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 CITY OF ALBANY 

 PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION 

 City Hall Willamette Room, 333 Broadalbin Street  

 Monday, May 1, 2006 

 5:15 p.m. 

 

 MINUTES 

 

CALL TO ORDER 
 

Chair Paul Davis called the meeting to order at 5:15 p.m. 

 

ROLL CALL 
 

Commission members present:  Dan Bedore, Paul Davis, David Faller, Tim McCarley, John 

McEvoy, Cordell Post, Wayne Rackham (arrived 5:17 p.m.), and 
Dala Rouse 

 

Commission members absent: Anne Peltier 
 

Staff present:   Building Official Blaine Brassfield, Planner II Anne Catlin, Senior 

Planner Don Donovan, Community Development Director Helen 

Burns Sharp, and Administrative Assistant I Tracy Swett 
 

Others present:   James Yomata (UofO student) 

 
 

APPROVAL OF THE March 6, 2006, MINUTES 

Commissioner Dan Bedore moved to approve the minutes as written. Commissioner David Faller seconded 

the motion, which carried 5:0, with Commissioners Cordell Post and Dala Rouse abstaining. 
 

Commissioner Wayne Rackham arrived at approximately 5:17 p.m. 

 
GOAL 10 HOUSING DISCUSSION 

Community Development Director Helen Burns Sharp reviewed the process for state-mandated Periodic 

Review and explained how City Planning staff has been working through the requirements. She said staff has 
brought items related to Goal 10 Housing before Planning Commission in the past. Staff believes we are in 

the home stretch before entering the public hearing phase. Tonight’s discussion will center on two items: 

cluster development standards and hillside development standards.  

 
Cluster Development Standards 

Planner II Anne Catlin reviewed the agenda handout on the proposed cluster development standards, which 

address the issue of compatibility of perimeter lots next to existing development. She said staff is proposing 
two standards and some exceptions to those standards.  

 

The first standard focuses on a proposed cluster development next to an existing development that is a lower 
density zoning district. When this occurs, the standard minimum lot size for perimeter lots in the proposed 

cluster development would have to be the same as the base zoning district. The example from the agenda 

packet shows a proposed cluster development in a RS-6.5 zoning district placed next to an existing RS-10  

 
development. The perimeter lots in the proposed cluster development would have to be at least 6,500 square 



Planning Commission Work Session 

May 1, 2006 

Page 2 

 

 

feet. 
 

Davis asked if this was a change from the current Code language. Catlin said yes, this is a change because 

current Code language does not have a minimum lot size in cluster developments. Standard land divisions 
may have 50 percent of the lots up to 70 percent smaller than the minimum size for the zone, so long as the 

lots average the minimum of the zoning district. If the example was a standard subdivision, lots could be 

4,550 square feet. 

 
Catlin reviewed the second standard which addressed cluster development next to existing development 

where the zoning is the same for both developments. In these cases, staff proposed that the perimeter lots of 

the cluster development to be at least 70 percent of the standard minimum lots size of the underlying zoning 
district. The example shows a proposed cluster development in an RS-10 zoning district next to an existing 

development that is also zoned RS-10. In these cases, the perimeter lots must be at least 70 percent, or 7,000 

square feet. 

 
Davis asked if this was a change from what is currently allowed. Catlin said yes, the proposal is different from 

what was presented to the Commission at the December 2005 public hearing.  

 
Sharp reminded Commissioners that during the public hearing for the Tuscany Estates subdivision, 

compatibility with adjacent neighborhoods was a concern. At that time, the Commission conditioned the 

perimeter lots be built at 70 percent of the base zoning district. This standard would codify that condition into 
the Code.  

 

She added the current language is very ambiguous regarding cluster development’s effect on the character of 

adjacent neighborhoods. Post stated that was the problem with the current standards; both sides could argue 
opposite viewpoints effectively.  

 

Post said his family’s property would be affected by the proposed changes. He believes the new language 
would either force developers to build larger perimeter lots or develop with a buffer between developments. 

 

Commissioner John McEvoy asked if a standard subdivision could develop lots at 70 percent of the base 
zoning district. Catlin said yes. McEvoy asked if conditioning cluster developments, but not standard 

subdivisions, would be fair.  

 

Bedore said restrictions on perimeter lots size should be similar between cluster developments and standard 
subdivisions.  Post said he would support adding a similar requirement to standard subdivisions as long as 

exceptions for buffer areas or amenities are also added. Discussion followed. Bedore suggested bringing the 

proposed perimeter lot compatibility standards for both cluster development and standard subdivisions to the 
public hearing to receive public comment.  

 

Catlin next reviewed the exceptions to the proposed standards. She said proposed cluster developments next 

to existing developments with a higher density, mixed-use or non-residential zoning district would be exempt 
from the perimeter lot standards. The Planning Commission agreed without comment. 

 

The second exception, “…standards do not apply where the same property owner owns the property abutting 
the cluster development or when the perimeter lots share a property line with the City and/or Urban Growth 

Boundary,” raised some questions. Rouse said she was concerned that development outside the city limits, but 

inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), could have a compatibility conflict. Discussion followed. 
 

Donovan said most land outside the UBG is zoned EFU (Exclusive Farm Use) and would trigger a 125-foot 
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setback for any future developments. Catlin said any land inside the UGB may be annexed into the city and 
compatibility issues can be addressed in an annexation agreement. Bedore suggested deleting “City and/or” 

from the exception. The remaining Commissioners agreed. 

 
Catlin said the third exception allowed for developers to create a buffer area at least 20 feet wide as a separate 

property along the perimeter, to be owned and maintained by a homeowner’s association. Post requested the 

ownership and maintenance portion be expanded to allow for other ownership and maintenance methods as 

approved by the City similar to what is allowed under the current Code. The Commission agreed. Catlin asked 
if 20 feet was large enough. The Commission agreed. 

 

Catlin said the fourth exception excluded cluster developments next to undeveloped land from the perimeter 
standards. She pointed to a few of these properties on the zoning map. She said exception four may not be 

needed. 

 

Rouse said undeveloped land is still zoned. She thought the exception should be left in. Bedore and Post 
agreed. 

 

Rackham summarized the Commission’s feedback on the proposed cluster development standards. He said 
the transition and compatibility between proposed and existing cluster development was addressed with the 

proposed standards. Staff would delete the reference to city limits in exception two. Staff would add language 

to allow for ownership and maintenance options other than a homeowner’s association in exception three. 
Discussion followed. The Commissioners agreed. 

 

Rouse said she would like to see the purpose statement for cluster development modified to better clarify that 

the intent of cluster development is not to allow more homes on a property than could be developed with a 
standard subdivision. Discussion followed. 

 

Sharp said staff would look at new language to address perimeter standards for regular subdivisions. 
 

Hillside Development Standards 

Donovan gave the history on how the need to revise the hillside development standards became apparent. He 
said the language in Section 6.210 was found to be ambiguous during the public hearing to review the 

subdivision on Spencer Mountain. At the time, Planning Commission made an interpretation that has since 

been used in two other developments involving slopes of 12 percent or greater.  

 
He said with the current standards, hillsides with slopes greater than 25 percent cannot be developed. Staff has 

consulted with landscape architect John Stewart and geotechnical engineer Jim Maitland to find out their 

views on hillside development. Both consultants said management of hillside development is important in 
three ways: safety, protection of natural resources, and aesthetics. Donovan said the proposed revisions only 

address management from a safety standpoint. 

 

Donovan reviewed staff’s proposal to require a geological report at the land division stage of development on 
steep hillsides. Rouse asked if that included Planned Unit Developments. Donovan said yes. He said this 

would help determine when it is safe to develop on slopes greater than 12 percent. The report would be 

mandatory and very detailed to also address revegetation standards.  
 

Donovan said aesthetics may need to be addressed later. Discussion followed. 

Sharp said a geological report is currently required on a house-by-house basis at the building permit stage. By 
requiring the report in areas of slopes of 12 percent or greater, we could review the development as a whole. 
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Building Official Blaine Brassfield said it is important to get a report on an entire development with steep 
slopes to ensure the impact of building on one site would not disrupt another site. 

 

Post said he thought it was a common sense approach to clearing up the language. Bedore asked Davis his 
opinion as a housing contractor. Davis said it would be a large sum of money up front. Discussion followed. 

 

Donovan said Brassfield was lobbying for the report to be required for all subdivisions, but Planning had 

opted to begin with those developments affected by steep slopes first. 
 

Brassfield said his concern is the homeowners with homes that move as a result of the type of soil their house 

is built on. He said one inch of soil movement can severely damage a foundation. He would like to require a 
geotechnical report of all subdivisions to better protect homeowners. 

 

Davis said while it was a lot of money, he was not opposed to the requirement. Post said most large 

developers already do a geotechnical study regardless of slopes. Post wondered how much the report would 
cost. Davis said it could be up to $5,000.00 per lot. Discussion followed. 

 

Bedore said he thought staff’s proposal was a good direction for hillside developments, but he would not 
support requiring the report for all subdivisions at this time. 

 

Rouse asked who was liable should a home suffer damage as a result of the types of soil in the area. Post said 
the builder, the geotechnical engineer, and the City could be named in a lawsuit, but the question of liability 

could be debatable.  

 

Rouse asked if this could result in houses on stilts. Donovan said that would be an aesthetics question and 
would not be addressed with these amendments. As a result, homes on stilts could be built until Albany 

addresses and adopts Code language regarding the issue of aesthetics. Rouse asked how Corvallis deals with 

hillside development. Sharp said Corvallis regulates aesthetics and has several conditions of approval for 
hillside developments. 

 

The Commission agreed to move forward with the proposed hillside development standards. 
  

OTHER BUSINESS 

None. 

 
NEXT MEETING DATE 

The next meeting of the Planning Commission was scheduled for Monday, May 15, 2006, at 5:15 p.m. in 

Council Chambers. Davis noted he would not be there. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at approximately 6:20 p.m. 

 
Respectfully submitted, Reviewed by, 

Signature on file Signature on file 

Tracy Swett Helen Burns Sharp 
Administrative Assistant I Community Development Director 
U:\Community Development\Planning\Minutes\PlanCom2006\PC Mins 06.0501.doc 


