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CITY OF ALBANY 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

Council Chambers, 333 Broadalbin Street SW 
Monday, July 17, 2017 

5:15 p.m. 

MINUTES 

Planning Commissioners present: Sue Goodman, Dala Rouse, Larry Tomlin, Bobby Schueller, Roger Phillips, 
Dan Sullivan, Linsey Godwin  

Planning Commissioners absent: Cordell Post (excused), JoAnn Miller (unexcused) 

Staff present: Bob Richardson, Planning Manager; David Martineau, Planner III; Edie 
O’Neil, Administrative Assistant I; Matthew Ruettgers, Development 
Services Manager; Ron Irish, Transportation Systems Analyst (Left at 
6:00 p.m.) 

Others Present: Rebecca Hewitt, Angelo Planning Group 

CALL TO ORDER   

Chair Tomlin called the meeting to order at 5:18 p.m. 

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 

None 

DELIBERATIONS – CENTRAL ALBANY CODE AMENDMENTS  
(CP-03-17, DC-01-17, AND ZC-02-17)  

Chair Tomlin opened deliberations at 5:17 p.m. 

Declarations by the Commission: 

Conflicts of Interest:  None  
 
Chair Tomlin asked if the Commissioners who were absent during the open public hearing held on June 19, 2017, 
had listened to the audio recording.  Commissioners Godwin and Sullivan confirmed they had. 

Deliberations: 

Richardson reminded the audience that the public record portion of the hearing was closed.  He explained that this 
meeting was for deliberations only.  He asked Commissioners Godwin and Sullivan if they had any ex parte 
contact. They stated they did not. He asked them if they had any site visits. Sullivan stated he had not; Godwin 
stated she had while shopping. He asked if they had any conflicts of interest to declare. They stated they did not.  

Tomlin asked the Commission if they had any questions.  Commissioner Rouse replied that she had several 
questions.  She provided a handout for reference.  (See Handout.)   

ARTICLE 5 

Rouse began by referring to Article 5.  She asked for clarification on what was not allowed in this zone.  She 
asked if this zone should allow uses that are proposed as “not allowed” through a Conditional Use (CU).  
Richardson let the Commission know that Ron Irish, Transportation Systems Analyst, was present to answer any 



City of Albany – Planning Commission Minutes 
July 17, 2017 
Page 2 of 5 

questions in regards to parking or access but would need to leave by 6:00; he encouraged these types of questions 
to be asked first.  He then referred to Rouse’s question regarding uses in the proposed DMU zone.  He stated it 
could be recommended to be a CU.  He explained that prohibited uses were meant to copy the Downtown Historic 
zone, and most of the area was currently zoned Historic District (HD).  He expressed that the Development Code 
would talk about new corridors that may be proposed or permitted in those areas as opposed to trying to match 
what exists.  

Rouse referred to outdoor activities not allowed.  She asked about the Waterfront Zone (WF) and the Central 
Business Zone (CB), particularly the Dave Clark Trail and fishing along the river, pointing out that they are not 
similar to what is listed as allowed.  Richardson answered by explaining that these areas are Parks and Open 
Space so it could be allowed.  Rouse rebutted by stating that the way it is written sounds like it is prohibited.  
Becky Hewitt, Angelo Planning Group representative, explained that this would be considered a different use 
classification.  Richardson clarified that the Development Code focused more on land uses than activities.  Hewitt 
clarified that the issue seemed to be how the use classifications are named, which makes it sound like Parks and 
OS are the same as outdoor entertainment and recreation.  She explained that outdoor entertainment and 
recreation commercial use categories that are defined in the Code in Article 22.  She went on to say Parks and 
Open Space are considered a separate use category.  Godwin suggested capitalizing these words and referencing 
the definition to add clarity.   

Rouse referred to lowering minimum setbacks from five feet to zero feet in front yards in the WF zone (See June 
19, 2017, Agenda Packet).  She expressed concern about site clearances and felt that this proposal did not fit with 
fences, which are not allowed within ten feet of front yards.  Hewitt explained that the limitations on fences only 
apply when they are over four feet high.  She went on to say that if a building met the minimum front setback, 
then it would also meet the clear vision area standards.  She explained that sidewalks and planter areas would add 
a clear vision area, but some places do not have these.  She stated that she felt like this setback requirement would 
be fine in HD and CB but not in WF.  She asked what the 100 percent lot coverage in the WF zone included.  
Richardson replied that this would include buildings and parking lots unless it was a single-family residence; then, 
the driveway would not be included.  He added that landscaping would not count and pointed out that this is 
defined in Article 22, Lot Coverage. (See Albany Development Code (ADC).)  Hewitt added that a lot would be 
allowed to be developed consistent to the rest of the code.  Rouse stated that she did not agree because it was “not 
as clear as it could be.”  Richardson suggested rewording it to say 100 percent lot coverage with other standards 
subject to compliance.   

Rouse moved on to ask what the setback was from the railroad.  David Martineau referred to footnote 5 on page 
C.23 (See June 19, 2017, Agenda Packet).  Irish explained that there is little to no railroad right-of-way on Water 
Avenue; the railroad exists because of a franchise agreement made in the past.  He stated that ODOT (Oregon 
Department of Transportation) requires a clearance envelope of 8 ½ feet for a clear path for the train to pass 
through.  Irish went on to explain that the theory is that the railroad bought as much land as they needed to operate 
a train.  Discussion followed on required setbacks.  Hewitt pointed out that the only change proposed in this 
footnote applies to minimum setbacks not maximum setbacks.   

Rouse moved on, referring to Attachment C.24, footnote 18 (See June 19, 2017, Agenda Packet).  She asked how 
the maximum setback requirements were going to be addressed with the infill standards.  Hewitt answered that 
the infill standards would not apply in these zones.  She continued by explaining setback requirements. 

Rouse moved on to discuss Article 5.115 (See June 19, 2017, Agenda Packet) going by zone, not use.  Hewitt 
referred her to Section 1, explaining that it keeps existing standards for all of the other zones; Section 2 is the new 
standard specific to HD, DMU, CB, and WF.  She explained the setback standards for these zones.  Discussion 
followed on setbacks on single-family homes abutting a commercial residence. 

Rouse moved on to refer to page C.26 (See June 19, 2017, Agenda Packet), asking if the City requires 
developments to face the railroad tracks if there is a street on the other side.  Hewitt replied that both street lot 
lines on a corner lot are considered front lot lines and are subject to front lot line standards.  Rouse inquired about 
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the possibility of having a street along the railroad tracks that could be between the tracks and the river.  
Richardson answered that it would depend on how much space would be available and what a developer would be 
willing to do. 

Rouse expressed concerns about the Willamette River and the Willamette Greenway not being addressed in the 
amendments.  Hewitt replied that it is in the existing purpose statement for the WF zone.  Richardson stated that 
the existing Goal 5 standards continue to apply.   

Rouse asked if the City was expecting front yards to develop in HD.  Hewitt said the default was that there was 
not a front yard.  Rouse stated that she felt like this was contradictory to Article 5.360 (2).  Hewitt replied that 
some circumstances would allow it if it seemed appropriate for outdoor sales.  

ARTICLE 8 

Rouse moved on to Article 8.133 (See June 19, 2017, Agenda Packet).  She asked if a man-door on a garage 
would be considered toward window coverage.  Richardson clarified that it would not and suggested an addition 
excluding areas for vehicle garage doors. 

Rouse moved on to Article 8.150.  She stated that the wording “reasonable and feasible” was unclear.  Richardson 
clarified by explaining that this term was used because it is defined in Article 22 of the Development Code.  He 
warned about setting standards that would be too “prescriptive” and making “otherwise reasonable development 
not possible.”  Hewitt added that the term “reasonable and feasible” provides a set of criteria from the definition 
in Article 22 for decision-making.  Rouse asked if, in new developments, the City would prefer to have use of 
alleys instead of garages.  Hewitt’s answer was that the preference was to use alleys where available, but there 
was no requirement to make a new one.  She added that if one already existed, it would have to be used.  Rouse 
asked if this would still be a requirement if an alley was too narrow to be functional.  Richardson stated that this 
would be where the term “reasonable and feasible” would allow City staff to take this type of circumstance into 
consideration. 

Rouse moved on to Article 8.160 (See June 19, 2017, Agenda Packet).  She expressed concern about not allowing 
enough privacy for businesses due to window requirements.  Hewitt explained that buildings last long-term and 
many tenants come and go.  Windows allow more versatility of a building.  Rouse expressed dislike about the 
requirements for landscaped buffers.  Hewitt suggested adding in existing language found in Article 9 for default 
suitable and attractive ground cover.  She explained that the idea was to have shrubs of sufficient size to provide 
screening for windows.  Richardson suggested giving more options to developers.  Rouse agreed that this would 
be a necessary change to the amendments. 

Rouse asked why two-car garages were not allowed.  Hewitt pointed out that townhouses are not detached homes, 
and a two-car garage would not leave much for anything else on ground floor.  Rouse asked if carports were 
allowed.  Martineau replied that they would be treated like covered parking, not as garage.  

Rouse moved on to Article 8.255.  Rouse pointed out that the code did not specify which street a corner lot was 
required to have a façade face.  Discussion followed on facades and frontages.  It was determined to give priority 
to 1st and 2nd Street.  

Tomlin called for a recess at 7:01.  The meeting resumed 7:12.  Ron Irish returned to the meeting. 

Rouse referred to Article 8.280 (See June 19, 2017, Agenda Packet).  She asked why development in the HD, 
DMU, CB, and WF zoning districts on sites under three acres was exempt from public streets and sidewalks.  
Martineau gave reference to the commentary below this section (see Agenda Packet), pointing out that sites under 
three acres are already served by sidewalks.  Rouse expressed concern with not requiring access to public streets 
and sidewalks and expressed that she thought it was important to require accessibility for pedestrians.  Hewitt 
stated that it could be reworded or this exemption could be dropped to provide clarity for pedestrian connection.  
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Rouse stated the same issue in Article 8.290. Hewitt stated that there was no harm in continuing the requirement.  
Irish spoke up to explain that the Building Code requires a pedestrian connection whether the Development Code 
does or not in order to comply with ADA regulations.  On larger developments, on-site circulation requires 
multiple connections beyond what the Building or Development Codes require.  On smaller sites, the requirement 
would be deferred to the Building Code and would have one connection.  He stated that if this language were to 
be stripped, the review body would be unable to discern whether more connections would be required.  He 
clarified that this language does not make connections exempt; it just may exempt multiple connections.  
Richardson agreed to clean up the language to require that a development have a connection to a public street 
outside of what the Building Code states.  Hewitt suggested leaving the pedestrian standards in place, and there 
was agreement to take this approach. 

Article 8.345 (3) (See June 19, 2017, Agenda Packet).  Rouse referenced “Qualifying Window features” and 
asked for clarification on exclusions.  Hewitt answered that it is not prohibited to have a window into the 
excluded areas, but it is not required.  Rouse stated that she thought this was too restrictive.  Hewitt offered to 
provide clarifying wording to say that windows looking into the stated areas were not prohibited, but they would 
not count toward qualifying window coverage. She added that qualifying windows need to connect a habitable 
space.  Discussion followed on window requirements.  Richardson clarified that this applies to new buildings 
excluding accessory buildings.  He further clarified that the proposal was meant to strike some bounds on 
expectations to match up to the existing, historic retail feel and what is more appropriate for the fringe areas 
around that core.  Hewitt asked the Commission if this needs to be clarified.  Goodman requested further 
clarification for recommendation to City Council.   

Article 8.440 (4) (See June 19, 2017, Agenda Packet).  Rouse asked why a height of the first story has a minimum 
of 14 feet.  Hewitt answered that this would allow conversions to retail and versatility of the space and only 
applied to new buildings, not remodels.  

Rouse commented that she was concerned about decreased parking.  She stated that she thought parking should be 
determined by how many bedrooms a dwelling had.  Irish explained parking requirements.  Tomlin also expressed 
dislike with reduced parking.  Richardson replied that there needed to be a balance between encouraging 
development and parking.  Too much parking could deter development.  He stated that smaller parcels would be 
better with relaxation of on-street parking; problems may arise with the development of a whole block.  Hewitt 
offered to relay concerns to Council by suggesting that development with more than a certain number of units 
would be required to have more parking.  Discussion took place regarding parking requirements.  

Richardson informed the Commission that Staff would be presenting their concerns and recommendations to City 
Council.  In reference to the amendment clarification for ADC 8.345(3)(b)ii, Goodman stated that she felt this 
was a reasonable compromise (see June 19, 2017, Agenda Packet).   

Commissioner Schueller recommended City Council eliminate the proposed amendment regarding setbacks (see 
Agenda Packet, page 7).  Richardson explained that setbacks are based on use.  Discussion regarding setbacks 
ensued.  Hewitt suggested an alternate compromise of not requiring setbacks for buildings under 30 feet and 
requiring at least five feet for buildings over 30 feet.  The Commission agreed that this would be a better option. 

Hewitt gave a brief overview of concerns and refinements as expressed by the Commission during delegations 
regarding the proposed amendments. 

• Special use limitations for WF and CB zones:  “Outdoor Use” will be capitalized in to clarify the defined 
use in Article 22. 

• Lot coverage:  Add a note that lot coverage is subject to meeting all other standards in the ADC 
• Garage doors in terms of window standards:  Clarify that this refers to vehicle doors not human doors 
• Landscape Requirements:  Provide more options and flexibility 
• Façade standards:  Priority will be given to 1st and 2nd Streets when a building with façades is on a 

corner 
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• Pedestrian Connectivity Requirements:  Activity should not be exempt in HD, DMU, CB, or WF zones, 
ADC 8.280 

• Qualifying window features:  clarify language on what qualifies 
• Parking standards:  set a higher standard for units with more than two bedrooms and a threshold of 

100-150 units 
• Side setback adjacent to residential:  ADC 5.115 would only apply if a structure has a height of roughly 

30 feet 
• Rouse suggested adding that City Council should consider the depth of driveways in alleys to garages to 

prevent parking in the alley 

MOTION 

Commissioner Phillips moved to recommend that City Council approve the request subject to suggested 
refinements and considerations in the June 19, 2017, Staff Report.  Commissioner Sullivan seconded.  A vote was 
taken and the motion passed 7-0. 

NEXT PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING DATE 

TBD 

ADJOURN 

Hearing no further business, Chair Tomlin adjourned the meeting at 9:03 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, Reviewed by, 
 
Signature on file Signature on file  
  
Edie O’Neil Bob Richardson 
Administrative Assistant I Planning Manager 
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