
 
ALBANY CITY COUNCIL 

AGENDA 
 

cityofalbany.net 
   

Monday, August 20, 2018 
4:00 p.m. Work Session 

Municipal Courtroom, City Hall 
333 Broadalbin Street SW 

 
 

4:00 p.m. CALL TO ORDER 
 
4:00 p.m. ROLL CALL 
 
4:05 p.m. BUSINESS FROM THE PUBLIC 
 
4:10 p.m.  URBAN FRINGE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL FROM THE CONSER GROUP – Jeff Blaine.  
 [Pages 2-19] 
 Action Requested:  Information, discussion and direction. 

 
4:40 p.m.  DESIGNATION OF THE ALLEY BETWEEN BAKER & MONTGOMERY STREETS AS 

ONE-WAY EASTBOUND – Ron Irish.  [Verbal; letter from Scott Lepman, pages 20-31]  
 Action Requested:  Information and discussion. 

 
4:50 p.m. BUSINESS FROM THE COUNCIL 
 
4:55 p.m. CITY MANAGER REPORT 

 
5:00 p.m. ADJOURNMENT 

 
The location of this meeting is accessible to the disabled. If you have a disability that requires accommodation, please notify 

the City Manager’s Office in advance of the meeting:  cmadmin@cityofalbany.net | 541-791-0206 or 541-917-7519. 
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MEMO 

TO: Albany City Council 

VIA: Peter Troedsson, City Manager 

FROM : Jeff Blaine, P.E., Public Works Engineering and Community Development Director~ 

DATE: June 1, 2018, for the August 20, 2018, City Council Work Session 

SUBJECT: Urban Fringe Development Proposal 

Relates to Strategic Plan theme: Great Neighborhoods, A Safe City, A Healthy Economy, An Effective 
Government 

Action Requested: 
Staff recommends that Council receive the staff report and provide direction. 

Discussion: 
At the May 21, 2018, City Council meeting, Council received a request from The Conser Group for support of 
construction of a residential subdivision development within the city's urban fringe in Linn County. The urban 
fringe is defined as the area located outside of the city limits, but within the Urban Growth Boundary (see 
Attachment 1). Until this land is annexed into the city, development in the urban fringe is managed through 
Linn County's zoning and development code. Those zones and codes were established through past 
coordination with the City and recognize the importance of preserving this land for urban development upon 
annexation as defined through Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR's) for statewide planning goals. 

Linn County Code also provides a process for variances to the minimum lot sizes if certain criteria can be met. 
The variance process is provided in recognition that not all development scenarios can be predicted. The 
variance approval criteria include a requirement that the proposed development must be consistent with the 
City's Comprehensive Plan and, in addition, that the City doesn't object. These review criteria are in place in 
recognition of the fact that the City will ultimately be responsible for managing this land and be responsible for 
responding to issues that may develop because of approving smaller lot sizes than the County allows outright. 

The proposed subdivision would occur in the Linn County UGA-UGM-20 zone. One of the stated purposes 
of this zone is to protect the urban growth area (urban fringe) land for future urban density development. This 
zone requires new parcels to be at least 20 acres. This is not a residential zone, and new home construction is 
only allowed with a Conditional Use permit. To pursue their proposed development, The Conser Group would 
need to, among other approvals, secure variances for lots smaller than Linn County Code allows outright and 
obtain Conditional Use permits for construction of each new home. This is the same scenario, except at a 
bigger scale, that the State Land Use Board of Appeal recently ruled was inconsistent with the City's 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Staff appreciates The Conser Group's approach to initiate discussions during the conceptual stage of their 
development. Prior to the May 21, 2018, Work Session, staff met with The Conser Group and/or their 
development team two separate times and reviewed the challenges of accommodating such a development. 
Linn County staff reports they have had a similar discussion within the last year and also reviewed challenges 
to accommodating The Conser Group's request. Preliminary discussions such as these are helpful for staff, 
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but also helpful for the developer as they get an early gauge as to the financial risks associated with moving 
forward with their concept. The purpose of those meetings was for staff to listen to the development proposal 
and then outline anticipated issues and challenges for the developer; there should be no expectations of 
approval based on the content of those discussions. 

Managing development in the urban fringe is of extreme importance. What may seem like a minor request 
today can have significant consequences tomorrow. The relationships are complex and potential consequences 
are plentiful. Council reviewed these relationships in detail at the November 28, 2017, City Council Work 
Session. Council deliberated and ultimately provided direction to not consider urban fringe development for 
smaller lots than Linn County Code allows outright. However, Council did recognize that not all development 
scenarios can be contemplated and suggested that staff return to Council to consider any projects with 
extenuating circumstances that staff believed warranted consideration. Matthew Conser with The Conser 
Group attended the November 28, 2017, Work Session. 

For their project, The Conser Group believed they could substantially address concerns raised by the City and 
on May 21, 2018, asked Council to support their urban fringe, single-family residential development proposal 
in Linn County that would create 37 new lots smaller than Linn County Code allows outright. Council directed 
staff to review the development proposal and report back to Council. This memorandum is intended to satisfy 
that direction. 

Evaluating single-family residential development proposals typically occurs in two stages - first through the 
land use process and second through a detailed engineering review. With conceptual proposals such as those 
provided by The Conser Group, it is difficult to provide such a review when there is not adequate information 
available to do land use review, let alone detailed engineering review. This difficulty is further complicated by 
the fact that, at this time, neither Linn County Code or Albany Code consider this land appropriate for a 
single-family residential subdivision development; consequently, there are no land use, development, or 
engineering standards in place for considering it. This, however, should not be misconstrued to mean that 
additional standards and processes should be developed. Based on the standards and procedures currently in 
place, and the concerns discussed throughout this memorandum, the development proposal is untimely. 

Attachment 2 is provided as an initial review of The Conser Group's development proposal. Attachment 2 
provides an issues list, with detailed discussion under each issue. The detailed discussion for each issue is 
separated into two parts; first a generic discussion regarding the issue, and second, a discussion about how that 
issue applies to The Conser Group's development proposal. The discussion is conceptual in that, as mentioned 
above, neither Linn County Code or Albany Code consider this land appropriate for a single-family residential 
subdivision development; as such, no land use, development, or engineering standards are in place for 
considering it. 

S tqQ.Recommendation 

In evaluating proposals to urbanize the urban fringe prior to annexation it is important to consider impacts to, 
or opportunities provided to, other properties. As an example, even if the entire urban fringe were annexed, 
the lot sizes proposed in The Conser Group development would not be approvable based on the site's distance 
from public utilities. Should a property in the urban fringe have more development potential than a property 
in the city limits? Additionally, several issues are identified in Attachment 2 that result in Albany tax/ rate payers 
being financially responsible for responding to issues created through allowing urbanization of the urban fringe 
outside the existing annexation/urbanization process. It is also important to consider that any reasons given 
for supporting The Conser Group's proposal would apply to other properties as well. This would create the 
potential for relatively large areas to be developed more intensely than allowed by the Linn County Code, but 
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not to urban densities or standards. This type of low density development is often referred to as "sprawl" and 
is not supported by the City's Comprehensive Plan. 

Staff's recommendations regarding urban fringe development are unchanged from those provided at the 
November 28, 2017 Work Session when generic development scenarios were considered. Upon review of 
The Conser Group's proposal, staff does not recommend supporting the development for the reasons 
described in Attachment 2. 

If Council does not agree with staff's recommendation and decides to support The Conser Group's 
development proposal, staff recommends that Council provide direction on required review processes, 
development standards, and engineering standards. This direction would be needed to evaluate The Conser 
Group's proposal and any other similar development proposals received in the urban fringe, assuming all other 
similar urban fringe development proposals would be equally supported. 

Budget Impact: 
Short-term budget impacts are limited to staff time needed to review an urban fringe development proposal. 
Long-term budget impacts are potentially significant, however, not quantifiable. 

JJB:kw 
Attachments 

c: Bob Richardson, Planning Manager 

John Bradner, Fire Chief 

Mario Lattanzio, Police Chief 

Russ Allen, Greater Albany Public Schools 

Staci Belcastro, P.E., City Engineer 

Ron Irish, Transportation Analyst 

Robert Wheeldon, Linn County CD Director 
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Attachment 2- Urban Fringe Development Review 
July 23, 2018 
Pagelof12 

Reviewing Development Proposals I Establishing New Review Processes 
General Discussion 

All land in the urban fringe carries a Comprehensive Plan map designation. In most cases there are multiple 
City zones that could be applied at the time of annexation that would be consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan. Future property-by-property zoning has not been established for the urban fringe east of I-5 and land in 
the urban fringe can't develop in the same way as land in the city limits as several City services aren't available 
and able to serve this area; an issue that is typically addressed through the annexation process. Consequently, 
while a preliminary conceptual review of the merits and concerns of urban fringe development can be 
completed, and is provided herein, it is not possible to complete a detailed review as would be done for a 
subdivision application submitted within the city limits. 

If Council determines that urban fringe development beyond what is allowed outright in Linn County's Code 
is in the Albany community's best interest, it will be important to provide equal opportunities for each property 
owner within the urban fringe. The City Council would need to amend the Comprehensive Plan to align with 
the type oflow density urban development (sprawl) being considered and establish development standards and 
a new development review process (internal and external) for considering such developments. A fee system 
will also need to be established as properties in the urban fringe would not pay property taxes to support Albany 
planning activities and are not subject to Albany's current fee structure as it only applies to properties 
developing in the City of Albany. If staff is directed to establish these new standards, review processes, 
inspection procedures, and fees, then a funding source will need to be identified to complete the work and 
other priority projects benefiting properties within the city limits will need to be deferred. Given that this land 
has not yet been annexed, extensive coordination and cooperation with Linn County would be anticipated to 
create such processes. Council would also have to decide whether to amend the Albany Development Code to 
offer similar development opportunities to parcels already in the city limits. 

This information is only provided to describe staff's suggested approach for reviewing urban fringe 
development proposals if Council decides urbanizing the urban fringe prior to annexation is in the Albany 
community's best interest. It is not meant to imply that staff supports urbanization of the urban fringe prior 
to annexation or establishing complementing development review standards and processes. 

The Conser GrouD's Proposal 
~ :a 

Review processes, development standards, and engineering standards have not been established for 
urbanization of the urban fringe prior to annexation. Staff believes that urbanization of the urban fringe prior 
to annexation is not in the Albany community's best interest as discussed throughout this attachment and, 
therefore, would not recommend establishing said standards and processes. 

If upon deliberation Council disagrees with staff and determines that urbanization of the urban fringe prior to 
annexation is in the community's best interest, then staff recommends that Council provide direction regarding 
review processes, development standards, fees, and engineering standards so that each property is provided 
similar opportunities and is subject to the same requirements. As mentioned above, this will require extensive 
coordination and cooperation with Linn County. 

Urbanization Prior to Annexation 

General Discussion 

It is important to understand that neither Linn County's Code, the City's Comprehensive Plan, Albany's 
Development Code (ADC), nor the statewide planning goals envision urban fringe development occurring 
through residential subdivisions as a matter of general practice. Rather, processes are established for orderly 
urban expansion and logical extension of urban services. The annexation process is established such that the 
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City will grow from the urban core outward, rather than through uncontrolled sprawl. As noted within the 
ADC's purpose statement for annexations, "An ill-conceived annexation may impose burdens to the 
community that could outweigh benefits." This statement is also true, and perhaps more so, if development 
occurs in the urban fringe outside of the annexation process. 

The City's annexation process has review criteria that must be satisfied prior to approving an annexation and 
considering urbanization. Among them, the City must determine that all urban services and infrastructure are 
available or will be made available in a timely manner. These include police, fire, other City-provided services, 
sewer, water, storm drain, and streets. The City must also determine that "adequate planning" (ADC 2.110(3)) 
has been completed prior to approving annexation and urbanization. Ignoring the established approach of 
annexation prior to urbanization sidesteps the annexation review criteria and removes the opportunity for 
established public involvement procedures for annexations (hearings, appeals, etc.). Greater Albany Public 
Schools (GAPS) is an important partner in this process. The public annexation process allows for GAPS to 
participate and speak to their ability to serve the area proposed for annexation. 

The annexation process also provides for opportunities to secure annexation agreements. These agreements 
can be critical for securing adequate infrastructure to serve growth. These agreements can be used as terms to 
satisfy the annexation review criteria, with said terms being more significant than what is typically secured 
through conditions of approval for a proposed development. Examples include: dedication of land for future 
public facilities, construction of offsite public infrastructure, waiver of compensation claims, waiver of nexus 
or rough proportionality objections to future exactions, or other commitments deemed valuable to the City of 
Albany. If property is allowed to develop outside the annexation process and, therefore, outside of annexation 
agreements, there is significant risk that infrastructure costs to support urban fringe development will be pushed 
to Albany tax/ rate payers. 

The City's annexation process includes opporturuttes for public involvement through public hearings and 
related rights to appeal. If urbanization occurs in Linn County outside of the City's annexation/ development 
process, Albany residents' ability to participate in, and influence, decisions that will impact them is significantly 
reduced. 

Allowing urbanization to occur prior to annexation also reduces incentive for future annexation and could lead 
to disproportionate relationships of benefits received and property taxes paid between developed properties 
that followed the annexation process and pay City taxes/rates and those that would be allowed to urbanize 
without annexing. 

The Conser Group's Probosal 
The Conser Group proposed recording a document that would obligate the future owners of each individual 
lot to consent to annexation. While such a document may be helpful at the time of forced annexation, it does 
not do anything to address most of the concerns raised above and may put future Councils in the awkward 
position of forcing annexation on property owners that aren't interested in annexing. 

The Conser Group property is not currently eligible to annex and, as noted at the May 21, 2018, Work Session, 
is not likely to be eligible to annex soon. While staff is sympathetic to their desire to take advantage of a 
favorable housing market and develop their land, staff believes that urbanization is premature and, for the many 
reasons stated throughout this attachment, is not in the community's best interest at this time. 

Zone Designations 
General Discussion 
Albany's Comprehensive Plan identifies a suite of potential zones that may be appropriate to apply to land 
upon annexation. Because statewide planning goals and the City's development processes don't envision 
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urbanization prior to annexation, this is a reasonable approach. Further study is required prior to 
annexation/urbanization as is evident by the previously mentioned annexation review criteria related to 
Planning Criteria. The South Albany Area Plan adopted for the land in the urban fringe south of Oak Creek is 
a good example of a land use planning effort being done in advance of annexation and urban development. To 
date, such a study has not been needed for the east I-5 area as it has not been identified as being an area the 
community is ready to serve, or one that is needed for urbanization in the short term. 

Proper zoning should be identified prior to annexing property for development, and similarly, although not a 
recommended nor supported practice, if Council chose to support development outside of annexation, proper 
zoning should be identified first. 

Conser Probosal 
' 

The Conser proposal is in a portion of the urban fringe that has not yet been studied to identify applicable 
zones on a property-by-property basis. Urbanization should not be considered until appropriate urban zoning 
has been identified. The Conser property is currently zoned UGA/UGB 20 in Linn County (20-acre minimum 
lot sizes). Linn County's Code identifies that the purpose of this zone is to protect the land for future urban 
density development. This purpose is important to consider and is fully discussed in other sections of this 
attachment. The importance of preserving this land is underscored in Linn County's Code by the fact that a 
single-family home can't be placed on a lot smaller than 20-acres except through conditional use review. 

Needed Housing. Timing. & Densi(Ji 
General Discussion 

It is important to understand the difference between "needed housing" from a land use perspective and "needed 
housing" from a real estate market standpoint. For land use, needed housing is defined in ORS 197.303. In 
part, this definition states "needed housing means all housing on land zoned for residential use or mixed residential and 
commercial use that is detennined to meet the need shown for housing within an urban growth boundary". So in any community 
anticipating growth, housing proposed on appropriately zoned land is considered needed housing. The fact 
that a community needs housing supply added over time is not the same as having a housing crisis. 
Furthermore, the fact that the inventory of available homes within a certain price point, or with certain 
amenities, is limited at one point in time does not make that type of housing needed housing from a land use 
perspective; it simply means there is a market for it. It is possible for both perspectives to identify needed 
housing in an area, but just because one perspective is found to be true does not automatically mean it is true 
for the other. 

Albany is a growing community and will need a range of housing options provided through new development 
in the years ahead. However, care must be taken as to how, and when, this new development occurs. If urban 
fringe property urbanizes outside of the annexation process and without available public utilities, single-family 
residential lot sizes larger than the minimum allowed through Albany's standard development process will be 
realized. This can be problematic as these larger lots are not as likely to further develop to anticipated, and 
needed, density levels necessary to serve the community over time. This reduces the development potential 
and number of homes that could be built in the future and will add development pressure on existing 
neighborhoods. Private improvements, availability of public infrastructure, separate ownership, and the high 
unit costs associated with small scale infill development are anticipated barriers to further development 
necessary to serve anticipated growth. Urban conversion plans can be required to demonstrate that further 
development is possible, but that does not mean that it is likely to occur or is even financially reasonable for 
future property owners to undertake. 

Albany's Development Code recognizes this and does not allow lot sizes smaller than five acres on property 
not fully served by utilities. City staff has not seen a significant number of requests to create such lots and 
doesn't recall any five-acre subdivisions. This is attributed to parcel sizes within the city limits, general 
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availability of utilities, and that property in the city limits is thought to have near-term urban development 
potential even if the utilities aren't immediately available. Utility availability, market conditions, and limitations 
imposed through urban conversion plans end up limiting pursuit of five-acre lots within the city limits. 

Similar circumstances do not surround property located in the urban fringe and, therefore, larger lot sizes are 
more appropriate to preserve the ability to fully urbanize in the future and to avoid unfavorable development 
patterns that negatively impact neighboring property owners and the greater Albany community. 

If management of the land within the UGB is not done in a way that promotes efficient use of land resources 
(maximizes density), there will be unintended negative consequences for Albany residents over the long term. 
One such consequence could be a shortage of available land for development. Under such a shortage, cities 
pursue UGB expansions, which are costly to pursue and difficult to secure. If Albany hasn't managed growth 
within the UGB to realize full urban densities, the expansion request will be denied, and the community will be 
forced to first redevelop from within. As an example of cost and difficulty in obtaining a UGB expansion, the 
City of McMinnville pursued a UGB expansion for 12 years at a cost of$1.75 million only to be unsuccessful. 

It's also important to understand how not realizing densities may impact affordable housing. Some people 
suggest that as supply increases, costs should go down due to the supply-demand relationship and, therefore, 
all housing supply added to the market has a positive impact on affordability. Without debating this 
phenomenon and whether it relates to proposed development in the short term, staff suggests that 
developments such as those proposed in the urban fringe could have an overall negative impact on affordability 
in the future. 

Today, there is land available within the city limits to develop new single family residential housing of various 
types. There is also land available in the urban fringe to annex and subsequently develop into housing. Tbis 
means that supply can be added in response to demand. If land within the urban growth boundary is not used 
efficiently, available land will be reduced prematurely, and the supply-demand relationship could drive up costs. 
This would lead to increased costs associated with efforts to expand the UGB and prolonged periods of elevated 
housing costs, especially if the City is forced to redevelop within the UGB prior to expansion. These costs and 
requirements would be borne by the entire Albany community, not just the properties in the urban fringe that 
develop prematurely and not at full urban densities. 

Conser Proposal 
If residential zoning is ultimately the appropriate zone designation for The Conser Group property (not yet 
studied/ determined), their proposed parcel sizes are larger than the minimums allowed in Albany's 
Development Code if public utilities were available. The topography on the site may impact achievable 
densities; however, such a review has not been completed. Regardless, staff would anticipate achieving greater 
densities with full municipal services available when compared to each lot requiring space for septic system 
drain fields, reserve fields, and related setbacks. Staff believes that allowing this, and other similarly situated, 
urban fringe properties to develop at the proposed level would result in the identified unintended negative 
consequences. 

Until zoning is determined and applied, The Conser Group development proposal would not be considered 
needed housing from a land use perspective. Albany will need housing as the community grows, but that does 
not mean that all proposed housing regardless of location, zoning, or compliance with standards should be 
supported. 
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As previously identified, urbanization is intended to take place following annexation and application of 
property-by-property specific zoning. The annexation review criteria and public process provides for 
consideration of, among other things, Police, Fire, and schools to determine that their services are, and 
infrastructure is, available or will be made available in a timely manner to service the annexed area. If 
urbanization occurs in the urban fringe prior to application of property specific zoning and consideration of 
the annexation criteria, there may be unintended negative consequences to Police, Fire, and schools. There 
may also be missed opportunities to secure land donations, or designations, for future facilities through 
annexation agreements that would typically be secured through the annexation process. In lieu of a donation 
through the annexation process, the City or school district would likely have to purchase the land through 
property taxes or other means. Consequently, the development benefit provided to property outside the city 
limits may result in increased costs to tax payers within the City. 

The Police Chief, Fire Chief, and Greater Albany Public Schools (GAPS) were each asked if they had concerns 
about serving the urban fringe if urbanized prior to annexation. A summary is provided for each: 

• Police - In order to evaluate impacts it would be necessary to understand zoning. Since the urban 
fringe in east Albany has not yet been studied and urbanization is proposed outside of annexation 
process where zoning would be defined, it is difficult to quantify impacts. It will be difficult to do any 
advanced planning for emergency responses if urbanization occurs outside normal 
annexation/zoning/urbanization processes. If urbanization of the urban fringe prior to annexation 
increases the overall service demands beyond what is anticipated through citywide growth in service, 
it would drive the need to expand staffing and facilities sooner than currently anticipated. 

• Fire - Fire would have similar concerns as Police, however, the urban fringe in east Albany is already 
within Fire's service boundary. Although within the service boundary, Fire is not yet in the position 
to provide urban level responses to this area. Within the city limits, industry standards would suggest 
a 4-minute travel time from station to structure. Based on the location of current stations, it will take 
Fire between 7 and 10 minutes to respond to the Scravel Hill and Knox Butte intersection. Longer 
response times create challenges such as fires being larger by the time they arrive and greater potential 
for negative outcomes when responding to medical calls. If these response times were not acceptable, 
then a new station east of I-5 may be needed sooner than anticipated. This type of evaluation would 
be best completed through existing land use processes for annexation, followed by urbanization. 

If urbanized outside the existing development process, there would also be concern about access to 
hydrants and adequate water supplies. Even if a private water system, designed to provide fire service, 
is provided with development, there are reliability concerns with systems that aren't monitored, 
operated, and maintained by the City. Depending on the circumstances, Fire may need to plan on 
bringing water with them, a practice that is more time consuming than typical urban response 
approaches. 

If urbanization of the urban fringe were considered, it may also be necessary to establish standards for 
managing the wildland/urban interface. Areas such as Knox Butte would create unique challenges for 
the Fire Department. Defensible spaces around development in areas such as this would need to be 
provided and protected through the development process. 

• GAPS - Similar to Fire, GAPS already serves the urban fringe, but not at urban levels. Urbanization 
of the urban fringe outside of the annexation process may also create challenges for GAPS. The 
current pace of growth within Albany's city limits is already stressing schools. To allow the urban 
fringe to urbanize without going through the annexation process would only exacerbate the situation 
and remove the ability for GAPS to influence decisions regarding urbanization. As a reminder, the 
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Brandis Annexation Agreement included a requirement to reserve approximately 30 acres of their land 
for future schools and gave a 5-year first right to purchase at fair market value to GAPS. If the urban 
fringe urbanizes outside of the annexation process, opportunities such as this will be lost. 

Conser Proposal 

A single development may not fully realize all the concerns listed above for Police, Fire, and GAPS. However, 
the City is not in the position to consider providing development opportunities to only The Conser Group's 
property. Similarly situated properties should be treated equally. Consequently, staff suggests that allowing 
The Conser Group's development to proceed would start the City on the path of realizing the identified 
unintended negative consequences and circumvent current procedures in place to prevent and/ or address such 
concerns. 

Developing to Ci{y Standards 
General Discussion 

If urban fringe properties are ready to urbanize and develop consistent with City standards, then those 
properties should first annex into the City as previously described. If annexation is avoided, the developed 
properties avoid improvements that may be required through the annexation process and would receive the 
benefits of being within the City without paying applicable taxes like their neighbors. 

If properties in the urban fringe can develop to urban densities without annexing or without constructing full 
urban improvements, there is the potential for significant inequities between properties inside and outside of 
the city limits when one considers the relationship between construction costs and sale price per lot. There is 
a concern that this relationship would incentivize and promote urban fringe development and, therefore, lead 
to the other identified issues expressed herein. 

If urbanization is allowed outside the city limits, it is also important to consider future regulatory burdens. For 
example, the urban fringe will ultimately be Albany's responsibility to manage under the new National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (NPDES MS4), Phase II permit. If 
City standards aren't followed, the development could create negative consequences for Albany upon 
annexation. 

Developing to City standards also includes paying fees and charges such as System Development Changes 
(SDCs) that are intended to cover costs that benefit all users within the system. Albany currently has SDCs for 
Transportation, Sewer, Water, and Parks. Properties that develop in the urban fringe prior to annexation would 
not pay Albany's SDCs or make contributions toward growth-related infrastructure improvements. They 
would, however, realize many of the benefits of these improvements. 

More related discussion is provided in the section titled Reviewing Development Proposal/ Establishing New Review 
Processes above. 

Conser Proposal . 
The Conser Group proposal is not consistent with City standards. It is important to recognize that if a similarly 
situated property were located within the city limits, the minimum lot sizes allowed would be five acres, for 
reasons previously described. The Conser Group's proposed average lot size is 0.75 acres, only 15 percent of 
Albany's standard for lots without access to public utilities. If approved, more development opportunities 
would be provided to property within the urban fringe than similarly situated properties within the city limits. 

Additionally, The Conser Group is not proposing to construct curb, gutters, or sidewalk on their streets. Nor 
do they propose road and utility improvements across their frontage on Scravel Hill Road. The development 
will rely on a private water system and private septic systems, which is not consistent with City standards. The 
Conser Group proposes Petitions and Waivers of Remonstrance in-lieu of frontage improvements. This is a 
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tool used within the city limits in limited circumstances but would not be appropriate for use in the urban fringe 
as discussed elsewhere in this attachment. Further discussion regarding streets and utilities is provided 
separately in the following sections. 

If allowed to develop as proposed, The Conser Group properties would impact the transportation and other 
City systems, avoid paying any SDC fees intended to address that impact, and still benefit from SDC-funded 
improvements paid by development within the city limits. 

Without a detailed proposal, it is not possible to conduct a complete evaluation that considers each standard 
identified in the Albany Development Code and Engineering Standards. However, enough information has 
been provided to determine that the conceptual proposal is inconsistent with the City's Comprehensive Plan 
and many City standards. More related discussion is provided in the section titled &viewing Development Proposal/ 
Establishing New Review Processes. 

TranJ_portation! Streets 
General Discussion 

Development within the urban fringe outside of standard annexation/urbanization processes can result in 
significant negative consequences for neighboring properties as well as the greater Albany community. Albany 
has experience with this in North Albany where portions urbanized prior to annexation. 

When discussing urban fringe development at the November 28, 2017, Council Work Session, Council 
reviewed examples of desirable and undesirable development patterns. Handouts were provided to facilitate 
discussion and are attached as Exhibits A and B, respectively. Both examples show only one side of the street, 
but the situation could be similar on the opposite side. The starting point for each example is existing conditions 
at the time of annexation. The intent is to show potential impacts to further urbanization and the community 
if urbanization occurs in the urban fringe prior to annexation. 

Exhibit A shows desirable development patterns over time. This is effectively what Albany's Codes envision 
and support. The City accommodates many other development patterns, but many of the requirements 
surrounding public improvements are based on this concept of logical and efficient extension of service where 
each development pays their fair share of road and utility improvements. 

Exhibit B shows an undesirable development pattern. In this example, at the time of annexation a mix oflarger 
undeveloped parcels exist adjacent to smaller lots that were created and developed to typical County standards 
for roads and utilities. The example demonstrates that over time a situation is created where there are gaps in 
the road improvements. How do these gaps get filled? Would they be filled through Local Improvement 
Districts or redirect funds from other planned road improvements? (If so, who pays, City or County?) This 
example demonstrates that the level of development allowed in urban fringe while in the County can create 
challenges later as the land moves into the City and demands for services increase with further urbanization. 
Development pattern concerns such as these are not limited to the urban fringe, however, as previously 
described, staff suggests they are more likely to occur if urbanization of the urban fringe prior to annexation is 
permitted. 

Urbanization of the urban fringe will also create new demand on existing City infrastructure. Vehicle trips from 
development in the urban fringe wouldn't stay in the urban fringe. Those developments would add trips to 
and impact the City's existing transportation system, but they would not necessarily be contributing to its 
improvement or maintenance; one example being that the City would not receive any SDC revenue from 
development occurring in the urban fringe prior to annexation. Most new development in the City constructs 
internal and adjoining streets to City standards and pays a TSDC (Transportation System Development Charge) 
fee to help cover the cost of additional systemwide improvements needed to accommodate growth. Urban 
fringe development to County standards would construct less in the way of initial internal and adjoining 
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improvements and avoid making contributions toward larger systemwide improvements they benefit from or 
create demand for. Impacts to City infrastructure would occur with the development, and City residents and 
property owners would end up paying for the urban fringe development's fair share. 

This scenario also complicates future jurisdictional transfers. If streets aren't constructed to City standards, 
they would likely remain under County jurisdiction upon annexation until the time they were improved and 
transferred through an intergovernmental agreement. As has been realized throughout Albany, jurisdictional 
transfers can be complicated, controversial, and expensive. 

Conser Pro_l1osal 
The expressed general concerns regarding street improvements and jurisdiction are directly applicable to The 
Conser Group development proposal. The Conser Group does not propose frontage improvements to Scravel 
Hill Road along their 1,500 feet of frontage. Frontage improvements are required by the Albany Development 
Code and would typically be required in conjunction with site development. The Conser Group has proposed 
the use of Petitions and Waivers to secure future improvements. Recent Council direction has been to minimize 
the use of Petitions and Waivers out of concern over public acceptance when action is taken. Regarding The 
Conser Group development, under a Petitions and Waiver approach, the City Council would be required to 
take two actions against future homeowners. First, Council would have to force annexation (assuming the 
property is eligible to annex) to have authority to impose a Local Improvement District (LID). Second, Council 
would have to form an LID and assess the properties. In addition to concerns of conflict with future property 
owners, if road improvements are needed prior to the properties being eligible for annexation, the Petition and 
Waiver would not be actionable. Petitions and Waivers currently have a standard 20-year life. This is 
appropriate for properties located within the city limits, however, properties in the urban fringe would likely 
require a longer timeline. 

The Conser Group is also proposing to not construct their interior streets to City standards. They have 
proposed not installing curb, gutter, and sidewalk. A structural section was not provided but would be another 
concern to consider. Without debating the City's standards, staff does not support creating a financial 
advantage for avoided infrastructure over their tax/rate paying neighbors in the city limits. Doing so would 
incentivize urban fringe development and lead to the concerns identified in other sections. 

If allowed to develop as proposed, The Conser Group properties would eventually receive all the community 
benefits from improvements funded through Transportation SDCs but would avoid paying their fair share for 
them. 

Without a detailed proposal it is not possible to conduct a complete evaluation that considers each standard 
identified in the Albany Development Code and Engineering Standards. However, enough information has 
been provided to determine that the conceptual proposal is inconsistent. More related discussion is provided 
in the section titled Reviewing Development Proposal/ Establishing New Review Processes above. 

Stormwater 

General Discussion 

Stormwater concerns generally parallel those outlined for streets as related to considering desirable and 
undesirable development patterns and shifting infrastructure costs to others. Similarly, urban fringe 
development would benefit from systemwide improvements without participating in costs through utility fees, 
and SDCs once developed. 

Once annexed, Albany will be responsible for regulatory compliance in the urban fringe. New National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (NPDES MS4), Phase II 
permit requirements are not yet fully understood. Further information and analysis would be needed to identify 
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long-term regulatory compliance concerns with urban fringe development. At a minimum, staff would have 
concerns over any development that did not incorporate stormwater quality improvements constructed to 
Albany's standards. Albany may face stormwater quality retrofit requirements in the future and would not want 
urban fringe development to drive additional stormwater utility regulatory investments. 

Even if stormwater quality facilities are constructed to meet Albany's standards there could be challenges 
regarding jurisdiction. As noted, once annexed, Albany will have regulatory responsibility over the land. That 
land, however, will have roads that are still under Linn County jurisdiction until transferred. So, for a period 
of time, Albany will have a regulatory responsibility for the land, but treatment facilities constructed to receive 
runoff from that land, iflocated within the right-of-way, will be in Linn County's jurisdiction and Linn County's 
responsibility. 

If the facilities are located on a separate lot and maintained by a homeowner's association, then the City may 
be responsible for enforcing against the homeowner's association if required maintenance is not completed; an 
action avoided through standard practice for properties developed in the City. If Albany were to take 
responsibility for these facilities upon annexation, it would be critical that facilities were constructed to meet 
Albany's standards. Depending on its condition at the time the City took over facilities, investments in major 
maintenance or repair could be required. In this way, the City's stormwater rate payers take on responsibility 
for funding these activities. The property owners then receive the benefit of having an aging system improved 
without having paid rates over the preceding years to contribute their fair share of system improvements. 

Conser ProDosal 
" Staffs concerns regarding stormwater for The Conser Group's proposal generally parallel those listed for 

transportation/ streets. See that section for a full description, including concerns over proposing not to improve 
1,500 feet of Scravel Hill Road with street and storm improvements and to not include standard street and 
storm improvements on interior streets. 

The Conser Group proposed to construct stormwater quality improvements as part of their development. 
Detailed engineering plans have not been submitted to determine whether the proposed facilities meet Albany's 
standards or if there are long term regulatory or operations and maintenance concerns. Some of the issues 
regarding jurisdiction and ownership of facilities would need to be resolved. 

General Discussion 

Urbanizing the urban fringe outside of standard annexation/urbanization processes can result in significant 
negative consequences for neighboring properties as well as the greater Albany community. Albany has 
experience with this in North Albany where properties urbanized on private water systems prior to annexation. 
Over time, these private systems failed for various reasons and through annexations and intergovernmental 
agreements, the City of Albany is now responsible for them. The private systems in North Albany that the City 
has taken over represent some of the most maintenance intensive pipes in Albany's system, creating financial 
burdens for all utility rate payers. Even today, the City is approached by private water systems located outside 
the UGB with requests to take over their systems. The cost and burden of operating small systems can be 
overwhelming and drives them towards municipal solutions. Consequently, if private systems are permitted in 
support of urban fringe development outside of standard annexation/urbanization processes, the City should 
anticipate future requests to take over these private systems for various reasons, and the increased 
financial/political burdens associated with it. The further away public infrastructure is at the time of request, 
or system failure, the more complicated and challenging that process will be. 

A patchwork of private systems could also lead to other financial concerns as much of the required public 
infrastructure would be unchanged, but there would be less rate payers to share in overall costs. As previously 
mentioned, the reliability of a public system is also valuable for providing fire protection. 
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The Transportation/ Streets section described Exhibits A & B, representing desirable and undesirable development 
patterns, respectively. Those exhibits are also applicable when considering water infrastructure if public 
improvements aren't extended to and through a property when developed. As shown in Exhibit B, over time, 
as neighboring properties develop they may bear the financial burden of extending infrastructure across the 
neighboring property that developed outside of standard annexation/urbanization processes. In these 
instances, inequities are created as the urban fringe property that developed while in the county pushes their 
financial responsibilities onto their neighbors. By approving of such an approach, the City would be 
incentivizing urban fringe development and risk realizing the concerns identified in this attachment. 

Properties developed in the urban fringe on private water systems will also avoid paying Water SDCs at the 
time of development. If those private systems are later connected to the public system, then those properties 
receive all the community benefits funded through Water SDCs but would avoid paying their fair share for 
constructing them, or the City will need to require payment before providing service. Additionally, it is also 
important to recognize that when the City takes over a private system, the system will have aged. In this way, 
the City's water rate payers take on responsibility for funding pipe replacement. The property owners then 
receive the benefit of having aging pipes replaced without having paid rates over the preceding years to 
contribute to their fair share of pipe replacements. Alternatively, the City could require additional capital 
contributions prior to taking over the system. This approach likely precludes the City from proactively taking 
over a system and defers it until requested by the property owners. Whether additional capital funds are secured 
will depend on the political and financial considerations at that time. 

Even if an urban fringe development proposed to extend public water to and through their development, staff 
would recommend that the property be required to annex prior to urbanizing at greater densities than Linn 
County Code allows outright. Otherwise, the City would be incentivizing urban fringe development and risk 
realizing concerns listed throughout this attachment. 

Conser Proposal 
The general concerns listed above are applicable to The Conser Group development proposal. Private water 
systems within the City's service area are not desirable. The Conser Group proposes to rely on a private water 
system constructed to City standards such that it could be converted to a public system when the City 
determines appropriate. This scenario was referred to by The Conser Group as "plug-and-play". Staff has 
several concerns with this approach. For instance, in addition to infrastructure age concerns, the City will have 
no control over engineering design, construction inspection, or maintenance activities or system modifications 
on a private system. This would create challenges for Operations staff when the system becomes public and 
those challenges would have financial consequences that would be borne by all Albany water rate payers. 
Additionally, with roads being under County jurisdiction, any work Albany conducted in the right-of-way would 
require permit approvals from Linn County. 

The Conser Group is also proposing to not construct required water improvements in Scravel Hill Road and 
instead rely on Petitions and Waivers to secure the improvements. Staff has the same concerns with this 
approach for water infrastructure as was identified for streets in the Transportation/ Streets section. Additionally, 
by not requiring water infrastructure in Scravel Hill Road the City runs the risk of creating the undesirable 
development pattern where neighboring properties end up paying more than their fair share to extend required 
infrastructure. While a Petition and Waiver may provide some protection, assuming it hasn't expired and the 
property is eligible to annex, the City would be in the position of forcing annexation and imposing an LID on 
The Conser Group property owners to support development of neighboring property. 

If allowed to develop as proposed, The Conser Group properties would eventually receive all the community 
benefits funded through Water SDCs but would avoid paying their fair share for constructing them, or the City 
will need to require payment before providing service. Even prior to connection or payment of SDCs, 
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depending on the sequence of future development, the Conser property could receive fire protection benefits 
from system expansion. 

Without a detailed proposal, it is not possible to conduct a complete evaluation that considers each standard in 
the Albany Development Code and Engineering Standards. However, enough information has been provided 
to determine that the conceptual proposal is inconsistent. More related discussion is provided in the section 
titled R.eviewing Development Proposal/ E stablishing New R.eview Processes above. 

Sewer 

Urbanizing the urban fringe outside of standard annexation/urbanization processes can result in significant 
negative consequences for neighboring properties as well as the greater Albany community. Albany has 
experience with this from when private septic systems failed in North Albany and east of I-5 in the Draperville 
neighborhoods. In these locations, mass failings of private systems led to health hazard designations that forced 
these areas to annex and the City to extend public infrastructure to alleviate the hazard. This process was 
contentious and placed significant political and financial burdens on the City and, therefore, existing tax/rate 
payers. While near-term mass failings of new systems wouldn't be anticipated, it is a long-term concern that 
should be considered. A patchwork of private systems could also lead to other financial concerns as much of 
the required public infrastructure would be unchanged, but there would be less rate payers to share in overall 
costs. 

The Transportation/ Streets section described Exhibits A & B, representing desirable and undesirable development 
patterns, respectively. Those exhibits are also applicable when considering sewer infrastructure if public 
improvements aren't extended to and through a property when developed. As shown in Exhibit B, over time, 
as neighboring properties develop they may bear the financial burden of extending infrastructure across the 
neighboring property that developed outside of standard annexation/urbanization processes. In these 
instances, inequities are created as the urban fringe property that developed while in the county pushes their 
financial responsibilities onto their neighbors. By approving of such an approach, the City would be 
incentivizing urban fringe development and risk realizing the concerns identified in this attachment. 

Properties developed in the urban fringe on private septic systems will also avoid paying Sewer SDCs at the 
time of development. If later served by a public system, then those properties receive all the community 
benefits funded through Sewer SDCs but would avoid paying their fair share for constructing them, or the City 
will need to require payment before providing service. 

It is also important to recognize if the City takes over a private community system, that system will have aged. 
In this way, the City's sewer rate payers take on responsibility for funding pipe replacement. The property 
owners then receive the benefit of having aging pipes replaced without having paid rates over the preceding 
years to contribute to their fair share of pipe replacements. Alternatively, the City could require additional 
capital contributions prior to taking over the system. This approach likely precludes the City from proactively 
taking over a system and defers it to health hazard response. Whether additional capital funds are ultimately 
secured will depend on the political and financial considerations at that time. 

Even if an urban fringe development proposed to extend public sewer to and through their development, staff 
would recommend that the property be required to annex prior to urbanizing at greater densities than Linn 
County Code allows outright. Otherwise, the City would be incentivizing urban fringe development and risk 
realizing concerns listed throughout this attachment. 

Conser Proposal 
The general concerns listed above are applicable to The Conser Group development proposal. Private sewer 
systems within the City's service area are not desirable. In discussions with The Conser Group and their 
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representatives, both lot-by-lot private septic systems and a private community system have been considered. 
Staff would have concerns with either approach. 

A private community system can be problematic, even if constructed to City standards with plans to convert 
to a public system when the City determines appropriate. For instance, in addition to infrastructure age 
concerns, the City will have no control over maintenance activities or system modifications to a private system. 
This could create challenges for Operations staff when the system becomes public, and those challenges would 
have financial consequences that would be borne by all Albany sewer rate payers. With roads being under 
County jurisdiction, any work Albany conducted in the right-of-way would require permit approvals from Linn 
County. 

If lot-by-lot systems are utilized, an entire public system would need to be constructed within the development 
at the time of connection. If sewer isn't immediately available, offsite improvements will also be required (also 
applicable to a community system). A funding plan would need to be developed and permit approvals would 
be required from Linn County. This approach likely precludes the City from proactively taking over sewer 
service for the development and defers it to health hazard response. 

The Conser Group is also proposing to not construct required sewer improvements in Scravel Hill Road and 
instead rely on Petitions and Waivers to secure the improvement. Staff has the same concerns with this 
approach for sewer infrastructure as was identified for streets in the Tran.rportation/ Streets section. Additionally, 
by not requiring sewer infrastructure in Scravel Hill Road, the City runs the risk of creating the undesirable 
development pattern where neighboring properties end up paying more than their fair share to extend required 
infrastructure. While a Petition and Waiver may provide some protection, assuming it hasn't expired, and the 
property is eligible to annex, the City would be in the position of forcing annexation and imposing an LID on 
The Conser Group property owners to support development of neighboring property. 

If allowed to develop as proposed, The Conser Group properties would eventually receive all the community 
benefits funded through Sewer SDCs but would avoid paying their fair share for constructing them, or the City 
will need to require payment before providing service. 

Without a detailed proposal, it is not possible to conduct a complete evaluation that considers each standard in 
the Albany Development Code and Engineering Standards. However, enough information has been provided 
to determine that the conceptual proposal is inconsistent. More related discussion is provided in the section 
titled Reviewing Development Proposal/ Establishing New Review Processes above. 
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July 23, 2018 

Jeff Blaine, City of Albany 
Public Works Engineering and 
Community Development Director 
333 Broadalbin Street SW 
Albany OR 97321 

Dear Jeff, 

RE: Designation of the Alley Between Baker and Montgomery Streets as One-Way East Bound 

We are requesting that the City Council adopt a Resolution designating the 14-foot to 16-foot wide 
alley lying between Baker Street and Montgomery Street as a one-way alley as provided for in 
Section 13.12.010(3) of the Albany Municipal Code. 

The original Subdivision Plat was adopted without an alley. An alley way was dedicated by deed 
(Book 69, Page 478) in1902. The deed is attached. 

In addition, a development plan is attached that will be submitted as part of Historic Review, Site 
Plan, and Conditional Use applications for Tax Lots 5000 and 5100 once the Resolution is adopted 
by the Council. Included is a copy of the Linn County Assessor's map that has been color coded 
to match the property owners of the lots abutting the existing alley as related to the Summary Tax 
Information sheets that are also attached. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

/2 /-;?;7' 
- ? 

Scott D. Lepman, Tax Lbts 5000, 5100 and 5500 
Property located at 222 and 236 First A venue E 
and 201 Second Avenue SE 
DBA Glorietta Bay LLC and Sable Drive LLC 

£t S.- ~ ,-
Jay L Annunzio, Tax Lot~ 4900 
Property located at 208 and 212 First A venue E 

Steven R. Perlenfein, Tax Lot 5200 
Property located at 215, 223, and 237 Second Avenue SE 

20



Note: Mr. Perlenfein is uncertain about his willingness to sign in support at this time, as he is 
trying to sell the property and is uncertain how the one-way alley designation might impact the 
sale of the property. 
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LINN County Assessor's Summary Report 
Real Property Assessment Report 

FOR ASSESSMENT YEAR 2017 
July 18, 2018 7:23:09 am 

Account# 82269 

Map# t t S03W06·CD·050CO 
Code ·Tax# 00846-82269 

Legal Descr EASTERN ADDITION, ALBANY 

Block - 15 

Malling Name GLORIETIA BAY LLC 

Agent 

In Care Of 
Malling Address 100 FERRY ST NW 

ALBANY, OR 97321 

Prop Class 701 MA SA NH 
RMVClass 701 02 01 000 

Situs Address(s) 
ID# 1 222 1ST AVE E 

Coda Area RMV MAV 

00846 Land 43, 130 
lmpr. 352,170 

Coda Area Total 395,300 217,990 

Grand Total 395 300 217 990 

Coda Plan 
Area ID# RFD Ex Zona Value Source 

00846 1 R Multi-Family Site 

Coda Yr Stat 
Area ID# Built Class Description 

Unit 

7743-1 

Situs City 
ALBANY 

Value Summary 

Tax Status 

Acct Status 
Subtype 

ASSESSABLE 

ACTIVE 
NORMAL 

Deed Reference# 2015-543 

Sales Data/Price 01-14-2015 / $214,000.00 

Appraiser SANDERS, JANNA 

I 
I 

AV RMV Exception 

Land 0 
lmpr. 0 

217,990 0 

217 990 0 

Land Breakdown 
TD% LS Size Land Class Irr Class 

110 s 7,734.00 

Grand Total 7,734.00 

Improvement Breakdown Total 
TD% Sq. Ft. Ex% MS Acct# 

00846 100 1922 742 APARTMENTS 10-19 units 110 10,612 

Grand Total 10,612 

CPR% 

Irr Size 

0.00 

Tran dad 
RMV 

352,170 

352,170 

ApprMalnt: 2017 ·MAINTENANCE (CR- VALUE REVIEW), 2018 - MAINTENANCE (CR· COMPLETION}, 2019 ·MAINTENANCE (CR· 
COMPLETION} 

Comments: 
2012MX: REAPPRAISAL OF PLX & MF PROPERTY IN ALBANY. 5/16/12 JS 
••••• CAP NOTE - Type C ***'********** .... ****************"********* 
CY96CR: PCL changed from 201 to 701 (Spruce Apts). 12195 kr. 
Y2K BLD PERMIT: REPAIR ROOF, DRY ROT, PILLARS & PORCH FLOOR. ANNS NC GJ 6/00 
2012: Land size entry. 12122111 JS 
2016mx: Still under construction. No tenants now. No change to appraisal. See 2017mx. 4/20/16 JS 
2017MX: STILL LOTS OF WORK REMAINING· VACANT. 1/24/17 JS/MP 

Page 1 of 1 
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LINN County Assessor's Summary Report 
Real Property Assessment Report 

FOR ASSESSMENT YEAR 2017 
July 18, 2018 7:18:30 am 

Account# 82285 

Map# 11S03W06·CD-05I00 
Code -Tax# 00846-82285 

Legal Descr EASTERN ADDITION, ALBANY 

Block· 15 

Malling Name SAJER1 LLC 

Agent 
In Care Of 
Mailing Address 100 FERRY ST NW 

ALBANY, OR 97321 

Prop Class 200 MA SA NH 

RMVClass 200 01 01 000 

Situs Address(s) 
ID# 1 236 1ST AVE E 

Unit 
7744-1 

Situs City 
ALBANY 

Value Summary 

Tax Status 
Acct Status 
Subtype 

ASSESSABLE 

ACTIVE 
NORMAL 

Deed Reference# 2016-8125 

Sales Date/Price 05-23-2016 / $70,000.00 
Appraiser UNKNOWN 

I 
I 

Code Area RMV MAV AV RMV Exception 

00846 Land 85,630 Land 
lmpr. 0 lmpr. 

Code Area Total 85,630 86,620 85,630 

Grand Total 85630 86 620 85.630 

Code Plan Land Breakdown 

Area ID# RFD Ex Zone Value Source TD% LS Size Land Class Irr Class 
00846 1 R Market 104 s 8,454.00 

Grand Total 8,454.00 

Code Yr Stat Improvement Breakdown Total 
Area ID# Built Class Description TD% Sq.Fl Ex% MS Acct# 

Grand Total 0 

Comments: ....... CAP NOTE - Type C ***,....*'***"""**'"""'" .... ..,.. .................... . 
99MX:BUILDING AND CANOPY DESTROYED BY FIRE 8/5/98, REMOVED THOSE VALUE 

eQUIP VALUES REMAIN GJ 5/99 
01 Cycle: All Imp assets gone GJ 10/00 

Page 1 of 1 

0 
0 

0 

0 

CPR% 

Irr Size 

0.00 

Trended 
RMV 

0 
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LINN County Assessor's Summary Report 
Real Property Assessment Report 

FOR ASSESSMENT YEAR 2017 
July 18, 2018 7:22:39 am 

Account# 82327 

Map# 11 Sv3W06-C0·05500 
Code ·Tax# 00846-82327 

Legal Dascr EASTERN ADDITION, ALBANY 

Block- 15 

Malling Name SABLE DRIVE LLC 

Ag ant 

In Cara Of CIO SCOTT LEPMAN 
Malling Address 100 FERRY ST NW 

ALBANY, OR 97321 

Prop Class 201 MA SA NH 
RMVClass 201 01 01 000 

Situs Addrass(s) 
ID# 201 2ND AVE SE 

Unit 

7748-1 

Situs City 
ALBANY 

Value Summary 

Tax Status 

Acct Status 
Subtype 

ASSESSABLE 

ACTIVE 
NORMAL 

Deed Rafarance # See Record 

Sales Datef Price See Record 

Appraiser UNKNOWN 

I 
I 

Code Area RMV MAV AV RMV Exception 

00846 Land 153,250 Land 0 
lmpr. 36,120 lmpr. 0 

Coda Area Total 189,370 135,090 135,090 0 

Grand Total 189 370 135 090 135090 0 

Code Plan L11nd Breakdown 

Area ID# RFD Ex Zone Value Source TD% LS Size Land Class Irr Class 
00846 1 R Market 104 s 11,471.00 

Grand Total 11.471.00 

Coda Yr Stat Improvement Breakdown Total 
Area ID# Built Class Description TD% Sq.FL Ex% MS Acct# 

00846 100 1954 582 Automotive - service station 104 0 

.... Grand Total 0 

Comments: ...... CAf' NOTE .. Type J ....... ..,.. ................................... .... 
EV03-414: IMP RMV CORRECTED FOR 2003 INDEXING ERROR OS 10/21/03 

Paga 1 of 1 

CPR% 

Irr Size 

0.00 

Trended 
RMV 
36, 120 

36,120 
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LINN County Assessor•s Summary Report 
Real Property Assessment Report 

FOR ASSESSMENT YEAR 2017 
July 18, 2018 7:17:55 am 

Account# 
Map# 
Code ·Tax# 

Legal Descr 

82244 

11 S03W06·CD-04800 
00846-82244 

EASTERN ADDITION, ALBANY 

Block-15 Lot-1 2 

Tax Status 
Acct Status 
Subtype 

ASSESSABLE 

ACTIVE 
NORMAL 

Malling Name ANNUNZIO JAY L Deed Reference# 2008-18455 (SOURCE ID: 

Agent 

In Care Of 
Malling Address 212 1ST AVE SE 

ALBANY, OR 97321 

Prop Class 201 MA SA 

RMV Class 201 01 01 

I Situs Address(s) 

DN2008_18455) 

Sales Date/Price 09-16-2008 / $51,500.00 
Appraiser UNKNOWN 

NH Unit 
000 7741-1 

Situs City 

Value Summary 

Code Area RMV MAV AV RMV Exception 

00846 Land 160 Land 
lmpr. 0 lmpr. 

Coda Area Total 160 51,051 160 

Grand Total 180 51 051 160 

Code Plan Land Breakdown 

Area ID# RFD Ex Zone Value Source TD% LS Siz:e Land Class Irr Class 
00846 1 R 

Coda 
Area ID# 
00846 100 

Comments: 

Market 104 s 8,173.00 

Grand Total 8,173.00 

Yr Stat Improvement Breakdown Total 
Built Class Description TD% Sq. Ft. 

0 500 Commercial Improvements 104 

Grand Total 

**'***CAP NOTE· Type A ***'***'**'*'******11*"''*****1ll•••••••tttt• ... ••• 
BoPTA 02-0100:Recommend reduction to 100 for Ind no imp value. Per CEO-Medford 
office project manager Claudia Johansen (541)776-6010 ext228, Sept 10, 1998 
release repoted to DEC, 4 tanks were decomissioned, 129tons of soil to Woodburn 
Ground water sampling 2001 -4 monitoring wells, well 1 at 1st and Baker = 
benzium levels in ground water exceed vapor intrusion and drinking water 
standards, addtl investigation needed. Ground water across 1st street is more 
contaminated than subject property, additional investigation needed. Current 
use may proceed (parking lot) 3-03kr. 
Tax Court case 030133D:stip'd to 100 land value no imp val for 01-02 year -kr. 
Per DEQ webiste no work sone at this site since 1998, no change in val 9-08kr. 

Paga 1 of 1 

Ex% MS Acct# 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

CPR% 

Irr Size 

0.00 

Trended 
RMV 

0 

0 
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LINN County Assessor's Summary Report 
Real Property Assessment Report 

FOR ASSESSMENT YEAR 2017 
July 18, 2018 7:17:21 am 

Account# 

Map# 
Code -Tax# 

Legal Descr 

82251 

11 S03W06·CD·04900 
00846-82251 

EASTERN ADDITION, ALBANY 

Block-15 

Tax Status 
Acct Status 
Subtype 

ASSESSABLE 

ACTIVE 
NORMAL 

Malling Name ANNUNZIO JAY L Deed Reference# 1647-0062 (SOURCE ID: MF1647-0062) 

Agent Sales Date/Price 04-22-2004 / $97,000.00 

In Care Of Appraiser 
Mailing Address 2121ST AVE SE 

ALBANY, OR 97321 

Prop Class 201 MA SA NH Unit 

RMVClass 201 01 01 000 7742-1 

Situs Address(s) Situs City 

ID# 1 212 1ST AVE E ALBANY 

ID# 212 1ST AVE E SUITE ALBANY 

ID# 212 1ST AVE E SUITE ALBANY 

Value Summary 
Code Area RMV MAV AV 

00846 Land 41,080 
lmpr. 83,610 

Code Area Total 124,690 109,130 109,130 

Grand Total 124 690 109130 109130 

Code Plan Land Breakdown 

Area ID# RFD Ex Zone Value Source TDo/o LS 

00846 1 R Market 104 s 
Grand Total 

Code Yr Stat Improvement Breakdown 
Area ID# Built Class Description 

00846 100 1910 500 Commercial Improvements 

Comments: 

Grand Total 

••••• CAP NOTE - Type C MX for 2011 **•••••••**••••••••••••••••••• 
05MXAdding 4 stairs to access upper floor storage, n/c to value 2-05kr. 
11 m)(:plans to return upstairs as residence 11/09mb 
11 MX:Appraisal has upstairs apt. so n/c to value 12-1 Okr. 

Page 1 of 1 

ROBEY, KAREN 

RMV Exception 

Land 0 
lmpr. 0 

0 

0 

Size Land Class Irr Class 
3,065.00 

3,065.00 

Total 
TD% Sq.Ft. Ex% MS Acct# 

104 0 

0 

CPR% 

Irr Size 

0.00 

Trended 
RMV 

83,610 

83,610 
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LINN County Assessor's Summary Report 
Real Property Assessment Report 

FOR ASSESSMENT YEAR 2017 
July 18, 2018 7:15:37 am 

Account# 82293 

Map# 11 S03W06-CD-05200 
Coda -Tax# 00846-82293 

Legal Descr EASTERN ADDITION, ALBANY 

Block- 15 

Malllng Name 300 EAST FIRST AVENUE LLC 

Agent 

In Care Of CIO PERLENFEIN STEVEN R 
Malling Address 631 NW KOUNS DR 

ALBANY, OR 97321 

Prop Class 201 MA SA NH 

RMVClass 201 01 01 000 

Situs Address(s) 
ID# 215 2ND AVE SE 
ID# 223 2ND AVE SE 

ID# 1 237 2ND AVE SE 

Unit 

7745-1 

Situs City 
ALBANY 
ALBANY 
ALBANY 

Value Summary 

Tax Status 

Acct Status 
Subtype 

ASSESSABLE 

ACTIVE 
NORMAL 

Deed Reference# 2010-12546 

Sales Date/Price 08-05-2010 I $0 

Appraiser UNKNOWN 

Coda Area RMV MAV AV RMV Exception 

00846 Land 213,010 Land 
lmpr. 161,540 lmpr. 

Code Area Total 374,550 307,570 307,570 

Grand Total 374550 307 570 307 570 

Coda Plan Land Breakdown 

Area ID# RFD Ex Zone Value Source TD"lo LS Size Land Class Irr Class 
00846 1 R Market 104 A 0.00 

00846 2 R Market 104 s 4,499.00 

00846 3 R Market 104 A 0.00 

Grand Total 4,499.00 

Code Yr Stat Improvement Breakdown Total 
Area ID# Built Class Description TD"lo Sq.Fl Ex% MS Acct# 

00846 100 1940 582 Automotive - service station 104 0 

Grand Total 0 

PP Acc:ount(s): 00846-942470 
Comments: ••••• CAP NOTE - Type J .............................................. . 

EV99-149: ACCS 82301 & 82319 CONSOLED INTO THIS ACC GJ 7199 
EV03-413: IMP RMV CORRECTED FOR 2003 INDEXING ERROR OS 10121103 

Page 1 of 1 

0 
0 

0 

0 

CPR Vo 

Irr Size 

0.00 

Trended 
RMV 
161,540 

161,540 
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