the
condition is to review an updated Transportation and Parking Analysis prior to
development of Phase 2 to ensure that the transportation system will continue to
operate safely and efficiently and that parking impacts to the surrounding
neighborhood are minimized. The condition notes that when the original TIA was
reviewed for Phase 1 development on campus, that a number of changes in
transportation conditions are anticipated over the next 10+ years, and that it is
crucial to conduct a second analysis prior to build out of Phase 2.
In fact, since the original approval of PCC Cascade’s Impact Mitigation Plan in 2001,
there have been changes to transportation conditions as well as unanticipated but
significant changes to the local economy and unemployment rates that have
resulted in an unanticipated increase in student enrollment. The increase in
student enrollment has exceeded the projected growth of the student body that was
one of multiple variable considered in the original Transportation Impact Analysis
for the 2001 IMP review. The applicant describes these changes in detail [see Exhibit
A-1, p. II-5] which documents the growth in enrollment well beyond any reasonable
projection made in 2001. The student body has grown at the PCC Cascade campus
has grown 31% over the past three years, similar to jumps in enrollment
experienced at all of the other PCC campuses.
One of the unintended consequences of the more rapid growth in enrollment, in
combination with PCC Cascade Campus approved development in Phase 1, is that
the demand for parking has exceeded all projections, and as a result there is a
parking shortage for this campus. Additionally, PCC Cascade charges a fee to park
on-campus as part of their Phase 1 TDM. Charging a parking fee is one method to
encourage carpooling and not driving to the campus alone.
However, the parking fee, in combination with the already tight parking supply has
resulted in unintended consequences where students, staff and visitors choose to
park off campus and intrude into the surrounding residential neighborhood by
parking on the street well outside the campus boundary. PCC Cascade enforces the
prohibition of on-street parking in the residential areas surrounding the campus. As
a result of enforcement efforts as well as a formal Parking Analysis, spill over
parking into the neighborhood is occurring at levels never anticipated due to the
unforeseen anomalous growth in student enrollment as a result of the economic
recession.
The parking survey indicates that campus visitors will park up to 4 blocks away to
avoid paying the required parking fee, or in lieu of spending time searching for a free
space in one of the on site parking lots. As part of the proposed updated TDM plan,
PCC will not charge a parking fee for use of the two accessory parking lots to further
encourage their use. Given the circumstances of an unanticipated growth in student
enrollment and the documented spill over parking into the residential neighborhood,
staff concurs that visitors to the campus are much more likely to walk the extra
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distance [120 feet and 660 feet] to have free parking still relatively close to the
campus.
Additionally, staff notes that the 300 foot standard is equivalent to 1½ blocks; the
additional walking distance from the Emmanuel Church joint shared parking lot is
equivalent to 2 city blocks plus 20 feet. The second joint shared parking lot, at the
Salvation Army site, is 4.8 blocks away from the campus. While this parking lot is
further away, it still falls well within a walking distance that the code recognizes [or
deems] reasonable. For example, other general standards in Chapter 33.266 allows
waiving minimum required parking entirely if a subject site is within 500 feet of
‘frequent service’ transit at 33.266.110.B.3, but there is no commentary as to why
there is a 200 foot [1 city block] difference in these two distance thresholds.
One might infer that transit users are more willing to walk a little further, but there
is no real evidence that this is so, given that the Parking Survey has documented
PCC Cascade visitors parking at least 4 blocks from campus as discussed
previously. The additional distance of the Salvation Army joint shared parking lot is
less than 2/10ths of a mile from the campus. Given the distances spill over parking
is occurring from campus, the additional distance that both joint shared accessory
parking lots are from the campus should not impinge upon full utilization of this
parking, particularly when there is no associated fee.
Additionally, the original Transportation and Parking Mitigation Plan submitted for
the original IMP included the following comment:
In order to minimize neighborhood parking activities, parking should be
available within 750 feet of key campus classrooms and facilities.
The Emmanuel Church joint shared parking lot is well within 750 feet from campus.
The Salvation Army joint shared parking lot is 210 feet, roughly one full city block
farther than the 750-foot benchmark established in the TDM for PCC Cascade.
For these reasons, this criterion is met.
B. If in a residential zone, the proposal will not significantly detract from the livability or
appearance of the residential area, or if in an OS, C, E, or I zone, the proposal will be
consistent with the classifications of the adjacent streets and the desired character of
the area; and
Findings: The joint shared use parking lot at Emmanuel Church is in the R2.5 zone.
However, the parking lot is existing, and via a joint shared parking agreement that
complies with 33.266.110.B.2, the parking lot will be utilized by PCC during times
when the Church has no on site activities. This use of the parking lot will improve the
livability of the residential area by helping reduce the amount of spill over parking from
PCC Cascade. There are no proposed changes for the parking lot, so there will be no
change in appearance of the parking lot or of the residential area surrounding the
church site.
The joint shared use parking lot at Salvation Army is in the CS, Storefront Commercial
zone. This parking lot is located at the intersection of N Killingsworth Street and N
Williams Avenue. The City’s Transportation Plan designates N Killingsworth as a
District Collector and N Williams as a Neighborhood Collector. Both streets are capable
of supporting higher traffic volumes than designated Local Service Streets. The
proposed joint shared use parking and the adjustment request to allow this accessory
parking lot to be more than 300 feet from the campus edge will have no impact on the
street classifications of adjacent streets.
The desired character of the area is defined by the zoning code, at 33.910, p.5, as:
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Desired Character. The preferred and envisioned character (usually of
an area) based on the purpose statement or character statement of the
base zone, overlay zone, or plan district. It also includes the preferred
and envisioned character based on any adopted area plans or design
guidelines for an area.
The Storefront Commercial zone is described at 33.130.030.F. as:
The Storefront Commercial (CS) zone is intended to preserve and
enhance older commercial areas that have a storefront character. The
zone intends that new development in these areas will be compatible
with this desired character. The zone allows a full range of retail,
service and business uses with a local and regional market area.
Industrial uses are allowed but are limited in size to avoid adverse
effects different in kind or amount than commercial uses and to ensure
that they do not dominate the character of the commercial area. The
desired character includes areas which are predominantly built-up, with
buildings close to and oriented towards the sidewalk especially at
corners. Development is intended to be pedestrian-oriented and
buildings with a storefront character are encouraged.
There is no new development proposed for the Salvation Army parking lot, only a joint
shared use parking agreement and a requested Adjustment to allow this accessory
parking lot to be more than 300 feet from the PCC Cascade campus. The proposed use
and the Adjustment are consistent with the desired area of the CS zone.
For these reasons, this criterion is met.
C. If more than one adjustment is being requested, the cumulative effect of the
adjustments results in a project which is still consistent with the overall purpose of the
zone; and
Findings: Only one adjustment is requested. This criterion is not applicable.
D. City-designated scenic resources and historic resources are preserved; and
Findings: City designated resources are shown on the zoning map by the ‘s’ overlay;
historic resources are designated by a large dot, and by historic and conservation
districts. The joint shared accessory parking lot at Emmanuel is not in a historic or
conservation district and is not a city designated historic resource. The joint shared
accessory parking lot at Salvation Army is within the Piedmont Conservation District.
However, because the parking lot is existing and no new development is proposed, the
proposal to use this parking lot via joint shared use agreement compliant with the
requirements of 33.266.110.B.2. There is no impact on historic resources in the
District. This criterion is met.
E. Any impacts resulting from the adjustment are mitigated to the extent practical; and
Findings: There are no discernible impacts that would result from granting the
requested adjustment. However, not granting the requested adjustment would result in
continued impacts to available on-street parking in the residential areas surrounding
the PCC Cascade Campus. By allowing the two proposed joint shared use parking lots
to be more than 300 feet from the campus, significant mitigation will result in helping
to reduce the current conditions of wide spread ‘spill-over’ parking into the residential
areas. This criterion is met.
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F. If in an environmental zone, the proposal has as few significant detrimental
environmental impacts on the resource and resource values as is practicable;
Findings: The site is not within an environmental zone. This criterion is not
applicable.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
Unless specifically required in the approval criteria listed above, this proposal does not have to
meet the development standards in order to be approved during this review process. The plans
submitted for a building or zoning permit must demonstrate that all development standards of
Title 33 can be met, or have received an Adjustment or Modification via a land use review prior
to the approval of a building or zoning permit.

CONCLUSIONS
Portland Community College/Cascade Campus operates under an approved Impact Mitigation
Plan, which was approved, with conditions, via LU 01-00490 IM. In 2009, PCC requested a
modification to the timing of complying with a Condition of Approval, which requires PCC to
submit a Transportation Impact and Parking Analysis prior to any development on campus in
‘Phase 2’ of the approved Impact Mitigation Plan.
A key paragraph from the text of Condition O explains why this current review was required:
Considerable changes in transportation conditions are anticipated in the area due to improvements
in transit service, development patterns (including the Cascade Campus redevelopment), and
general area-wide changes. As such, a comprehensive review of the transportation system has
been identified in order to ensure that transportation and parking conditions meet accepted
standards, and that the base assumptions contained in the IMP still apply.
The Portland Bureau of Transportation/Development Review has analyzed the TIA and TDM
included in this application and has determined that the request for a different parking ratio
and the tiered approach to aggressively reduce spillover parking into the residential
neighborhood is minimized to the extent feasible without adding a structure parking garage to
the campus.
On campus structured parking was anticipated during the original IMP review [Case File
LU 01-00490 IM AD]. However, PCC has worked closely with their neighbors and the Humboldt
Neighborhood Association and has received consistent feedback that structured parking on
campus was not desired for a variety of reasons.
Thus, as an alternative solution, PCC has proposed adding two joint shared parking lots in the
area to add additional parking for college use, as well as adding underground structured
parking as part of the Phase 2 development. In addition, the College has proposed an
aggressive TDM plan that includes a number of elements, including a tiered system of
increasingly robust measures to reduce spill over parking in the neighborhood. The two
proposed joint shared parking lots require an Adjustment to the zoning code standard that
such lots must be within 300 feet of the associated use.
Based on the findings in this decision, PCC Cascade campus meets all of the applicable
approval criteria and therefore this proposal should be approved.

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION
Approval of:
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A Transportation Impact Review and Transportation Demand Management Plan as
required prior to Phase 2 build out via Condition O [as amended] by LU 09-138717 IM,
which includes:
► A parking ratio of 2.32 spaces per 1,000 gsf, as described in Table III-3, page 7,
Exhibit E-2;
An Adjustment to allow two joint shared parking lots to be utilized by PCC to exceed
300 feet from campus as follows: Emmanuel Church Parking Lot at 420 feet; and
Salvation Army Parking Lot at 960 feet from campus,
A maximum of 65,000 gsf to be developed during Phase 2,
per the approved site plans, Exhibit C-1, signed and dated August 2, 2012, subject to
the following conditions:

A. As part of the building permit application submittal, each of the 4 required site plans and
any additional drawings must reflect the information and design approved by this land use
review as indicated in Exhibit C.1. The sheets on which this information appears must be
labeled, "Proposal and design as approved in Case File LU 12-137412 IM AD."
B. PCC shall implement the Cascade Campus Transportation Demand Management Plan as
follows:




•

Each Year: Measure parking infiltration onto neighborhood streets beyond the PCC
campus boundary using the same methodology used in the initial 2011 study, to insure
consistent measurement. Then PCC officials will meet with a designated subcommittee
of the Humboldt Neighborhood Association to report on the success of reducing offcampus peak parking demand.
Years 3, 6, 8 and 10: Meet with Portland Bureau of Transportation (PBOT)
representatives to review the success of implementing each TDMP tier. At the that time,
PCC and PBOT representatives will agree which elements of the current tier to retain
and which of the next tier to implement over the subsequent 2 – 3 years to continue to
achieve targeted reductions in off-campus peak parking demand.
Every Year: The annual report shall include commentary regarding parking demand and
parking ratios expressed both in terms of one space/1,000 gsf and one space/per “X”
FTE so that the TDM measures can be compared easily, as well as provide
documentation of effectiveness of those measures.

C. The new below grade parking structure shall be open and operational prior to occupancy of
either the new Academic Building or Student Center, which ever building is constructed
first;
D. Copies of Off Site Parking Agreements shall be submitted with the first building permit
applications.
Staff Planner: Sylvia Cate
Decision rendered by: ________________________________________ on August 2, 2012
By authority of the Director of the Bureau of Development Services

Decision mailed August 6, 2012
About this Decision. This land use decision is not a permit for development. A Final Plat
must be completed and recorded before the proposed lots can be sold or developed. Permits
may be required prior to any work. Contact the Development Services Center at 503-8237310 for information about permits.
Procedural Information. The application for this land use review was submitted on May 2,
2012, and was determined to be complete on June 11, 2012.
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Zoning Code Section 33.700.080 states that Land Use Review applications are reviewed under
the regulations in effect at the time the application was submitted, provided that the
application is complete at the time of submittal, or complete within 180 days. Therefore this
application was reviewed against the Zoning Code in effect on May 2, 2012.
ORS 227.178 states the City must issue a final decision on Land Use Review applications
within 120-days of the application being deemed complete. The 120-day review period may be
waived or extended at the request of the applicant. In this case, the applicant did not waive or
extend the 120-day review period. Unless further extended by the applicant, the 120 days
will expire on: October 9, 2012.
Note: some of the information contained in this report was provided by the applicant. As
required by Section 33.800.060 of the Portland Zoning Code, the burden of proof is on the
applicant to show that the approval criteria are met. The Bureau of Development Services has
independently reviewed the information submitted by the applicant and has included this
information only where the Bureau of Development Services has determined the information
satisfactorily demonstrates compliance with the applicable approval criteria. This report is the
decision of the Bureau of Development Services with input from other City and public agencies.
Conditions of Approval. If approved, this project may be subject to a number of specific
conditions, listed above. Compliance with the applicable conditions of approval must be
documented in all related permit applications. Plans and drawings submitted during the
permitting process must illustrate how applicable conditions of approval are met. Any project
elements that are specifically required by conditions of approval must be shown on the plans,
and labeled as such.
These conditions of approval run with the land, unless modified by future land use reviews.
As used in the conditions, the term “applicant” includes the applicant for this land use review,
any person undertaking development pursuant to this land use review, the proprietor of the
use or development approved by this land use review, and the current owner and future
owners of the property subject to this land use review.
Appealing this decision. This decision may be appealed to the Hearings Officer, which will
hold a public hearing. Appeals must be filed by 4:30 PM on August 20, 2012 at 1900 SW
Fourth Ave. Appeals may be filed Tuesday through Friday on the first floor in the Development
Services Center until 3 p.m. After 3 p.m. and on Mondays, appeals must be submitted to the
receptionist at the front desk on the fifth floor. An appeal fee of $250 will be charged. The
appeal fee will be refunded if the appellant prevails. There is no fee for ONI recognized
organizations appealing a land use decision for property within the organization’s boundaries.
The vote to appeal must be in accordance with the organization’s bylaws. Assistance in filing
the appeal and information on fee waivers is available from BDS in the Development Services
Center. Please see the appeal form for additional information.
The file and all evidence on this case are available for your review by appointment only. Please
contact the receptionist at 503-823-7617 to schedule an appointment. I can provide some
information over the phone. Copies of all information in the file can be obtained for a fee equal
to the cost of services. Additional information about the City of Portland, city bureaus, and a
digital copy of the Portland Zoning Code is available on the internet at www.ci.portland.or.us .
Attending the hearing. If this decision is appealed, a hearing will be scheduled, and you will
be notified of the date and time of the hearing. The decision of the Hearings Officer is final; any
further appeal must be made to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) within 21 days
of the date of mailing the decision, pursuant to ORS 197.620 and 197.830. Contact LUBA at
550 Capitol St. NE, Suite 235, Salem, Oregon 97301 or phone 1-503-373-1265 for further
information.
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Failure to raise an issue by the close of the record at or following the final hearing on this case,
in person or by letter, may preclude an appeal to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) on that
issue. Also, if you do not raise an issue with enough specificity to give the Hearings Officer an
opportunity to respond to it, that also may preclude an appeal to LUBA on that issue.
Recording the final decision.
If this Land Use Review is approved the final decision must be recorded with the Multnomah
County Recorder. A few days prior to the last day to appeal, the City will mail instructions to
the applicant for recording the documents associated with their final land use decision.
• Unless appealed, The final decision may be recorded on or after August 21, 2012.
• A building or zoning permit will be issued only after the final decision is recorded.
The applicant, builder, or a representative may record the final decision as follows:
•

•

By Mail: Send the two recording sheets (sent in separate mailing) and the final Land Use
Review decision with a check made payable to the Multnomah County Recorder to:
Multnomah County Recorder, P.O. Box 5007, Portland OR 97208. The recording fee is
identified on the recording sheet. Please include a self-addressed, stamped envelope.
In Person: Bring the two recording sheets (sent in separate mailing) and the final Land Use
Review decision with a check made payable to the Multnomah County Recorder to the
County Recorder’s office located at 501 SE Hawthorne Boulevard, #158, Portland OR
97214. The recording fee is identified on the recording sheet.

For further information on recording, please call the County Recorder at 503-988-3034
For further information on your recording documents please call the Bureau of Development
Services Land Use Services Division at 503-823-0625.
Expiration of this approval. An approval expires three years from the date the final decision
is rendered unless a building permit has been issued, or the approved activity has begun.
Where a site has received approval for multiple developments, and a building permit is not
issued for all of the approved development within three years of the date of the final decision, a
new land use review will be required before a permit will be issued for the remaining
development, subject to the Zoning Code in effect at that time.
Applying for your permits. A building permit, occupancy permit, or development permit may
be required before carrying out an approved project. At the time they apply for a permit,
permittees must demonstrate compliance with:
• All conditions imposed herein;
• All applicable development standards, unless specifically exempted as part of this land use
review;
• All requirements of the building code; and
• All provisions of the Municipal Code of the City of Portland, and all other applicable
ordinances, provisions and regulations of the City.
EXHIBITS
NOT ATTACHED UNLESS INDICATED
A. Applicant’s Statement
1. Project Narrative
2. Transportation Impact Analysis, Kittelson & Associates
3. Transportation Demand Management Plan, Rick Williams Consulting
4. Supplemental narrative, PCC Cascade, August 1, 2012
B. Zoning Map (attached)
C. Plans/Drawings:
1. Site Plan (attached)
D. Notification information:
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1. Mailing list
2. Mailed notice
E. Agency Responses:
1. Bureau of Environmental Services
2. Bureau of Transportation Engineering and Development Review
3. Water Bureau
4. Fire Bureau
5. Site Development Review Section of BDS
6. Bureau of Parks, Forestry Division
F. Correspondence:
1. Humboldt Neighborhood Association, July 18, 2012, concerns regarding methodologies,
spill over parking impacts
G. Other:
1. Original LU Application
2. Site History Research
3. Incomplete letter to Applicant, May 21, 2012
4. Selected pages from Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation, 8th Edition
Users Guide

The Bureau of Development Services is committed to providing equal access to
information and hearings. Please notify us no less than five business days prior
to the event if you need special accommodations. Call 503-823-7300 (TTY 503823-6868).

