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CITY OF ALBANY 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

City Hall Council Chambers, 333 Broadalbin Street  

Monday, January 9, 2006 

5:15 p.m. 

 

              MINUTES 

 

Planning Commissioners present: Dan Bedore, Paul Davis, John McEvoy, Anne Peltier, Cordell Post, 

Wayne Rackham, and Dala Rouse 
 

Planning Commissioners absent: Tim McCarley 

 
Staff present: Senior Planner Don Donovan, Community Development Director 

Helen Burns Sharp, and Administrative Assistant Shirley Lindsey, and 

Planner Anne Catlin arrived at 5:37 p.m. 

 
Others present: Approximately 9 others, including the Applicant & his representatives. 

 

CALL TO ORDER 
 

Chair Dan Bedore called the meeting to order at 5:15 p.m. 

 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG 
 

ROLL CALL 

 
APPROVAL OF THE:   November 28, 2005, MINUTES 

    December 12, 2005, MINUTES 

 
Commissioner Rouse moved to approve the 11/28/05 Minutes as written. Commissioner Post seconded the 

motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

Commissioner Peltier moved to approve the 12/12/05 Minutes as written.  Commissioner Post seconded the 
motion, which passed unanimously.   

 

The Public Hearing on SP-53-05 & VR-14-05, a Site Plan Review for construction of a 20,000 square foot 
office building (Montgomery Park), and a Variance to allow 38% windows or transparency along the 1st 

Avenue frontage of the office building, and 23% along the Montgomery Street frontage of the building, where 

75% is usually required.  Also known as the Iron Works Project (consisting of an office building, an apartment 
building, and townhouses).   The applications for the other aspects of the Iron Works Project, CU-05-05, VR-

15-05, VR-16-05, VR-17-05, & WG-02-05, relate to the townhouses and apartment building.   

 

CU-05-05 is a Conditional Use application for construction of seven townhouses (Riverview Townhomes) and a 
12-unit apartment building (Foundry Lofts).   

 

VR-15-05 is a Variance application to allow about 31% less common open space with the apartment building 
than would usually be required (from 1,463 square feet to 1,005 square feet); and reducing the minimum width 

of the common open space to 15 feet where a minimum of  20 feet is usually required.   

 

VR-16-05 is a Variance application to allow no private open space for the apartment building, where at least 80 
to 90 square feet of private open space must usually be provided for each unit.   
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VR-17-05 is a Variance application to allow a 4-foot side setback from the most westerly townhouse to the 

adjacent property line, and a 5-foot setback from the most easterly townhouse, where a 10-foot setback/buffer is 
usually required. 

 

WG-02-05 is a Willamette Greenway Review for construction of the townhouses. 

 
Chair Bedore called the hearing to order at 5:17 p.m.   

 

Declarations:  Commissioner Post noted that he has represented Mr. Rea on previous occasions and he is 
currently serving as a member of the CARA (Central Albany Revitalization Assn.) Advisory Board and has seen 

some of the plans of this project.  However, he did not feel that any of these activities would affect his ability to 

consider and vote on the project.   
 

Commissioner Rackham and Chair Bedore both noted that they have familiarity with the businesses in the site 

area, but did not see that as a problem.   

 
Chair Bedore asked for the Staff Report.   

 

Senior Planner Don Donovan reported for the Community Development Department.  Donovan noted that there 
are several applications before the Commission:  Site Plan Review, Conditional Use, Variance, and Willamette 

Greenway.  The applications were filed by owners Glen Rea and Dave Reece.   

 
The applicants propose a four-story office building, a three-story apartment building, and seven townhouses.  

The property that will be developed is located on the north side of 1
st Avenue, east of Montgomery Street.  The 

property is zoned CB, which is the Central Business zoning district.   

 
Donovan provided an overhead map of the location of the proposed project and the surrounding area.  A 

Subdivision that created the lots where the buildings will be located has already been approved.  He then 

presented a Site Plan overhead indicating the location of the apartment building and townhouses.   
 

Donovan noted that the office building requires Site Plan Review.  The apartments and townhouses need a 

Conditional Use review, because residential development in the CB district is a Conditional Use.  The northern 

part of the property is located in the Willamette Greenway.  Just the townhouses will be built on this part of the 
property, so the Greenway review applies only to them.  The Variances are needed for the office building and 

the apartments.    

 
Because there are three different kinds of development and several Variances proposed, there are several 

applications.  A couple of different sets of design standards also apply, so the Staff Report is fairly long, noted 

Donovan.  The project is not really that complicated, it was just that there are a lot of review standards that 
apply.  The review standards are listed in the Staff Reports.  Copies of the Site Plan Review, Conditional Use 

review, Variance, and Willamette Greenway review criteria were posted on the wall of the Council Chambers 

for reference.   

 
Donovan indicated he would describe the project and the proposed Variances to try to keep things as simple as 

possible and then answer questions if the Commissioners wanted him to expand or clarify any of the things he 

talked about.  He noted he was planning to combine all of the elements of the project into the one verbal staff 
report.   

 

The Site Plan Review report was printed on blue paper in Planning Commissioners Agenda packet.  The office 
building will be four stories, with 5,000 square feet on each floor, for a total of 20,000 square feet.  The 

apartment building will be three stories, with four apartment units on each floor, for a total of 12 units.  There 

will be seven townhouses on seven lots, which will each be two stories.  Each unit will be about 1,700 square 

feet.  Each townhouse will be located on its own lot, so each unit can be sold separately.    
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The applicants propose to provide public utilities to the different parts of the Iron Works project by extending a 

public sewer line into the project from an existing sewer main in Montgomery Street.  They will also extend a 
private storm drain line from Montgomery Street into the project.  Water service will be provided to each 

building from existing water mains in 1st Avenue and Water Avenue.   

 

The buildings will have brick on the first floor and lap siding (proposed, but not yet approved) on the upper 
floors.  The buildings will have composition roofs.   

 

The property is located in the Downtown Parking Assessment district.  Properties within this district are not 
required to provide off-street parking.  Nevertheless, the Site Plan shows that 28 off-street spaces will be 

provided for the office building, and nine off-street parking spaces will be provided for the apartment building.  

Each townhouse will have a double car garage.   
 

The City’s commercial design standards require that new buildings in the CB zoning district have 75% windows 

or transparency at the pedestrian level.  The applicants applied for a Variance to this requirement to allow 35% 

windows on 1st Avenue, and 23% windows on Montgomery Street.  They cite an architectural standard included 
with the Albany Square Design Plan that says large plate glass areas should not be included in buildings in this 

particular area.  They also say that the windows provided are the maximum area they can achieve with standard 

frame construction. 
 

One interesting and important fact about the plan for the Iron Works project is that it is nearly identical to the 

plan included in the Albany Square Design Plan.  The Albany Square Plan was done in 1997 to develop more 
detail about some concepts that were identified in the Town Center Plan that resulted from the Central Albany 

Land Use and Transportation Study, also known as CALUTS.  These are important plans that we invested much 

time and energy in starting in 1995.  It has taken a long time to begin building some of the elements included in 

the plans.   
 

The area where the Iron Works project is proposed is also within the Central Albany Revitalization Area.  There 

is public interest in seeing new development in this area that already has public utilities and land ready to be 
developed.  The Iron Works project will add much needed activity in this area.   

 

In addition to the Variance application to reduce the amount of windows in the office building, the applicants 

have also applied for a reduction in the amount of Open Space that is required for the apartment building.  They 
propose to provide 1,005 square feet of common open space, where 1,463 would be required, and to provide no 

private open space where a balcony or patio would be required.  They also propose a Variance to allow the 

common open space area to be 15 feet wide, where the minimum would be 20 feet.  The applicant argued that 
the standards for open space are more applicable to apartment projects in exclusively residential areas, but less 

appropriate for projects in central city mixed-use areas.  Staff, in fact, will be looking in the near future at which 

standards should apply in the Central Business district and the waterfront area.  The Iron Works project is the 
first mixed-use project where we have applied the multi-family standards to a mixed-use project.   

 

The applicants also propose Variances to allow a 4-foot side setback between the most westerly townhouse and 

the property to the east, where at least a 10-foot setback is usually required.  The Staff Reports for the Variances 
recommend the granting of the Variances.   

 

The property where the Iron Works project will be built is outside the 100-year floodplain of the Willamette 
River, but the north part of the property is within the Willamette Greenway.  The northern part of the property is 

where the townhouses are proposed.  This part of the property is across Water Avenue from the Willamette 

River.  On the north side of Water Avenue are railroad tracks and then a linear park, which is the east end of 
Monteith Park.  The Iron Works property is about 200 feet from the top of the bank of the Willamette River.  

The Iron Works property is mostly gravel and asphalt; there is no vegetation associated with the river on the 

property.  There is access to the river along Jackson Street and Baker Street via sidewalks.   

 
The Staff Reports find that the Iron Works project will meet all of the review criteria for the applications that 

were submitted when the conditions included in the Staff Report are met.  Staff recommended approval of each 

application.  Donovan offered to answer questions from the Commissioners.   
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Commissioner Davis asked if there were double car garages planned for the townhouses, and were they planned 
to be side by side…  Donovan did not have the answer in his materials, but deferred to the applicants to respond 

when making their presentation (below).   

 

Elevations were requested; Office building, apartment building, and townhouses.  Back side plans were not 
provided.  A question was raised about the setbacks not matching with the Site Plan distributed just before the 

meeting by the applicants.  To a question from Commissioner Peltier about why the recommendation for 

approval of the Variances, Donovan noted that they were specific to this project, these buildings, only.   
 

Open Space:  The effect of less open space is acceptable because of the park across the street, noted Donovan.  

A question about the location of a proposed children’s area was discussed and Donovan explained that it can be 
included as part of the proposed open space.    

 

Chair Bedore noted that the handout is different from what was in the packet.  Concern was expressed about 

only 9 parking spaces for 12 apartments.  It was noted that no offsite parking is required in the downtown 
district, so there is no requirement for the project to provide even the nine proposed parking spaces.    

 

Commissioner Rackham noted that a 5’ setback was less than normal, and Donovan explained that Parr Lumber 
is building a storage building along the side of the development, which will effectively block that side of the 

development.  The storage building is already in place, so there will not be any changes there.  Parr Lumber and 

Glen Rea talked and decided what would be acceptable in terms of a setback, and this is what they came up 
with.   Donovan indicated that, in a mixed use area, we have come to the conclusion that you can reduce those 

setbacks, because of the desired character of the area, and that is the first review criterion for the variances.  So – 

that is the way that we (Planning) reasoned that through.    

 
Commissioner Rackham posed the question – so we are not saying that the big building is a buffer area?  

Donovan responded, “No.”  It’s there, and it separates the lumber yard and the machinery and trucks beeping as 

they back up, etc.   It is true, if you live in a downtown mixed-use area, there is going to be noise and there is no 
doubt about that.  

 

A question was asked about page 17 of the Agenda packet, Item #2, which talks about design elements, and 

findings of fact, and states - …“while the final architectural design is not complete”….“it will include a variety 
of trim and colors….”  Is that a condition, and has it been met?   

 

Donovan referred to page 18 (blue sheet), noting the Site Plan Review of the office building reflects the terms of 
the design standards.  The applicants have not done the final plan for the building.  What is there is what has 

been submitted.  In the staff report, Donovan stated, we are approving the building, so we needed more than 

what has been said.  Therefore, the condition has specific requirements. The applicants identified the proposed 
materials to be used, but we need to have more specific information about materials, elevations, trims, etc.  

Donovan read the required language to the Commission (see Staff Report for complete text - i.e., the first floor 

of the office building must have a brick exterior, the building façade on 1
st must have at least 38% windows, 

25% on Montgomery, etc.).  Donovan indicated that the Planning Division wanted to nail down the most 
important elements of the building, which are specified in the Staff Report, so that the building would meet the 

proposed requirements for the zoning.  There was discussion about the design and architectural plans for the 

building.   
 

A question was posed on the private space and what standard was it intended to meet?  Donovan responded that 

it was a livability issue.   
 

Applicant Testimony: 

 

Glen Rea, 644 Spyglass Court, Albany.  Rea referred to the elements included in the CALUTS plan, and then 
indicated that their proposed plan was like what the Pearl District was to downtown Portland.  Primarily 

residential in focus – distinctive, different, quasi industrial, with kind of an urban residential feel to it.  Those 

elements are part of the CALUTS plan.  That’s what was recommended with the elements, and that’s what they  
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are doing.  The development is intended to be urban in character, with living and working units.  The Pearl 
District people are generally empty-nesters who want an active life-style.  The applicants anticipate that kind of  

lifestyle here.  They envision that people who are actively involved in life and perhaps work, who want the 

urban lifestyle and to be in the middle of things deciding to live there.  Rea clarified that there are two-car 

garages at the back of the units; all are zero lot-line houses, adjoining buildings are zero-lot line buildings and 
uses.   

 

Commissioner Dala Rouse asked about whether there is to be a 4.5 or 4.8 foot setback.  Rea responded that just 
a firewall is present; there is nothing intended but the zero lot line.   Parking:  There is a parking lot adjacent to 

the project and he anticipates the cross use.  Commissioner Anne Peltier asked about the space between the 

townhouses and carousel building.   Regarding firewalls.  Is 4 feet safe enough – because of age of the Carousel 
building.  Rea noted that the Firewalls both meet the required standards.  They will need to use thicker sheeting, 

and it is fire rated.   

 

Rea noted that they could have proposed building right next to the other building, but decided to reserve at least 
a minimal amount of space to allow work on the side of the building.   

 

Rich Catlin, Reece and Associates.  Catlin presented a revised Site Plan to the Commissioners made after the 
Staff Report was received, and when they received their copy of the staff report calling for better dimensions, 

they added the information on the building and the parking lot (which was the sheet of information distributed 

by Catlin just before the meeting began).  It results in an open space on the east side of the apartment building 
that is now 10.9 feet instead of the proposed 15 feet in the original document.  Gives an open space area of about 

720 sq. feet, so they are requesting a variance in the size of the open space and the children’s play area.  If we 

want or need to add additional area on north side, there is about 350 sq. feet, which is a combination of the 

landscaping, bike area, and pavement area, and if added that in, would bring it up to about 1000 sq. feet.  There 
will be a plaza and picnic area, and the park area is across the street; there are striped crossings on the street at 

both ends of the project to allow crossing to the park.   

 
Catlin noted that they are submitting the revised Site Plan with the changes he mentioned.  There are no 

windows or openings on the Boock building.  There is nothing on the Parr Lumber side either. 

 

Chair Bedore asked about no balconies – why not?  Rea responded that it has to do with design and privacy 
issues – there is an office building on one side, and Parr on the other.  They thought that the open space, 

particularly on the ground level, would be a better experience than having a patio on the ground floor that would 

open onto an unsecured area used by more than the residents.   
 

Commissioner Davis, regarding changes being requested, asked what the total open space would be – the answer 

was approximately 1000 sq. feet.  Davis asked if there was still a bat roost on the north side of the Boock 
building.  Then wondered if that would still be there, and hoped that it would not be disturbed with the 

development.    

 

David Reece, Reece and Associates.  Offered to answer questions, if any…  Reece indicated that they are 
trying to match both the Code and the vision of CALUTS.   He said they were about a week away from 

requesting permits for the office building.  They are in complete agreement with the idea of a brick façade.  

They plan to break up the front architecturally in keeping with the historic nature of the area.   They hope to 
have the buildings match in all aspects of the historic district. 

 

Chair Bedore asked Don Donovan about the list of materials that can be used in the area, particularly Lap siding.  
Donovan said that if the applicants wanted to submit a list of proposed items other than lap siding they would 

like to consider using, Planning would be happy to see if it fit with the required elements.  Donovan noted that 

no clear commitment to Lap siding was made by the applicant in any of the application documents submitted.   

 
Donovan thought that any request for other types of materials would need to be compared back against the 

Albany Square plan and a decision made accordingly.  Chair Bedore was concerned about there not being a 

specific plan that the Commission could approve.  A discussion of stucco and synthetic stucco ensued.  Bedore  
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wanted both sides to leave the hearing with a clear understanding of what can be used.  Donovan stated what he 
would be comfortable with, and Bedore agreed (they can be any materials allowed in the design standards as 

long as those materials are not specifically excluded in the Albany Square Design Plan).   

 

Commissioner Davis questioned the sidewalk for the townhouses serving as one for both the public and the 
residents.  Townhouses are set back, so there will be both steps and a stoop.  Once the street is improved it will 

become a full 10 feet sidewalk.  Davis asked, regarding private open space, theoretically, could there be 

balconies?  Rea noted that they thought the gallery inside the building would serve as a common space and there 
should not be balconies because of the security issues.  They are thinking more of the loft type living.  There 

was a real concern about security.   

 
No testimony in favor, no neutral, no opposing.    No rebuttal.   

 

Staff response:  Chair Bedore asked if any review of this kind of living in other cities had taken place?  Donovan 

responded, No.  Donovan indicated that they had reviewed this with the Fire people, and they had looked at it 
and were comfortable with it.   

 

Albany Square – were the setbacks reduced in that?  Yes, it is the same as that is (and was on the overhead).  
There were reduced setbacks (also indicated in the Staff Report).  Donovan noted that it was striking the 

similarity between what is proposed and what was in place in 1995.   

 
No questions.   

 

Chair Bedore closed the public hearing at 6:05 p.m. 

 
Planning Commission consideration:   

 

Chair Bedore thought this was setting a precedent with this site, but noted that it is the kind of development that 
could revitalize that part of town.  People who like it will live there; others will not.  The ones that do will move 

there.   

 

A question was asked of Commissioner Post about the CARA idea on this.  Post indicated that Dick Ebbert 
might have been helpful in explaining that, but thinks the CARA board has looked at the area for revitalization 

necessary for a healthy downtown.  Ebbert, who was in the audience, indicated that CARA has dedicated 

$265,000 to this project, so you can tell how they feel about the work to be done.  Commissioner Anne Peltier 
was concerned about the cumulative effect with all the variances, but also excited about the project and the 

effect on downtown.   

 
Commissioner Davis was somewhat concerned about the livability issues, but also concerned about what might 

happen down the road and, did we need a Code change, but Chair Bedore noted that the Commission needed to 

remember that this project was site specific, not specified in the Code.   

 
Community Development Director Helen Burns Sharp reinforced Don Donovan’s statement that this is the first 

mixed-use project in the central business district, which goes east into the downtown area.  Sharp noted that 

when they were writing the design standards for Great Neighborhoods, the group was considering places like 
Waverly, etc., rather than the Waterfront area.  She stated that we may need some design standards, but also 

need to step back and look at the zones.  The reason for variance requests is that the Code was not written with 

this kind of development in mind.  She reminded the group that, here, we are looking at a Code that can work 
well, but not for this kind of project.   She said the staff felt good in recommending the approval for this.  

However, Sharp suggested that we may need to take a new look at the Code now.   
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Donovan then made the point that the variances rely pretty heavily on the illustrative design - Albany Square 

design plan, and there were three primary places that fit within the design plans, 3rd & Calapooia is already 
built, this area is proposed, and only one site is left that the Commission would have to consider at some point.     

 

Commissioner Paul Davis moved, and Commissioner Anne Peltier seconded, the following Motion:   I move 

that the Planning Commission approve with conditions as modified:   

 

(Modifications) The exterior finishes will conform to those in the Albany Square concept.  They can be any 

materials allowed in the design standards as long as those materials are not specifically excluded in the Albany 
Square Design Plan.   

 

SP-53-05, the Site Plan Review application for construction of a 20,000 square foot office building 
(Montgomery Park); CU-05-05, the Conditional Use application for construction of a 12-unit apartment building 

(Foundry Lofts) and seven townhouses (Riverview Townhomes); WG-02-05, the Willamette Greenway review 

for construction of the townhouses; and VR-14, 15, 16, & 17-05, related to the office building, apartment 

building, and townhouses.  This motion is based on the findings and conclusions of the staff report and 
testimony presented at the public hearing.    

 

The motion PASSED unanimously. 
 

Other Business: 

 
Director Sharp asked Commissioners to refer to a Memo in the packet about Cluster and where we are on that 

issue.  She reminded the Commission that they had a hearing and took some testimony about cluster and due to 

the lateness of the hour, said we would, at this meeting, set a date for further review of the issue.  Since that 

time, Burns noted, staff had been accelerating the rest of Goal 10 housing to the point that they hope to have a 
joint work session with the City Council scheduled next month.  There is another group of things to do with 

housing, so staff felt that from a process standpoint, they would want to package them.  At the time, there felt 

like there was some urgency on cluster because of the Thornton Lake application and that they would be back 
with another cluster application.  Then, after a couple of preapplication discussions, they decided to reapply 

using conventional subdivision standards.  We had hoped to have the standards in place before they submitted a 

new application.   

 
Cluster is still on the front burner, but not as immediate as we had thought it might be.  Sharp invited written 

comments from the Commissioners and offered to provide any information that might be needed, and then 

suggested that if the Commission agreed, they would continue to work on wording and other portions of the 
cluster terminology.   

 

Rackham asked about Measure 56 wording and City Attorney Delapoer’s reaction to what had previously been 
done.  Director Sharp noted that we will probably stay with the more conservative view and that we will be 

doing another major Measure 56 notice, and hopes that if we could minimize the Measure 56 notices, we could 

package the rest of Goal 10 into one Measure 56; we would like to do that.   

 
In response to a question by Commissioner Post as to whether it had to be a joint work session with the Council, 

Sharp said that there could be a commission work session with staff and then later have a session with the 

Council.  Post indicated he liked the idea of a more informal work session at the table (Willamette Room).   
 

Sharp asked about what the Commission would prefer, and the Commissioners overwhelmingly wanted a 

separate work session first, then later meet with Council.  Sharp noted that there may be at least a couple of 
work sessions. Director Sharp noted that is a little gray area when not combined with a public hearing.  She 

suggested that we have a combined public hearing, but separate work sessions.  Commissioners would not mind 

a combined hearing if it was needed.  It was pointed out that the Commission has the most experience from 

working with Cluster, and the Councilors could probably learn from the Commission’s experience in the area.    
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It was suggested that the Commission wait until we have a full complement of members for election of officers 
to take place.  Director Sharp indicated that she felt we have a really good Commission that is well-versed and 

experienced.   

 

In response to a question about whose terms are expiring and the possibilities of reappointments, it was noted 
that Dala Rouse’s term is ending (12/31/05), as is Wayne Rackham’s (12/31/05), with Dennis Venable’s 

unexpired term vacant through 12/31/06 due to his illness.  The rules allow the incumbents to continue in their 

positions until new appointments are made.  People are invited to reapply if they wish to be reappointed, and 
appointments are made by the City Council. 

 

Next Meeting Date:  January 30, 2006.   Two topics:  Henshaw Farms subdivision application, and a Comp 
Plan amendment on our buildable lands inventory.   Had originally been planned for the 23rd, but since we 

needed a little more time to get them ready, changed from the 23rd to the 30th.   

 

February meetings:  Possibly the 27th (Goal 10 work session), and the 20th (possibly the Conser application and 
Hospital addition). 

 

Election of new officers tabled until a future meeting. 
 

 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

Hearing no further business, Chair Bedore adjourned the meeting at 6:48 p.m. 

 

 
Submitted by      Reviewed by 

 

    Signature on File          Signature on File 

 

Shirley Lindsey      Helen Burns Sharp 

Administrative Assistant     Community Development Director 
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