
 

Rules of Conduct for Public Hearing 
 
1. No person shall be disorderly, abusive, or disruptive of 

the orderly conduct of the hearing. 

2. Persons shall not testify without first receiving 
recognition from the presiding officer and stating their 
full name and residence address. 

3. No person shall present irrelevant, immaterial, or 
repetitious testimony or evidence. 

4. There shall be no audience demonstrations such as 
applause, cheering, display of signs or other conduct 
disruptive of the hearing. 

 
 
 
 

 NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
 

CITY OF ALBANY 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

City Council Chambers, 333 Broadalbin Street SW 
Monday, September 8, 2014 

      5:15 p.m. 
 

AGENDA 
 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER  

 
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG 

 
3. ROLL CALL 

 
4. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 

 
5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

a. July 7, 2014 Amended (Changes in italic) 
 

6. QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING 
 
SD-05-14 Newman West Subdivision: Tentative Plat to create a 25-Lot Subdivision at 340 Clover 
Ridge Road NE, Albany. 
 

7. ACTIVITY UPDATE 
 

8. NEXT PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING DATE: 
Monday, September 22, 2014 

 
9. ADJOURN 

 
**The location of the meeting/hearing is accessible to the disabled.  If you need special accommodations to attend or participate please notify 
Human Resources Department in advance by calling 541-917-7500.  City of Albany Web site www.cityofalbany.net 

 
 



  AMENDED 

 
CITY OF ALBANY 

PLANNING COMMISSION  
City Hall Council Chambers, 333 Broadalbin Street 

Monday, July 7, 2014 
5:15 p.m. 

MINUTES 
 
 
 
Planning Commissioners present: Roger Phillips, Danon Kroessin, Larry Tomlin, Sue Goodman, Daniel 

Sullivan, Dala Rouse, Kristin Richardson 
 
Planning Commissioners excused: Cordell Post, Wendy Ezell 
 
Staff present: Melissa Anderson, Planner; Mark W. Shepard, P.E., Public Works 

Director and Community Development Director; Bob Richardson, 
Planning Manager; Edene Rice, Administrative Assistant 

 
Others present: Approximately five in the audience 
  
CALL TO ORDER 
  
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
February 3, 2014 
April 3, 2014 
MOTION:  Commissioner Rouse moved to approve February 3rd and April 3rd minutes.  Commissioner 
Goodman seconded it. Motion passed 7 to 0. 
 
June 16, 2014 
MOTION:  Commissioner Phillips moved to approve.  Commissioner Sullivan seconded it. Motion passed 
5 to 0 with Commissioners Goodman and Rouse abstaining. 
 
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC:  
 
 
PUBLIC HEARING:  5:22 p.m. 
 
QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING:  CU-01-14 – An application to develop a 120-foot tall 
Telecommunications Facility. 
  
DECLARATIONS: None 
 
HEARING PROCEDURES: Shepard summarized the meeting procedures.  
 
STAFF REPORT: The Staff Report was presented by Melissa Anderson, Planner (See Agenda File)  
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COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS ON STAFF REPORT:  
 
Commissioner Goodman asked if the construction of this tower and facility is typical and Planner Anderson 
deferred her questions to the applicant. 
 
Commissioner Rouse asked if this tower is similar in size to the one in North Albany and Planner Anderson replied 
that she is unsure of the height of that one. 
 
APPLICANT:  
 
Jim Jaggers, Verizon Wireless, 9895 Montegrino Court, Elk Grove, CA  97230 
 
Konrad Hyle, Verizon Wireless, 22135 SW Cole Ct., Tualatin OR – Introduced an exhibit into the record, Exhibit 
A, a drawing from the property owner of future development plans (See Agenda File).  Hyle agrees with the staff 
report but would like to propose a six-foot tall solid wood fence instead of the proposed chain link fence with slats 
and vegetative landscaping.  Currently there is no plan to provide water to this parcel and to have vegetative 
landscape would require watering.  The applicant believes a solid wood fence would be a good alternative for this 
criteria.  The applicant also discussed the noise study that was done and is unsure if the study reflects the use of the 
type of generator they will be using.  They would be providing a generator that is very quiet and emits hardly any 
noise.  They would like to modify language in 5.2 to reflect that they would be providing a generator that could 
meet the noise standards. 
 
The applicant went on to say that per the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) the proposed cell tower does not 
need to be marked with lighting for airplanes.  Regarding other safety concerns, the tower will meet and likely 
exceed all code requirements for wind and other weather hazards.  
 
Commissioner Rouse asked the applicant about the solid wood fence and mentioned it would not it be a noise 
barrier.  Hyle said it would be a noise barrier and with the addition of the quieter generator, there should be little 
noise emitted.  Rouse asked how far the wood fence would be from the generator, Hyle responded that the 
generator is toward the center of the proposed area, at the closest point it would be about 10 feet from the generator.  
Commissioner Rouse asked what utilities would be needed.  Hyle said electricity and fiber.  Commissioner Rouse 
asked if other users could use the tower, Hyle said that Verizon would cooperate and work with other carriers.  
Each carrier has its own needs for providing service.  
 
Commissioner Goodman asked if this tower will be primarily servicing customers outside the city limits. Jaggers 
responded that the coverage area is mainly within city limits. 
 
Commissioner Philips asked what exactly a cell tower does.  Hyle responded that a cell tower provides service for 
cell phones for both voice and data demands.  With the increased demand for both voice and data coverage it 
creates gaps in coverage, thus creating the need for more towers to fill in gaps in coverage and capacity. 
 
Commissioner Kroessin asked the applicants if they were aware of Mr. Nyquist and his concern with ice or other 
items blowing off of towers and damaging nearby properties.  They have heard of this before.  Hyle said he is not 
familiar with any cell towers in this region having any issues.  The towers are built to code and the engineers design 
the towers with a large safety factor built in.  Verizon wants to have a lease area that will accommodate ice falling 
off, with it being set back 44 feet from the nearest facility.  Commissioner Kroessin then asked about the access 
easement to the north.  Jaggers said Schneider homes own both parcels. 
 
Commissioner Sullivan asked about consecutive days of unusual weather with lots of snow and if all towers are 
built to the same specifications.  Hyle said each state adopts their own standards, as well as the engineer’s factor 
local weather into their designs. 
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Commissioner Richardson asked about the future development plans and according to the exhibit submitted if the 
tower is compatible with future use of a subdivision or would it be removed.  The applicant said it is compatible 
and it would stay. 
 
 
IN OPPOSITION: 
 
Roger Nyquist, 2896 Firwood Place, Albany – Nyquist passed out exhibit B (see Agenda File).  He started his 
testimony by saying the map on the front of the handout indicates the current location of cell phone towers in 
Albany with page 3 showing the applicants ring of service.  With this information he stated he thinks they could 
collocate with another tower and the applicant should contact Union Pacific railway to use some of their property.  
He also stated he does not feel this cell tower is architecturally compatible with his building.  The third photo is a 
cell tower in a non industrial area.  He said that if the Commission approves this 120-foot cell tower in this mixed 
use zone, then the Commission will have to approve other applications of 120-foot tall cell towers in the Multi-use 
Commercial (MUC) zone throughout the City. 
 
Mr. Nyquist provided information about falling ice from cell towers and how a cell phone tower collapsed in 
western Virginia and killed three people.  He provided a thumb drive with video he submitted into the record (see 
video file).  The Commission then viewed the provided video.  It showed three different cell towers that had ice 
falling off of them.  Mr. Nyquist has concern that ice from the proposed tower will fall onto his building or property 
and could cause property damage and/or hurt someone.  He explained his business is a family business with about 
2,000 people per week during the winter time and 10-15 birthday parties on Saturdays for kids.  Last winter with 
the winter we had in Albany, customers would have been nervous about walking through his parking lot after 
watching these videos.  He stated that his safety concerns have not been adequately addressed. 
 
Mr. Nyquist stated that when the development plan was approved for the bowling alley and the Schneider Homes 
property, it included Willetta Street coming south and behind the bowling alley, but the proposed plan for the cell 
tower is inconsistent with that.  It is not architecturally compatible and not compatible with the underlying zoning.  
This is a much bigger issue because the Commission will be stuck saying yes to any 120-foot cell tower in any 
mixed use zone throughout the City. 
 
Commissioner Rouse asked if the towers in the video are lattice style and Nyquist indicated they are several 
different styles. 
 
Bill Ryals, 935 Jones Ave, Albany – Ryals is in opposition because of the zoning and that the mixed use village 
center is not meant for this use.  Mr. Ryals stated that as an architect and planner he is passionate about the mixed 
use village center and a cell tower in the middle of that zone, is not the appropriate use.  Mr. Ryals submitted 
testimony from the development code that states: “The mixed-use Village Center zoning districts are the center of 
neighborhood and commercial activity, providing a horizontal or vertical mix of retail and residential uses to serve 
nearby neighborhoods.  Other uses may include offices, and community and personal services.  Centers are easily 
accessible to nearby residences, are pedestrian-friendly, and relate to adjacent land uses.  Commercial uses must 
fit the scale of adjacent neighborhoods and the desired character envisioned for each Village Center.  The Village 
Center zones differ in permitted uses, development standards, and design based on the unique objectives of each 
center.  Design standards may be adopted to define the unique architectural and streetscape features of each 
Village Center.  Medium-density residential development that provides a mix of housing choices is located adjacent 
to Village Center commercial zones (ADC 5.020).” 
 
Ryals stated this site is a small site to create anything like a Village Center.  Willetta Street was envisioned to go 
through and you cannot have a lot of driveways along 53rd Avenue because of the cars queuing to turn at Pacific 
Boulevard.  All the driveways have to be linked together.  He looks at this as being just like putting a knife into the 
heart of the Village Center.  Compatibility is not just architectural compatibility; it is also scale, use, and style.  Is 
this use compatible?  What is envisioned to go in this zone is small retail, offices, live-work, and residences.  We 
need to ask if this conditional use is compatible with any of those uses?  An apartment building cannot be over 50 
feet high in this zone, but the cell tower can go over 120 feet in this zone?  The vision of local village centers that 
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support local communities is a good vision, but just because the economy had a downturn should not mean cell 
towers should be in these areas because they are expedient. 
 
Ryals stated that something like this can be put in a wetlands; it just has to be mitigated.  They can be put in a 
floodplain.  Most of the subject property is floodplain and wetlands.  It is just going to cost money and a permit is 
needed from DSL and the Corps.  He would rather see the tower placed in a wetland area and have it mitigated than 
to see where it is being proposed. 
 
Ryals continued by saying that Village Centers are a community resource and there is not much of that zoned in the 
whole town.  He finds the logic odd that these things are ugly and the village center would be considered 
appropriate.  He said village centers are a great community resource. Those properties are high value properties.  A 
tower 120 feet tall is like a 12 to 13 story building.  If the City carries Willetta Street through, this you would never 
be allowed, and that is part of the master plan for the area. 
 
Tomlin commented that erecting this tower here would not preclude any other type of development. 
 
Ryals said the problem he has is if this tower goes in and he comes back in with a development, the Commission 
will say we do not want the development so close to this tower because it is existing. He would have to put his 
apartment building 50 feet farther away from this tower because it was allowed to go in.  This is really bad for 
future commercial development because there is not a lot of commercial land to develop.  
 
 
NEUTRAL: 
 
Dan Johnson, 5148 Willetta St. SW, Albany OR – Johnson stated he lives approximately 600 feet from the 
proposed cell tower and had attended earlier neighborhood meetings, and his concern is with the traffic.  He would 
like to see possible speed bumps placed along Willetta Street.  
 
 
REBUTTAL: 
 
Konrad Hyle – Began his rebuttal by saying that collocation with an existing radio tower was ruled out by Verizon 
engineers because of the location.  Regarding placing the tower on wetlands, Verizon was not interested in this 
because of the possible damage to the environment.  They have done their due diligence in contacting surrounding 
property owners in trying to locate the tower elsewhere in the appropriate zone, but none of the property owners 
were interested.  
 
In further addressing the collocation comments, Verizon would prefer to do this because of the financial savings, 
but nothing was available that met their needs. 
 
Jaggers gave testimony that there were not any available parcels owned by the railroad, and that railroad right-of-
way is different than an actual piece of property owned by the railroad. 
  
Hyle addressed the Commission concerning the video that showed ice falling off of cell towers, and said that the 
towers are engineered with design standards that factor in these issues. 
 
He also commented that due to federal rules, Verizon cannot be denied the ability to achieve their desired need. 
Hyle clarified that the Commission could deny this application but that Verizon will pursue their objective to 
provide coverage. 
 
Commissioner Rouse asked about the FAA rule of collocation on an existing structure.  Hyle cited recent federal 
law of about 1.5 years ago that compelled cities and counties to approve collocations.  
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Commissioner Sullivan asked about the terms of the lease.  Jaggers said it would be a 25-year lease with five-year 
renewals. 
 
Commissioner Goodman asked what the current height of the existing Verizon towers are in Albany, and Jaggers 
was unsure of the height.  
 
Planner Anderson provided clarification regarding to the height limit.  In the MUC zone telecommunication 
facilities 50 feet in height or greater may be considered in the zone with Conditional Use Permit approval.  
Regarding the issue of screening and the option of providing a solid wood fence rather than vegetative screening, 
ADC 8.500.9 states that “vegetative screening shall be provided around any accessory building as prescribed by 
Section 9.250”; however, ADC 9.250 states that screening can be provided by berming, hedges, fencing, or block 
walls.  Staff interpreted the screening requirement be vegetative screening, but if the Commission interprets that a 
solid wood fence will meet the screening requirement, a fence could be considered as an alternative to vegetation.  
With regard to the decision-making criteria, Planner Anderson stated that Conditional Use criteria 1 and 2, as well 
as the Design Standards for Telecommunications Facilities criteria 6 allow the Commission a fair amount of 
discretion to determine whether the proposal meets the criteria.  The more discretion involved, the higher the level 
of review is required, which is why this decision is before the Planning Commission with a public hearing.  
 
Planner Anderson explained that Criteria 4 of the Design Standards (ADC 8.500) for cell towers lists the preferred 
order of location of communication facilities, which includes properties zoned “Light Industrial, Heavy Industrial, 
Industrial Park, and Heavy Commercial.”  At this time, “Heavy Commercial” is not a zone the City has anymore.  
When the City went through some broad zone changes , they removed that zone and created the Light Industrial 
zone, the Community Commercial, and Regional Commercial zone.  Staff was at a loss because there is currently  
no Heavy Commercial zone on the books. This site had never been zoned Heavy Commercial.  Staff interpreted this 
criteria and reference to Heavy Commercial zone to be a Commercial zone, in general, and so there is a level of 
interpretation by staff in the report regarding location the Commission could consider. 
 
Commissioner Richardson asked about what effect this will have on Willetta Street.  Planner Anderson said the 
City’s Transportation Analyst reviewed this and did not have any concerns.  Willetta Street is intended to go around 
and come back out on the south side of the bowling alley. 
 
Commissioner Rouse asked Planner Anderson that if the cell tower stays there, will the development be able to 
move forward with the proposed layout that was submitted tonight in Exhibit A? Planner Anderson said the 
proposed layout for future development submitted by the applicant is not practical.  Commissioner Rouse then 
confirmed that a wood fence could take place of vegetation and then  asked if the vegetation  would require 
watering.  Planner Anderson said yes it would have to be irrigated or a letter provided from a professional 
landscaper or nurseryman stating the plants are drought resistant and do not need irrigation. 
 
Discussion took place about the height of other cell towers in the city and if there are any others in mixed use 
zoning. 
 
Nyquist spoke on the issue of Willetta Street, and said that as part of the code, any cell tower must be setback at 
least the height of the tower from a public road.  This tower as proposed would prohibit Willetta from going 
through.  The tower would have to come down or Willetta Street could not go through.  He stated that his business 
is on a State highway and he represented to ODOT to make a good faith effort to get that through connectivity so 
people down in the neighborhood would not have to go out on a state highway and then come back.  It was part of 
the master plan to have Willetta Street go through and the Commission’s action would prohibit that. 
 
Discussion took place on the location of the cell phone tower in North Albany.  Rouse said it is located on the Store 
n Lock property which is Commercial Zoning. 
 
Konrad Hyle stated he does not believe that permitting this use that future roads in this area would be prohibited. 
 
HEARING CLOSED: The hearing closed at 7:18 p.m. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION:  
 
Commissioner Rouse said that in the future, staff needs to give us more input on where other cell towers are located 
and how high they are. 
 
Commissioner Sullivan said he is concerned about the future vision and development for the City. 
 
Commissioner Richardson asked about the city’s future of placing a public road way, Director Shepard said the 
City can still place a road next to a cell tower. 
 
Commissioner Richardson brought up that a wood fence makes sense at this point but in the future if this parcel is 
developed, a vegetative screening should have to be required. She also does not feel that the height of the tower 
would be such an issue.  People would get use to it and eye sight is more lateral. 
 
Discussion took place about Willetta Street and if it could be constructed after the tower is put in. 
 
Discussion took place about what conditions would be placed on the denial. 
 
Planner Richardson advised the commission to look further at other criteria.  He explained how the tower at 50 feet 
is allowed but that the Commission has discretion to say that a tower over a certain height past 50 feet does not 
meet the criteria. 
 
Director Shepard reiterated that staff is neutral, not trying to direct the Commission in any direction. 
 
Commissioner Kroessin brought up fairness if other towers of this size are in Albany, but on the other hand it is not 
fair to the surrounding neighborhood. 
 
Director Shepard said the Commission needs to stay focused on the criteria of this application, not what other 
towers may or may have not had to follow. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Richardson moved that the Planning Commission grant tentative approval with the 
conditions of the Conditional Use Permit application to develop a new telecommunications facility as presented in 
the staff report for planning file CU-01-14.  The Conditions of approval are: 

1. Modification to allow a solid wood fence instead of vegetation or a chain link fence 
2. A revised sound study shall be conducted concerning the generator.  Modify 5.2 to add a revised noise 

study. 
 
Commissioner Rouse seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken.  Three in favor (Tomlin, Rouse, and 

Richardson) and four opposed (Kroessin, Phillips, Sullivan, and Goodman)  The motion failed. 
 
RECESS: 7:56 p.m. 
 
HEARING RE-OPENED: 8:12 p.m. 
 
QUESTIONS OF THE APPLICANT: 
 
Commissioner Kroessin asked why the tower has to be 120 feet, could it be shorter?  The applicant responded that 
the height of this tower was determined by engineers to meet the objective.  
 
Commissioner Goodman asked if the trees are blocking the signal and is this why the tower is so high.  Jaggers said 
multiple things impact service to be provided by the tower.  There are multiple reasons why the engineer said that 
this tower needs to be 120 feet tall. 
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Commissioner Sullivan asked if the proposed tower will have additional equipment on it.  Jaggers said that he 
represents Verizon wireless and this application is to put 12 antennae’s on this monopole and he cannot speak for 
other carriers.  Commissioner Sullivan said it is reasonable to think there will be additional carriers that will 
collocate and that will add antennas.  Jaggers said this tower could provide collocation for other carriers, but that he 
cannot say for sure it will happen. 
 
Nyquist asked the Commission, how could the applicant make a good faith effort to collocate when they do not 
even know where the other towers are located in Albany.  He said he still does not feel the safety issues have been 
addressed.  Other properties would be available for this tower, and it is more than reasonable to ask them to 
research this.  Commissioner Tomlin asked if South Pacific Auto sales had wanted to lease the applicant the 
property, would Mr. Nyquist be ok with that location.  Mr. Nyquist said if it were not for safety concerns he would 
not be engaged at all in this discussion.  Commissioner Rouse stated several other towers are at least 100 feet, and 
asked Nyquist if he had heard of any ice coming from those towers.  Nyquist said he had not.  Commissioner 
Richardson mentioned that a tree could be just as dangerous as a 120-foot tower. 
 
Ryals said he feels that in the future if a development for this location comes before the planning commission it 
might be denied because of the liability factor of ice falling off the towers.  He would rather see it being placed in 
the wetlands.  
 
Hyles addressed collocation with other towers in the area. Future development is not prohibited by Verizon as long 
as they have access to their structure.  Most of the towers in the immediate area are over 150 feet tall. 
 
Hearing closed at: 8:30 p.m. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Sullivan moved that the Planning Commission tentatively deny the Conditional Use 
Application to develop a new telecommunications facility as presented in the staff report for planning file CU-01-
14.  The basis for the denial is that the application does not meet Criterion #2 for the following reasons.  This tower 
is not compatible in size, scale, and style for the mixed use village center zone.  Goodman seconded the motion. 
 
Commissioner Richardson said that the Commission can say that the monopole is permitted but maybe not 
compatible. 
 
Director Shepard summarized Commissioner Sullivan’s motion to recommend denial because the proposal does not 
meet criterion 2 for its not being compatible in size and scale in regards to existing and future uses.  Commissioner 
Sullivan agreed with the modified motion.  Commissioner Goodman seconded. 
 
A roll call vote was taken. Seven in favor (Tomlin, Sullivan, Phillips, Rouse, Richardson, Kroessin, Goodman) 0 
opposed.  The motion passed. 
 
Activity Update:  
 
NEXT MEETING:  July 21, 2014 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Hearing no further business, Chair Tomlin adjourned the meeting at 8:41 p.m. 
 
Submitted by      Reviewed by 
 
Signature on file     Signature on file 
 
for Edene Rice      Melissa Anderson 
Administrative Assistant     Planner 
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Staff Report SD-05-14, Page 1 

Community Development Department 
333 Broadalbin Street SW, P.O. Box 490 
Albany, OR 97321 

Phone: 541-917-7550 Facsimile: 541-917-7598 

www.cityofalbany.net 

STAFF REPORT 
Tentative Subdivision Plat Application 

HEARING BODY Planning Commission 

HEARING DATE Monday, September 8, 2014 

HEARING TIME 5:15 p.m. 

HEARING LOCATION Albany City Hall Council Chambers, 333 Broadalbin Street SW 

OVERVIEW OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

The application is for a 25-lot residential subdivision for single-family homes on a 5.76 acre property at 

340 Clover Ridge Road NE. (See attachments for property location.) The subject property is relatively 

flat with grassy vegetation. There is an existing house on the area of the property that abuts Clover 

Ridge Road. The existing home is proposed to remain on one of the 25 parcels. Access to and from the 

subdivision is proposed from Windy Avenue via Hummingbird Street. The site is zoned RS-6.5 

(Residential Single Family, 6,500 square foot lot size) and surrounded by residentially zoned land with 

single-family homes. 

APPLICATION INFORMATION 

DATE OF REPORT:  August 28, 2014 

REPORT PREPARED BY: Melissa Anderson, Project Planner 

FILES: SD-05-14 

TYPE OF APPLICATION: Land Division (Tentative Plat Subdivision) to create 25 lots from 

one existing parcel (Type III Application) 

REVIEW BODY: Planning Commission 

PROPERTY OWNER: Mike and Roberta Newman, 3747 Dunlap Avenue NE, Albany, 

OR 97322 

APPLICANT: Hudson Capital; Myles Breadner, President, 123 N. 7
th

 Street,

Corvallis, OR 97330 

REPRESENTATIVE: Brian Grenz, PE; Multi/Tech Engineering Inc., 1155 13
th

 Street

SE, Salem, OR 97302; 503-363-9227 

ADDRESS/LOCATION: 340 Clover Ridge Road NE 

MAP/TAX LOTS: Linn County Assessor’s Map No. 11S-3W-04AB; Tax Lot 500 

ZONING: RS-6.5 (Residential Single Family) District 

TOTAL LAND AREA: 5.76 acres  

EXISTING LAND USE: Single-family home and the remainder is vacant 
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NEIGHBORHOOD: East Albany 

SURROUNDING ZONING: North: RS-6.5 (Residential Single Family) and Linn County-

UGA-UGM 20 (Urban Growth Area - Urban Growth 

Management, 20-acre minimum) 

South: RS-5 (Residential Single Family) and Linn County- UGA-

UGM 20 

West:  RS-6.5 

East:   RS-6.5, RS-5 and Linn County- UGA-UGM 20 

SURROUNDING USES: North: Single Family Residential 

South: Single Family Residential 

West:  Single Family Residential 

East:   Single Family Residential 

PRIOR HISTORY: AN-02-06: Annexation of approximately 15.9 acres (including 

existing street right-of-way). 

ZC-01-06: Zoning Map amendment to change the designation of 

16 acres of land from Linn County UGM-20 (Urban Growth 

Management-20 acre minimum) to City of Albany RS-6.5 

(Residential Single Family). The proposed zone change is being 

requested in association with a concurrent request to annex the 

subject property (AN-02-06). 

SD-07-06: Subdivision to divide a 4.95 acre parcel of land into 24 

residential single-family lots (Clover Ridge Station South). 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL with the FOLLOWING CONDITIONS 

Transportation: 

3.1 The applicant shall dedicate right of way for and construct all interior streets to city standards. 

Prior to approval of a final plat map, the required street improvements shall either be constructed 

or financially assured. 

3.2 Public right of way with a width of 54 feet shall extend from both cul-de-sac bulbs to the site’s 

west boundary to allow for future extensions of the streets. 

3.3 Public sidewalks shall be installed with street construction at the end of each cul-de-sac where 

street improvements could be extended to the west in the future.  

3.4 With the exception of Lot 25’s frontage, Hummingbird Street can be constructed as a partial 

width street with curb and gutter along the west side. The minimum pavement width shall be 24 

feet as measured from the face of curb. 

3.5 “No Parking” signs shall be installed along the west side of Hummingbird Street. 

Utilities: 

4.1 Prior to Final Plat approval, all required public utilities shall be installed or financially assured. 

The final designs and plan for public utilities shall be submitted to the City Public Works 
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Department for review through the Permit for Private Construction of Public Improvements, and 

shall comply with the standards and requirements of applicable City utility plans. 

4.2 Unless alternative methods for fire safety are approved by the Fire Marshall, residential 

developments/projects of one- or two-family dwellings where the number of dwellings exceeds 

30 shall be provided with at least 2 means of fire apparatus access. These access points shall be 

remotely separated by at least ½ the length of the maximum overall diagonal dimension of the 

property or area served (OFC Appendix D107.1). 

APPEALS 

Within five days of the Planning Commission’s final decision on these applications, the Community 

Development Director will provide written notice of decision to the applicant and any other parties 

entitled to notice. 

Any person who submitted written comments during a comment period or testified at the public hearing 

has standing to appeal the Type III decision of the Planning Commission to the City Council by filing a 

Notice of Appeal and associated filing fee within 10 days from the date the City mails the Notice of 

Decision. 

EXPIRATION OF APPROVAL 

After the approval is final, it is valid for three years from the date of final approval unless: (a) The 

applicant has installed all of the required public infrastructure related to the development and the 

infrastructure has been accepted by the city, or the applicant has provided financial assurance for all 

required public infrastructure per Section 12.600, or the first phase, if the development was approved for 

phased construction; or (b) A valid approved building permit exists for new construction or 

improvements, and work has commenced. If (a) or (b) has been done, then the project may continue to 

completion. The applicant may also apply for an extension pursuant to Section 1.083 of the Albany 

Development Code. 

NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING 

On May 27, 2014, the applicant’s engineer, Brian Grenz, P.E. of Multi/Tech Engineering held a 

neighborhood meeting at the Hilton Inn Express Hotel in accordance with ADC 1.203. Approximately 

15 citizens attended the meeting. A summary of the discussion that took place at the neighborhood 

meeting is included in the attachments. 

PUBLIC NOTICE 

A Notice of Public Hearing was mailed on August 15, 2014, to property owners within 300 feet of the 

subject property in accordance with ADC 1.360. The property was also posted with public hearing 

notice signs on two street frontages (Windy Ave. and Clover Ridge Rd.) no less than seven days before 

the hearing, in accordance with ADC 1.410. When this Staff Report was completed on August 27, 2014, 

the Albany Planning Division had not received written comments about the application. The Staff 

Report was available to the public on Friday, August 29, 2014, at least 7 days prior to the public hearing 

and it was also posted on the City’s website: (www.cityofalbany.net). 

STAFF ANALYSIS: 

Tentative Plat Review Criteria (ADC 11.180) 

The Albany Development Code (ADC) contains the following review criteria which must be met for this 

application to be approved. Code criteria are written in bold italics and are followed by findings, 

conclusions and conditions where needed to meet the criteria. 

3



Staff Report SD-05-14, Page 4 

Criterion (1) Development of any remainder of property under the same ownership can be 

accomplished in accordance with this Code. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1.1 The proposed subdivision is located on one 5.76-acre parcel of land located at 340 Clover Ridge 

Road NE, Linn County Assessor Map No. 11S-3W-04AB Tax Lot 500 (see attachments for 

location map). The entire parcel is currently owned by Mike and Roberta Newman, and the 

entire parcel is proposed to be developed under this subdivision proposal. 

1.2 The 5.76-acre parcel is proposed to be divided into 25 lots. There is an existing house on the area 

of the property that abuts Clover Ridge Road. The existing home is proposed to remain on Lot 25 

of the subdivision. Lot 25 is proposed to be 130 feet wide and 230 feet deep with a lot area of 

30,089 square feet in size. An urban conversion plan is provided to show how Lot 25 may be 

further subdivided in the future (see attachments). 

1.3 The property is zoned RS-6.5 (Residential Single Family) with a minimum lot size of 6,500 

square foot, and minimum lot dimensions of 50 feet in width and 80 feet in depth for detached 

dwellings. All of the proposed lots meet or exceed the minimum lot dimensions for single- 

detached homes. However, 12 of lots 1 through 24 are less than 6,500 square feet in size, which 

is less than the minimum lot size for detached dwellings in the RS-6.5 zoning district.  

The Albany Development Code allows for lot size variation with a land division. ADC 3.200 

states: “Up to 50 percent of the total number of detached single-family lots in a land division 

may have lot sizes up to 30 percent smaller than the standard permitted in any zone provided 

that the average lot size for lots in the development is at least the standard required in the zone 

after accounting for all density bonuses. No reduction in the minimum lot size is permitted for 

lots created for attached housing units. In such cases, the recorded plat shall indicate that the 

larger lots may not be further divided or deed restrictions shall be established indicating the 

same.”  

Based on this standard, single-family detached homes may be allowed on proposed lots 1 

through 24 if: 1) no more than 12 of the 24 parcels (50%) are less than the 6,500 square feet in 

size, 2) all of the parcels are at least 4,550 square feet (30% smaller) in size, and 3) the average 

lot size is at least 6,500 square feet in size. For lots 1 - 24, a total of 12 lots are less than 6,500 

square feet in size but all of these are more than 4,550 square feet in size. The parcels range in 

size from a minimum of 5,964 square feet to a maximum of 7,489 square feet in size, with an 

average lot size of 6,532 square feet. Therefore, the standards that allow for lot size variation are 

met. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1.1 All of the proposed lots in the subdivision: 1) meet the minimum lot dimension standards for 

single-family detached homes, and 2) meet the lot area standards for single-family detached 

homes, when ADC 3.200 for lot size variation is applied. 

1.2 The proposed 25-lot subdivision is located on one parcel that is owned by a single property 

owner. The entire parcel is proposed to be developed with this subdivision. There is no other 

remainder of the parent parcel under the same ownership to consider with this application. 

1.3 This criterion is met without conditions. 

Criterion (2) Adjoining land can be developed or is provided access that will allow its development in 

accordance with this Code. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

4



Staff Report SD-05-14, Page 5 

2.1 This criterion has been interpreted by the City Council to require only that adjoining land either 

have access or be provided access to public streets. Access on or through the property that will 

be divided may be required where necessary to provide access to adjoining land. 

2.2 ADC 12.060 requires that development must have frontage on, or approved access to, a public 

street currently open to traffic. 

2.3 The proposed subdivision is on one parcel that is located within an existing street system; it is on 

the west side of Clover Ridge Road NE and the south end of Hummingbird Street. 

2.4 Access to the interior of the development is proposed to be provided by a public street 

connecting to Hummingbird Street. All proposed lots within the subdivision are provided with 

direct public street access to the interior street system. 

2.5 Lands abutting the subject property are located to the north, south, east and west. Lands to the 

south and west of the subject property have access to Dunlap Avenue. Lands to the north of the 

subject property have direct access to Windy Avenue. Lands to the east of the subject property 

have direct access to Clover Ridge Road. 

2.6 Lot 25 is proposed to be 30,089 square feet and it could be further subdivided. An urban 

conversion plan is provided to show how Lot 25 could be subdivided into four lots in the future 

(see attachments). As shown on the urban conversion plan, access would be provided by the 

internal public street system of the development for two of those lots and from Clover Ridge 

Road for two other lots. 

CONCLUSIONS 

2.1 Adjoining lands do not rely on the proposed development for access. 

2.2 Adjoining land can be developed in accordance with this Code with direct access to public 

streets. 

2.3 This criterion is met without conditions. 

Criterion (3) The proposed street plan affords the best economic, safe, and efficient circulation of 

traffic possible under the circumstances. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

3.1 The development will divide 5.76 acres of land into 25 residential single family lots. One of the 

lots is currently developed with a single family home, and the other 24 lots are vacant. 

3.2 The development is located at the south end of Hummingbird Street and is about 245 feet west of 

Clover Ridge Road. Access for the site will be provided by an extension of Hummingbird Street 

into the site and creation of new interior cul-de-sac streets. 

3.3 Hummingbird Street is classified as a local street and is constructed to city standards as a partial 

width street. Improvements include: curb, gutter, and sidewalk along the street’s east side, and 24 

feet of pavement providing for a vehicle travel lane in each direction. 

3.4 Based upon ITE trip generation rates, single family homes generate 9.57 vehicle trips per day.  

The development will create 24vacant lots, each of which could be developed with a single 

family home. Construction of homes on each of those lots would add about 230 new vehicle trips 

per day to the public street system. About 24 of those trips would occur during the peak p.m. 

traffic hour. 

3.5 The site plan provided by the applicant proposes to extend Hummingbird Street into the site as a 

partial width street, with a section of full street improvements adjacent to Lot 25. The road is 

5



Staff Report SD-05-14, Page 6 

designed to have an ultimate right of way width of 54 feet, with a curb to curb width of 30 feet. 

The new partial width portion of the street will extend curb and gutter along the west side of the 

road and include 26 feet of pavement as measured from the new face of curb.  That width is 

sufficient for a travel lane in each direction if on-street parking is restricted. Parking could be 

restored to the street in the future when the road is widened to its ultimate width.  

3.6 The design of the development includes 2 cul-de-sacs that terminate at the site’s west boundary. 

The cul-de-sac’s both have right of way widths of 54 feet, curb to curb widths of 30 feet, and are 

designed so that they can be extended west as part of a future development of the adjoining 

property if desired. 

3.7 ADC 12.290 requires that new development provide for sidewalk along both sides of new public 

streets. The installation of sidewalk improvements can be deferred to individual lot development 

on local streets. Sidewalk along sections of a street not abutting a developable lot must be 

installed with street construction. A portion of the proposed street system at the end of the two 

proposed cul-de-sac bulbs does not adjoining a developable lot. Sidewalk at those locations will 

need to be installed with the street construction. 

3.8 Albany’s Transportation System Plan does not identify a capacity or safety problem on the 

public street system adjoining this site. 

CONCLUSIONS 

3.1 The proposed development will create 24 vacant lots intended for development with single 

family homes. When constructed those homes would generate about 230 vehicle trips per day. 

About 24 of those trips would occur during the p.m. peak traffic hour. 

3.2 The development will extend Hummingbird Street into the development as a partial width street 

with an improved width of 26 feet. That width is sufficient to accommodate two-way vehicle 

traffic as long as parking is restricted.  

3.3 The Development Code allows sidewalk installation on local streets to be deferred to individual 

lot development. Sidewalk along sections of a street not abutting a developable lot must be 

installed with street construction. 

3.4 The development’s interior street system includes two cul-de-sacs that terminate at the site’s 

west boundary. Both have the potential to be extended west in the future when the adjoining 

parcels develops. 

3.5 Albany’s Transportation System Plan does not identify a capacity or safety problem on the 

public street system adjoining this site. 

CONDITIONS 

3.1 The applicant shall dedicate right of way for and construct all interior streets to city standards. 

Prior to issuance of a final plat map, the required street improvements shall either be constructed 

or financially assured. 

3.2 Public right of way with a width of 54 feet shall extend from both cul-de-sac bulbs to the site’s 

west boundary to allow for future extensions of the streets. 

3.3 Public sidewalks shall be installed with street construction at the end of each cul-de-sac where 

street improvements could be extended to the west in the future.  

3.4 With the exception of Lot 25’s frontage, Hummingbird Street shall be constructed as a partial 

width street with curb and gutter along the west side. Where partial width street improvements 
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are made, the minimum pavement width shall be 24 feet as measured from the face of curb. Full 

street improvements shall be installed along the frontage of Lot 25. 

3.5 “No Parking” signs shall be installed along the west side of Hummingbird Street. 

Criterion (4) The location and design allows development to be conveniently served by various 

public utilities. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

Sanitary Sewer 

4.1 City utility maps show 8-inch public sanitary sewer mains stubbed to the property at the 

northeast corner (in Hummingbird Street), and near the northeast corner of the property’s Clover 

Ridge Road frontage. 

4.2 ORS 92.090 states that no subdivision plat shall be approved unless sanitary sewer service from 

an approved sewage disposal system is available to the lot line of each and every lot depicted in 

the proposed subdivision plat. 

4.3 The existing home on the property (which will be located on proposed Lot 25) must be 

connected to the public sanitary sewer system before final plat approval. The existing private 

septic system must be decommissioned according to state and county regulations. 

4.4 AMC 10.01.010 (1) states that the objective of the Albany Municipal Code requirements 

pertaining to public sanitary sewers is to facilitate the orderly development and extension of the 

wastewater collection and treatment system, and to allow the use of fees and charges to recover 

the costs of construction, operation, maintenance, and administration of the wastewater 

collection and treatment system. 

4.5 ADC 12.470 requires all new development to extend and/or connect to the public sanitary sewer 

system if the property is within 300 feet of a public sewer line. 

4.6 ADC 12.490 states that sewer collection mains must be extended along the full length of a 

property’s frontage(s) along the right(s)-of-way or to a point identified by the City Engineer as 

necessary to accommodate likely system expansion. ADC 12.510 requires main extensions 

through the interior of a property to be developed where the City Engineer determines that the 

extension is needed to provide access to the public system for current or future service to 

upstream properties. Extension of the sewer across the frontage and/or through the interior of a 

property makes the system available to adjacent properties. Then, when the adjoining property 

connects, that property owner must extend the sewer in a similar manner, making the sewer 

available to the next properties. In this way, each property owner shares proportionately in the 

cost of extending sewer mains. 

4.7 The applicant’s preliminary utility plan shows the extension of 8-inch public sanitary sewer 

mains from the existing public main stubbed to the northeast corner of the property in 

Hummingbird Street. These new public sewer mains will extend along the full length of the 

proposed public streets being constructed to serve the subdivision. This preliminary plan appears 

to be generally acceptable, but final design details must be approved by the City as part of the 

required Permit for Private Construction of Public Improvements issued through the City’s 

Engineering Division. 
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Water 

4.8 City utility maps show 8-inch public water mains stubbed to the property at the northeast corner 

(in Hummingbird Street), and near the northeast corner of the property’s Clover Ridge Road 

frontage. 

4.9 ORS 92.090 states that no subdivision plat shall be approved unless water service from an 

approved water supply system is available to the lot line of each and every lot depicted in the 

proposed subdivision plat. 

4.10 The existing home on the property (which will be located on proposed Lot 25) must be 

connected to the public water system before final plat approval. 

4.11 ADC 12.410 requires all new development to extend and/or connect to the public water system if 

the property is within 150 feet of an adequate public main. 

4.12 ADC 12.450 requires that all new development within the City, where appropriate, provide for 

the extension of existing water lines serving surrounding areas. 

4.13 AMC 11.01.120 (2)(e) states that all required public water main extensions must extend to the 

furthest property line(s) of the development or parcel. Main extensions may be required through 

the interior of a property to be developed where the City Engineer determines that the extension 

is needed to provide current or future looping of water mains, or to provide current or future 

service to adjacent properties. When the owner of a property is required to connect to the public 

water system, the water main must be extended across the property’s entire frontage and/or 

through the interior of the property. Extension of the water across the property’s frontage and 

through the interior of the property makes the system available to adjacent properties. Then, 

when the adjoining property connects, that property owner must extend the water mains in a 

similar manner, making the water available to the next properties. In this way, each property 

owner shares proportionately in the cost of extending water mains. 

4.14 AMC 11.01.120 (2)(c) states that the City shall have the sole right to determine size, location, 

and type of facility to be constructed. All engineering of public water facilities shall be based on 

both domestic and fire protection design criteria, and in accordance with the City’s water facility 

plan. All public water system improvements to be built under a private contract require that the 

developer obtain a Permit for Private Construction of Public Improvements. 

4.15 AMC 11.01.120 (2)(h) states that all public main extensions must include fire hydrants and other 

appurtenances in a manner consistent with the recommendations of the water system facility 

plan, the Standard Construction Specifications, and/or the fire marshal. 

4.16 AMC 11.01.120(2)(b) states that all public water system improvements must be installed in 

public rights-of-way or public utility easements. The normal location for the public water main 

extensions will be in a dedicated street right-of-way. 

4.17 The applicant’s preliminary utility plan shows the extension of 8-inch public water mains from 

the existing public main stubbed to the northeast corner of the property in Hummingbird Street. 

These new public water mains will extend along the full length of the proposed public streets 

being constructed to serve the subdivision. This preliminary plan appears to be generally 

acceptable, but final design details must be approved by the City as part of the required Permit 

for Private Construction of Public Improvements issued through the City’s Engineering Division. 

Storm Drainage 

4.18 City utility maps show a12-inch public storm drainage main stubbed to the property at the 

northeast corner (in Hummingbird Street). Drainage collected at this point is carried north 
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through public storm drainage mains within the adjacent subdivision before discharging to a 

drainage ditch that runs to the northwest and empties into Truax Creek. 

4.19 ADC 12.530 states that a development will be approved only where adequate provisions for 

storm and flood water run-off have been made, as determined by the City Engineer. 

4.20 ADC 12.560 states that where it is anticipated by the City Engineer that the additional run-off 

resulting from the development will overload an existing drainage facility, the review body will 

not approve the development until provisions have been made for improvement of the potential 

problem. 

4.21 The applicant’s storm drainage plan shows the construction of public storm water collection 

facilities within the proposed streets to be constructed for the subdivision. In addition, a new 

public storm drainage pipe will be constructed in Windy Avenue from Hummingbird Street to 

Clover Ridge Road, connecting two existing public pipes. This connection is intended to provide 

an overflow route for runoff in the event that the existing storm drain piping that runs through 

the subdivision to the north reaches capacity. The City’s Public Works staff has reviewed the 

applicant’s drainage plan and has determined that it is acceptable.  

4.22 Stormwater Management. It is the property owner’s responsibility to ensure that any proposed 

grading, fill, excavation, or other site work does not negatively impact drainage patterns to, or 

from, adjacent properties. In some situations, the applicant may propose private drainage systems 

to address potential negative impacts to surrounding properties. Private drainage systems that 

include piping will require the applicant to obtain a plumbing permit from the Building Division 

prior to construction. Private drainage systems crossing multiple lots will require reciprocal use 

and maintenance easements and must be shown on the final plat. In addition, any proposed 

drainage systems must be shown on the construction drawings. The type of private drainage 

system, as well as the location and method of connection to the public system must be reviewed 

and approved by the City of Albany's Engineering Division. 

4.23 The applicant’s revised Stormwater Analysis, dated July 11, 2014, indicates that the applicant 

will construct swales and pipes along the north boundary of Lots 1-8 and the south boundary of 

Lots 21-24 to accommodate drainage from the properties north and south of the subdivision. The 

design of the private swale/pipe system shall be reviewed with the Permit for Private 

Construction of Public Improvements. A private easement between property owners must be 

provided over the drainage system so that the homeowners may maintain the system. 

Fire Safety 

4.24 The proposed development must meet fire safety standards for water supply and access, in 

accordance with the Oregon Fire Code (OFC), to ensure public safety standards are met. 

4.25 Fire access standards must be met at the time of final subdivision plat. Water supply and fire 

hydrant spacing standards will also need to be met at each phase of development; however, 

hydrant spacing is addressed at the time of the Site Improvement (SI) permit process. 

4.26 Future development of this subdivision will be limited to 30 dwelling units unless an additional 

approved access road is provided whose access point is remotely separated by at least ½ the 

length of the maximum overall diagonal dimension of the property or area served (per Oregon 

Fire Code (OFC) Appendix D107.1). Alternatively, protecting all of the currently proposed and 

any additional future dwelling units with an approved residential fire sprinkler system is an 

acceptable alternative to the requirement for a second access road. 

9



Staff Report SD-05-14, Page 10 

CONCLUSION 

4.1 Public utilities (sanitary sewer, water, and storm drainage) must be extended into the site in 

conjunction with street construction to provide service to each lot in the proposed subdivision.  

The applicant's preliminary utility plan appears to be generally acceptable, but final design 

details must be reviewed and approved by the City’s Public Works Department as part of the 

required Permit for Private Construction of Public Improvements. 

4.2 Fire access standards must be met at the time of final subdivision plat. 

4.3 This criterion can be met with the following conditions. 

CONDITIONS 

4.1 Prior to Final Plat approval, all required public utilities shall be installed or financially assured. 

The final designs and plan for public utilities shall be submitted to the City Public Works 

Department for review through the Permit for Private Construction of Public Improvements, and 

shall comply with the standards and requirements of applicable City utility plans. 

4.2 Unless alternative methods for fire safety are approved by the Fire Marshall, residential 

developments/projects of one- or two-family dwellings where the number of dwellings exceeds 

30 shall be provided with at least 2 means of fire apparatus access. These access points shall be 

remotely separated by at least ½ the length of the maximum overall diagonal dimension of the 

property or area served (OFC Appendix D107.1). 

Criterion (5) Any special features of the site (such as topography, floodplains, wetlands, vegetation, 

historic sites) have been adequately considered and utilized. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

5.1 Article 4: Airport Approach. The subject property is located within the Airport Horizontal 

Surface area, as indicated on the Albany Municipal Airport Approach and Clear Zone plan. The 

highest elevation on the property is about 222 feet above mean sea level, according to the City’s 

topographical records. The horizontal surface of the airport overlay has an elevation of 372 feet 

above mean sea level. The property’s RS-6.5 zoning has a maximum building height allowance 

of 30 feet, for an overall maximum elevation on site of 252 feet. This will not penetrate the 

elevation of the Airport Horizontal Surface area.  

5.2 Article 6: Steep Slopes. Comprehensive Plan Plate 7: shows that there are no areas of steep 

slopes on the subject property; it is relatively flat and grassy.  

5.3 Article 6 Wetlands: Comprehensive Plan Plate 6: shows wetlands appearing on the Local 

Wetland Inventory on a small portion of the southwestern edge of the subject property, on 

proposed Lot 21. Although these wetlands are not protected with a natural resource overlay, 

impacts to these wetlands are regulated by the Department of State Lands (DSL) and the U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE). A wetland land use notice was sent to DSL regarding the 

proposed subdivision and they responded with a preliminary jurisdictional determination stating 

that the Local Wetlands Inventory shows a wetland on the property, a wetland delineation may 

be required, and a state permit is required for 50 cubic yards or more of removal and/or fill in 

wetlands. 

5.4 Article 6: Floodplains. Comprehensive Plan Plate 5: Floodplains, does not show a 100-year 

floodplain on this property. FEMA/FIRM Community Panel No. 41043C-0218G, dated 

September 29, 2010, shows that this property is in Zone X, an area determined to be outside any 

500-year floodplain. 
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5.5 Article 7: Historic Districts. Comprehensive Plan Plate 9: shows the subject property is not in 

any historic district. There are no known archaeological sites on the property.  

CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 The subject property is not located in the floodplain, steep slope or historic special purpose 

districts. 

5.2 Wetlands appear on the Local Wetland Inventory on a small portion of the southwestern edge of 

the subject property, on proposed Lot 21. Although these wetlands are not protected with a 

natural resource overlay, impacts to these wetlands DSL and the ACOE, which may require 

delineation and permit to impact wetlands. 

5.3 Airport Overlay: There are no expected restrictions concerning maximum allowable height for 

residential dwellings relative to the Airport Approach Overlay. 

5.4 No known archaeological sites exist on the property. 

5.6 This criterion is met without conditions. 

Lot and Block Arrangement Review Criteria (ADC 11.090) 

The Albany Development Code (ADC) contains the following review criteria which must be met for this 

application to be approved. Code criteria are written in bold italics and are followed by findings, 

conclusions and conditions where needed to meet the criteria. 

11.090 Lot and Block Arrangements. In any single-family residential land division, lots and blocks 

shall conform to the following standards in this Article and other applicable provisions of this Code: 

(1) Lot arrangement must be such that there will be no foreseeable difficulties, for reason of 

topography or other condition, in securing building permits to build on all lots in compliance 

with the requirements of this Code with the exception of lots designated Open Space. 

FINDING & CONCLUSION 

1.1 As discussed under Criterion 1 of ADC 11.180, all lots are in compliance with the 

minimum requirements of the code; those findings are included here by reference. The 

lots size and dimensions will allow for setbacks to be met, while providing an adequate 

building envelope. Therefore, there will be no foreseeable difficulties in obtaining 

building permits for the lots within the proposed subdivision.  

1.2 This criterion is met without conditions. 

(2) Lot dimensions must comply with the minimum standards of this Code. When lots are more 

than double the minimum area designated by the zoning district, those lots must be arranged 

so as to allow further subdivision and the opening of future streets where it would be 

necessary to serve potential lots. An urban conversion plan may be required in conjunction 

with submittal of tentative subdivision or partition plat. 

FINDINGS & CONCLUSION 

2.1 As discussed under Criterion 1 of ADC 11.180, all of the lots in the proposed 

subdivision: 1) meet the minimum lot dimension standards for single-family detached 

homes, and 2) meet the lot area standards for single-family detached homes, when ADC 

3.200 for lot size variation is applied. The findings and conclusions of ADC 11.180(1) 

are included here by reference. 

2.2 This criterion is met without conditions. 

11



Staff Report SD-05-14, Page 12 

(3) Double frontage lots shall be avoided except when necessary to provide separation of 

residential developments from streets of collector and arterial street status or to overcome 

specific disadvantages of topography and/or orientation. When driveway access from arterials 

is necessary for several adjoining lots, those lots must be served by a combined access 

driveway in order to limit possible traffic hazards on such streets. The driveway should be 

designed and arranged so as to avoid requiring vehicles to back into traffic on arterials. An 

access control strip shall be placed along all lots abutting arterial streets requiring access onto 

the lesser class street where possible. 

FINDINGS & CONCLUSION 

3.1 Lots 1-24 are not proposed to have double frontages. 

3.2 As configured, the new street system will create double-frontages for lot 25, which will 

have frontage on Clover Ridge Road and the new internal public street system; however 

lot 25 can be further subdivided. An urban conversion plan is provided to show how Lot 

25 may be subdivided into 4 lots in the future without double frontages (see attachments). 

When lot 25 is subdivided in the future, the double frontage will no longer exist. 

3.2 This criterion can be met without conditions. 

(4) Side yards of a lot shall run at right angles to the street the property faces, except that on a 

curved street the side property line shall be radial to the curve. 

FINDING & CONCLUSION 

4.1 All the proposed lots have side yards running at a right angle to the street. Lot size area 

and dimension standards are addressed in detail under Criterion 1 of ADC 11.180 above; 

these findings and conclusions are included here by reference. 

4.2 This criterion is met without conditions. 

(5) Block dimensions shall be determined by existing street and development patterns, connectivity 

needs, topography, and adequate lot size. The average block length shall not exceed 600 feet 

unless adjacent layout or physical conditions justify a greater length. Block length is defined 

as the distance along a street between the centerline of two intersecting through streets. 

Physical conditions may include existing development, steep slopes, wetlands, creeks, and 

mature tree groves. 

FINDING & CONCLUSION 

5.1 All blocks within the proposed subdivision meet the block length maximum. 

5.2 This criterion is met without conditions. 

(6) Off-street pedestrian pathways shall be connected to the street network and used to provide 

pedestrian and bicycle access in situations where a public street connection is not feasible. 

FINDING & CONCLUSION 

6.1 The internal pedestrian circulation system consists of hard surfaced sidewalks that 

provide easily identifiable and safe connections. The pedestrian system connects the lots 

to the public sidewalk system and the proposed internal sidewalk system. The sidewalks 

are raised above the surface of the travel lanes. This provides a clear separation between 

vehicles and pedestrians. Off-street pedestrian pathways are also addressed under 

criterion 3 of ADC 11.180; those findings are included here by reference. 

6.2 This criterion is met without conditions. 
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(7) The recommended minimum distance between arterial street intersections is 1800 feet. In 

order to provide for adequate street connectivity and respect the needs for access management 

along arterial streets, the Community Development Director/City Engineer may require either 

a right-in/right-out public street connection or public access connection to the arterial in lieu 

of a full public street connection. When a right-in/right-out street connection is provided, 

turning movements shall be defined and limited by raised medians to preclude inappropriate 

turning movements.  

FINDING & CONCLUSION 

7.1 The transportation plan is addressed under Criterion 3 of ADC 11.180; those findings are 

included here by reference.  

7.2 This criterion is met without conditions. 

(8) Cul-de-sac lots are limited to five lots or units with access on a cul-de-sac bulb except that 

additional lots or units may be permitted when one additional off street parking space is 

created for each unit that has access on a cul-de-sac bulb. The minimum frontage of a lot on a 

cul-de-sac shall be 22 feet as measured perpendicular to the radius. 

FINDING & CONCLUSION 

8.1 There are two cul-de-sacs proposed within the subdivision. Each cul-de-sac serves less 

than five lots at the bulb of the cul-de-sac. 

8.2 Each lot on the cul-de-sac has more than 22 feet of frontage. 

8.3 This criterion is met without conditions. 

(9) Flag lots are discouraged and allowed only when absolutely necessary to provide adequate 

access to buildable sites and only where the dedication and improvement of a public street 

cannot be provided. The minimum width for a flag lot is 22 feet, except when point access is 

shared by an access and maintenance agreement in which case each lot shall have a minimum 

width of 12 feet and a combined minimum of 24 feet. 

FINDING & CONCLUSION 

9.1 There are no flag lots proposed in this subdivision. 

9.2 This criterion is not applicable. 

(10) At all street intersections, an arc along the property lines shall be established so that 

construction of the street at maximum allowable width, centered. 

FINDINGS & CONCLUSION 

10.1 The transportation plan and street standards are addressed under Criterion 3 of ADC 

11.180; those findings are included here by reference. 

10.2 This criterion is met without conditions. 

OVERALL CONCLUSION 

The application for tentative plat approval to create a 25-lot residential subdivision either meets or can 

meet with conditions the review criteria for tentative plat approval under ADC 11.180. Staff 

recommends approval with conditions outlined in this report. 
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ATTACHMENTS 

1. Location Map

2. Wetland Land Use Notice Response by DSL (1/17/14)

3. Applicant’s Submittal:

a. Application Narrative with Findings

b. Neighborhood Meeting Notice and Summary

c. Stormwater Management Plan (Revised 7/11/14); appendix under separate cover

d. Urban Conversion Plan for Lot 25 (concept only; not proposed at this time)

e. Site Plans (3 sheets):

Sheet 1 of 6—Preliminary Site Plan

Sheet 2 of 6—Preliminary Utility Plan

Sheet 3 of 6—Grading and Drainage Plan
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Location Map: 340 Clover Ridge Road NE
The City of Albany's Infrastructure records, drawings, and other documents
have been gathered over many decades, using differing standards for
quality control, documentation, and verification. All of the data provided
represents current information in a readily available format. While the data
provided is generally believed to be accurate, occasionally it proves to be
incorrect; thus its accuracy is not warranted. Prior to making any property
purchases or other investments based in full or in part upon the material
provided, it is specifically advised that you independently field verify the ¯ June 10, 2014

Planning Divsion
City of Albany - 333 Broadalbin St. SW, Albany, Oregon 97321 (541) 917- 7550
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