Albany Development Code Amendments Task Force

AGENDA

Wednesday, January 16, 2019
12:00 p.m.
Ralston Room, Albany Fire Department
611 Lyon Street SE

1. CALL TO ORDER
2. ROLL CALL
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
4. REVIEW STANDARDS & CODE CONCEPTS FOR OTHER HOUSING TYPES
5. NEXT MEETING DATE – FEBRUARY 13, 2019, ALBANY FIRE DEPARTMENT
6. ADJOURNMENT
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INTRODUCTION
Similar to the Task Force’s recent work on the multi‐family
standards, this task evaluates the Albany Development Code
(ADC or Code) requirements related to other housing types to
ensure that the standards are clear and objective. The
standards for other housing types include standards related to
the development of four distinct housing types:
•
•
•
•

Detached Single Family, including infill development
Attached Single Family (aka zero lot line or townhouse)
Two Attached Units (Duplex)
Two Detached Units

NOTE: More than two units (e.g., tri‐plexes and above) are considered multi‐family. The
standards related to accessory dwelling units are being addressed through a separate
process.
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The focus of our analysis and recommendations are related to the articles and sections listed in the
table below.
Article 3

Article 4

Article 5

Article 8

3.050
3.080
3.230
3.250
3.270

4.050
4.060
4.150
4.220

5.060
5.070
5.100
5.130
5.150

8.100
8.130
8.133
8.140
8.150
8.160

Outline and Purpose of this Memorandum
This memorandum combines both the findings of our code assessment and some initial code
concepts . For each of the standards evaluated, the memo provides:
•

Summary ‐ A very brief summary of the applicable requirements and their intent;

•

Assessment ‐ Our assessment of the existing code language related to three key points (as
applicable):
o Purpose ‐ Whether the current purpose statement language is sufficiently specific to
provide guidance for an Adjustment1
o C & O ‐ Whether current standards are clear and objective (C & O)
o Substance ‐ Whether the City Council or Project Team has identified any potential
concerns with the substance of the standards. We are interested in hearing
concerns from the Task Force as well.
Note: For brevity, only those code sections where we have comments are included in
the memo.

•

Code Concepts – A description of potential code amendments in a simplified, conceptual
way.

Questions for the Task Force
Our goal for Task Force Meeting #5 is to gain feedback on initial code concepts related to single‐
family and two‐family attached and detached housing types.

1

Our working assumption for this memorandum is that the discretionary track of the new two‐track system will
allow the use of adjustments on a much broader scale than is currently permitted and that the approval criteria for
the Adjustment will reference the purpose statement of the regulation to be adjusted; therefore, a robust purpose
statement is needed.
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Please keep the following questions in mind as you read through this memo and be ready to discuss
these issues at Task Force Meeting #5.
•
•

•

Do you concur with the assessments below regarding which code sections need work to
make them clear and objective?
Do you think the Infill and Redevelopment Standards of Section 8.140 are helping to
preserve neighborhood compatibility (as intended), or should this section be amended or
deleted in favor of relying on the setback, parking and height standards of the base zone?
Are you aware of any other code sections applicable to single‐family or two‐family housing
types that are not clear and objective or which otherwise should be discussed?

The project team recognizes that some of these questions are more easily answered by Task Force
members with direct development experience. For members without direct development
experience it may not be possible to answer these questions in advance; that is okay. As part of the
Task Force meetings the project team will describe the purpose of current standards and provide
examples of favorable and unfavorable outcomes for your consideration through both discussion
and visual aids. The project team anticipates that as discussions progress you will formulate your
own responses to the questions above, and others posed through discussion.

A. RESIDENTIAL ZONING DISTRICTS (ARTICLE 3)
Article 3 provides the “base zone” standards for residential zoning districts. This article establishes
which uses are allowed in which districts, and outlines basic development standards. The residential
zoning districts are listed below.
•

RR—Residential Reserve District

•

RS‐10—Residential Single Family District

•

RS‐6.5—Residential Single Family District

•

RS‐5—Residential Single Family District

•

RM—Residential Medium Density District

•

RMA—Residential Medium Density Attached District

•

HM—Hackleman‐Monteith District*

* The State requirements for clear and objective standards for housing do not apply to an
application or permit for residential development in historic areas designated for protection under a
land use planning goal protecting historic areas. Portions of the Hackleman‐Monteith District may
fall within this exemption.

Uses (3.040-3.080)
Summary – As outlined in the Schedule of Permitted Uses in Article 3, the housing types assessed in
this memo that are permitted in the residential zoning districts include:
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Detached Single Family – Except for the Residential Medium Density Attached (RMA)
district, this use is permitted outright in all residential zones and does not require
discretionary review.
Attached Single Family (aka zero lot line or townhouse) – Permitted outright in the RS‐5,
RM, and RMA districts. Requires Planned Development (PD) or Cluster Development (CD)
approval in the RS‐10 and RS‐6.5 districts. Not permitted in the RR or HM districts.
Two Attached Units (Duplex) – Permitted outright in the RM and RMA districts. Also
permitted outright in the RS‐10, RS‐6.5, and RS‐5 districts, but limited to corner lots, except
through a PD/CD within the South Albany Area Plan boundary. Not permitted in the RR or
HM districts.
Two Detached Units – Permitted outright in the RM and RMA districts. Requires PD/CD
review in the RS‐10, RS‐6.5, and R‐5 zones and Site Plan approval in the HM district. Not
permitted in the RR district.

Assessment – The recent changes to ORS 197.303 and 197.307 (adopted through Senate Bill 1051)
mandate that local jurisdictions have a set of clear and objective development standards for all
housing projects in zones in which residential uses are permitted. This means that there must be a
clear and objective path for residential development within each residential zone. While not every
housing type is permitted outright in every district, all of the housing types are allowed outright in
at least one residential district and every district allows some type of residential development with
clear and objective standards.

Development Standards (3.190-3.390)
Development standards for the residential zoning districts regulate basic site attributes for
development, including minimum land requirement per unit, minimum lot width, minimum
setbacks, maximum height, maximum lot coverage, and minimum landscaped area. For the most
part, the development standards, as they relate to the four housing types assessed in this memo,
are clear and objective. A handful of potential issues related to standards that are not objective or
are unclear are identified below.

3.220 Bonus Provisions for Reduction in Standard Lot Size Requirements
Summary – This section allows reductions in the average minimum lot size and area per unit
requirements (aka density bonuses) when development sites meet certain standards. Density
bonuses are permitted in the following categories: proximity to a collector or arterial; transfer from
a Significant Natural Resource Overlay district; energy conservation; moderate‐cost housing; and
alley access.
Assessment – Some of the language in this section needs to be clarified to avoid multiple
interpretations of standards. For example, under the Significant Natural Resource Overlays
standards [3.220(3‐4)], the Code states that “up to 50 percent of the development density can be
transferred” within a development site. But it is unclear whether the applicant or the City
determines what percent can be transferred, within the maximum 50 percent allowance.
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Also, in the Solar Access Protection and Moderate‐Cost Housing subsections [3.220(5‐6)], density
bonuses are allowed if a certain percentage of the homes or units meet certain standards (10%
bonus allowed when 80% of lots meet solar access standards; 5% bonus when 50% of units meet
affordability standards). However, the City may consider applying some degree of density bonus if a
smaller percentage of homes/units meet the standards (e.g., 70% of lots; 30% of units).
Code Concept: Amend language in Sections 3.220(3‐6) to make it clear how the density bonuses
and transfers are determined. Consider permitting a smaller density bonus in Sections 3.220(5‐6)
for developments that meet the standards to a lesser degree.

3.230 Setback Measurements - Table 2: Accessory Structure Standards
Summary/Assessment – This table lists setback standards for accessory structures in residential
zones. Most of these standards are clear, but the “Garage or carport with access to an alley”
standards should be clarified to specify that they do not apply to garages or carports that are not
making use of the alley access.
Code Concept: Possible rewording ‐ “Garage or carport utilizing access to an alley.” Also resolve
confusion related to definition of “accessory building” relative to accessory structure standards.

3.240 Alternative Setbacks in Developed Areas
Summary/Assessment – This section allows buildings not to meet the setback standards of the
zoning district, as long as the setbacks match those of either existing buildings on the same site or
buildings on adjoining parcels. The Code states that “the Director may approve setbacks that are
the same as those for the existing buildings…” which indicates that staff discretion is involved.
Although a list of criteria is provided, which must be met for the alternative setbacks to be
approved, the language is not clear about precisely what circumstances would allow the Director to
not approve the proposed setbacks.
Code Concept: Adjust the language in this section to provide clarity about when and how the
Director could/should deny such a request; or, make this section non‐discretionary (i.e., request
will be approved if criteria are met) and clarify the criteria to ensure they are clear and objective
(e.g., define how abutting properties are determined).
NOTE: This section refers to the Infill Design Standards of Section 8.140. See a discussion of those
standards under Section D of this memo.

3.250 Parking and Other Restrictions in Setback or Yard Areas
Summary/Assessment – This section prohibits vehicle parking in the front yard/setback area,
except on a driveway that leads to a garage or carport or a driveway that provides required parking
spaces. It also establishes location and dimensional standards for required parking spaces. (NOTE:
“required parking” refers to the parking spaces that are required to meet the minimum off‐street
vehicle parking standards of Article 9). This section could be simplified and reworded to make the
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standards clearer and easier to interpret. We will further evaluate the intent and purpose of the
standards.
Code Concept: Reorganize and reword this section to clarify the standards and make them more
specific.

B. COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL ZONING DISTRICTS (ARTICLE 4)
Article 4 provides the “base zone” standards for commercial and industrial zoning districts. The
districts are listed below.
•

OP – Office Professional District

•

NC – Neighborhood Commercial District

•

CC – Community Commercial District

•

RC – Regional Commercial District

•

TD – Transit District*

•

IP – Industrial Park District*

•

LI – Light Industrial District*

•

HI – Heavy Industrial District*

*The State requirements related to needed housing do not apply to industrial districts.

Uses (4.040-4.075)
Summary – As outlined in the Schedule of Permitted Uses in Article 4, the housing types assessed in
this memo that are permitted in the commercial zoning districts include:
•

•

•
•

Single Family Detached – Permitted outright in the OP district, and through Site Plan Review
in the NC district. Single‐family homes built before December 11, 2002 may remain as a
permitted use without being nonconforming in the other commercial districts.
Attached Single Family – Permitted through CU review in the OP district. The same
allowance for homes built before December 11, 2002 applies to single‐family attached
homes in other commercial districts.
Two Attached Units (Duplex) – Permitted through CU review in the OP district, and through
Site Plan Review in the NC district.
Residential units located above or attached to a business (whether single‐family, two‐family,
or multi‐family) are permitted through Site Plan Review in the OP, NC and CC districts and
permitted through CU review in the RC district.

Assessment – As discussed above under Section A, State statutes require that local jurisdictions
provide a clear and objective path for all housing projects on land zoned for residential use or mixed
residential and commercial use. Currently, some type of discretionary review is required for every
residential use category except for single‐family homes in the OP district.

APG

Albany Development Code Review and Improvement Project

January 9, 2019

Review of Standards and Code Concepts for Infill and Other Housing Types

7 of 15

NOTE: Because of the interrelationship of commercial and residential uses in a mixed‐use
development, the project team proposes that the Task Force consider the need for clear and
objective standards for residential uses in commercial zones at the same time as we consider the
standards for non‐residential uses in those zones.

Development Standards (4.090-4.300)
As in Article 3, development standards for the commercial and industrial zoning districts regulate
basic site attributes for development, including minimum land requirement per unit, minimum lot
width, minimum setbacks, maximum height, maximum lot coverage, and minimum landscaped
area. For the most part, the development standards, as they relate to the four housing types
assessed in this memo, are clear and objective. A few potential issues related to standards that are
either not objective or are unclear are identified below.
4.150 Zero Lot Line
Summary/Assessment –This section allows residential buildings to be built to the property line but
only when there are no openings or windows in the lot line wall and a six‐foot setback and
maintenance easement is recorded on the adjoining property deed or plat. The easement must be
6 feet wide.
In those situations where there is no side or rear setback required, this standard creates an
additional burden for residential development. These standards have been flagged by Task Force
members as problematic and unfair because similar setbacks/easements are not required for
commercial development. It appears that this requirement may have related to a Building code
requirement that is no longer applicable and the allowance to allow zero lot line for attached single‐
family dwellings is covered by Section 4.160 Interior Setbacks for Attached Dwellings.
Code Concept: Reassess the need for this to be a requirement. Potentially consider revising to
allow an applicant to propose an easement on the adjacent property as a means of meeting the
required setback.

4.220 Parking Restrictions in Setback Areas
Similar to Section 3.250, discussed above, this section prohibits vehicle parking in required front or
side setbacks, except for driveways used to fulfill parking requirements for single‐family and two‐
family residences. Similar code provisions should be provided here for residential uses as apply in
residential districts.
Code Concept: Reorganize and reword this section to be consistent with the standards applied in
the residential districts (see Section A, above).
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C. MIXED USE ZONING DISTRICTS (ARTICLE 5)
Article 5 provides the “base zone” standards for mixed use zoning districts. The districts are listed
below.
•

HD – Historic Downtown District*

•

DMU – Downtown Mixed Use District

•

CB – Downtown Central Business District

•

MUR – Mixed Use Residential District

•

WF – Waterfront District

•

LE – Lyon‐Ellsworth

•

MS – Main Street District

•

ES – Elm Street District

•

PB – Pacific Boulevard District

•

MUC – Mixed Use Commercial District

* The State requirements for clear and objective standards for housing do not apply to an
application or permit for residential development in historic areas designated for protection under a
land use planning goal protecting historic areas. Portions of the Historic Downtown District may fall
within this exemption.

Uses (5.050-5085)
As outlined in the Schedule of Permitted Uses in Article 5, the housing types assessed in this memo
that are permitted in the mixed use zoning districts include:
•

•

•
•

APG

Single Family Detached – Permitted outright in the MUR district. Also permitted in MUC, but
must have a minimum gross density of 10 units per acre. In the DMU, CB, ES, LE, and WF
districts, new construction of single‐family detached housing is prohibited, but buildings
originally built as single‐family houses or churches may be converted to a single‐family
residential use without requiring a land use application (this also applies to the HD district).
New single‐family is prohibited in the PB district. In all districts existing single‐family and
two‐family units built before December 11, 2002, may remain as a permitted use in any
zone without being nonconforming.
Attached Single Family. Permitted outright in the MUR district and in the MUC district, but
in MUC must have a minimum gross density of 10 units per acre. Allowed in DMU, CB, and
WF districts with site plan review if driveway standards of ADC 8.150(1) are met, otherwise
conditional use is required. In the ES district, conditional use review is required. New single‐
family attached housing is prohibited in the PB, LE and MS districts.
Two Family Units (duplexes) – Requirements are the same as for Attached Single Family (see
above).
Residential units located above or attached to a business (whether single‐family, two‐family,
or multi‐family) are permitted through Site Plan Review in the all of the mixed use zones
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and subject to Special Condition #17 in MUC and HD (see discussion of Special Conditions,
below).
As discussed above under Section A, State statutes require that local jurisdictions provide a clear
and objective path for all housing projects on land zoned for residential use or mixed residential and
commercial use. Currently, some type of discretionary review is required for every residential use
category except for single‐family and two family units in the MUR and MUC districts.
As noted previously, because of the interrelationship of commercial and residential uses in a mixed‐
use development, the project team proposes that the Task Force consider the need for clear and
objective standards for residential uses in commercial zones at the same time as we consider the
standards for non‐residential uses in those zones.

5.070 Special Conditions
Subsections 15‐17 in this section identify special conditions for single‐family, two‐family, and other
residential development in the mixed‐use districts. While confusing and somewhat difficult to
follow, the wording of the conditions is generally clear and objective except as noted below.
One of the special conditions in this section is subjective: 5.070(17)(a) states that in the MS and ES
districts, dwelling units at the street level are discouraged unless located behind a retail, service or
office storefront. This criterion should be made clear and objective.
Code Concept: Reword Subsection 5.070(17)(a) to state that dwelling units at the street level are
prohibited unless located behind a retail, service or office storefront. Applicants could request
exceptions to this requirement through a discretionary review process. Another option would be
to apply similar location criteria that apply to dwelling units above or attached to a business in
the HD district, as outlined in 5.070(17)(c).

Development Standards (5.090-5.370)
As in Articles 3 and 4, development standards for mixed‐use districts regulate basic site attributes
for development. For the most part, the development standards, as they relate to the housing types
assessed in this memo, are clear and objective. A handful of potential issues related to standards
that are either not objective or unclear are identified below.

5.100 Setbacks - Table 5-3: Accessory Structure Standards
Summary/Assessment – This table has the same issue that was identified for Article 3, Table 2—the
“Garage or carport with access to an alley” standards need to be clarified to specify that they do not
apply to garages and carports that are not making use of the alley access.
Code Concept: Possible rewording ‐ “Garage or carport utilizing access to an alley.” Also resolve
confusion related to definition of “accessory building” relative to accessory structure standards.
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5.130 Alternative Setbacks in Developed Areas
Summary/Assessment – This section has the same issues that were identified for Section 3.240,
above. The Code indicates that staff discretion is involved by using the phrase “the Director may
approve...” Similar changes are needed for this section as are needed for Article 3, to make it clear
and objective.
Code Concept: Adjust the language in this section to provide clarity about when and how the
Director could/should deny such a request; or, make this section non‐discretionary (i.e., request
will be approved if criteria are met) and clarify the criteria to ensure they are clear and objective
(e.g., define how abutting properties are determined).

5.150 Zero Lot Line
Summary/Assessment – This section has the same issues identified above for commercial and
industrial districts in Section 4.150.
Code Concept: Reassess the need for this to be a requirement. Consider revising to allow an
applicant to propose an easement on the adjacent property as a means of meeting the required
setback.

D. ARTICLE 8 DESIGN STANDARDS – SINGLE FAMILY HOMES
The standards of ADC Sections 8.110 through 8.160 apply to all new single‐family detached units,
manufactured homes, two‐family units (duplexes), and single‐family attached units on individual
lots. There are exceptions for steeply sloped lots and flag lots. However, only Sections 8.130 (Home
Orientation) and 8.133 (Street‐Facing Windows) apply to all new single family homes. Section 8.140
just applies to infill and redevelopment projects and Sections 8.150 and 8.160 apply only to the
DMU, CB, HD, and WF Zoning Districts.

8.100 Purpose.
The purpose statement in Section 8.100 (shown below) provides the rationale for the standards in
Sections 8.130, 3.133 and 8.140. The first two sentences relate to 8.130 and 8.133. The second two
sentences to Section 8.140. Sections 8.150 and 8.160 include individual purpose statements.
The design standards for single‐family homes are intended to create pedestrian‐friendly,
sociable, safe and attractive neighborhoods through human‐scale design. These standards
emphasize the functional relationship between the home and the street. Compatibility
standards protect the architectural character of existing neighborhoods. These design
standards are adaptable to many different architectural styles.
Assessment – The purpose statement generally provides adequate direction for a potential
adjustment; however, it may be easier to apply if each standard had its own purpose statement.
Code Concept: Delete this section and provide individual purpose statements for Sections 8.130,
8.133 and 8.140.
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8.130 Home Orientation.
Summary –This standard requires that at least one main entrance of each new home shall be within
eight feet of the longest street‐facing wall of the dwelling unit (excluding the garage); and either
face the street (or be within 45 degrees) or open onto a covered porch which has an entrance facing
the street. This standard relates to the overall purpose statement in 8.100 emphasis on creating
“…pedestrian‐friendly, sociable, safe and attractive neighborhoods through human‐scale design.”
Assessment – The current standard is clear and objective. “Main entrance” is a defined term. The
purpose statement provides adequate direction. No issues regarding implementation have been
noted.
Code Concept: Potential minor clarification with regard to how the entrance requirement applies
to corner lots especially in the case of townhouses which may have a long street facing side wall.

8.133 Street-Facing Windows.
Summary –This standard requires that at least 15 percent of the area of each façade that faces a
street lot line must be windows or main entrance doors (excluding the area of any street‐facing
garage doors for motor vehicle ingress/egress). This standard relates to the overall purpose
statement in 8.100 emphasis on creating “…pedestrian‐friendly, sociable, safe and attractive
neighborhoods through human‐scale design” by providing an opportunity for eyes on the street.
Assessment – The current standard is generally clear and objective. The purpose statement
provides adequate direction, although some additional clarity regarding the public safety benefits of
having eyes on the street might be beneficial. No issues regarding implementation have been
noted.
Code Concept: Potential minor addition to the purpose statement that the standards provide a
public safety benefit of ensuring “eyes on the street” and other community policing principles.

8.140 Additional Standards for Infill and Redevelopment.
Summary –These standards apply to all new houses, manufactured homes, duplex, and attached
houses sited as infill development, except in the HD, DMU, CB, and WF zones. These standards also
apply where a home is removed to make way for a new house, manufactured home, duplex, and
attached house. These standards do not apply to a dwelling that is proposed on land that is large
enough that it can be divided into four or more lots.
“Infill development” means a dwelling that is proposed
•
•

On land that is zoned for residential use
Where at least 75 percent of the abutting parcels have a dwelling, but not counting any
parcel that is too small for a residence and any parcel that is large enough that it can be
divided into four or more lots.

In the example below, assuming the block is zoned for residential use, development proposed on
Parcel A would be Infill and development proposed on Parcel B would not be Infill.
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Infill Example

•
•

Parcel A has 4 parcels within 150 feet, and 3 out of 4 (75%) have dwellings, so this parcel
would be subject to the Infill Standards.
Parcel B has 5 parcels within 150 feet, but 1 is large enough to be divided into 4 or more lots
so it doesn’t count. In this case 2 out of 4 (50%) of the qualifying parcels have a dwelling, so
this parcel would not be subject to the Infill Standards.

For infill development, applicants must submit a vicinity plan showing development on lots that are
located within 150 feet on either side of the subject property and meet the following standards:
(a) The house can be set no more than five feet closer to the street than the closest home, and
no more than five feet farther from the street than the farthest home when compared with
other homes within 150 feet on either side of the lot.

(b) A garage is required if more than 50 percent of the homes within 150 feet on either side of
the lot has a garage. If more than 50 percent of the homes have a carport, then a carport or
garage is required. If there is a mixture of garages or carports for more than 50 percent of
the homes, then a carport or garage is required. The garage or carport shall be of like
materials and color as the home.
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(c) A home shall be no more than one story higher than the lowest home when compared with
homes on either side of the subject property.

Assessment – The current standards are generally clear and objective, but are somewhat confusing
as noted below:
•

The applicability is somewhat confusing in terms of how the term “abutting” is intended to
be used. The term is not defined in the Code. Interpretation of which parcels “count” as
“abutting” has been problematic. City staff doesn’t typically count properties behind the
subject site. It’s also unclear whether to measure to the actual residences if they lie within
150 feet, or just the property line of the countable parcel, or how to handle corner
properties or lots that lie within 150 feet of the subject parcel but are located in the next
block over.

•

The term “dwelling” is used in the applicability, do parcels with multi‐family dwellings also
count when abutting? What about when the site abuts parcels in another zone?

•

It’s not entirely clear how to apply the garage requirement if a parcel that has a home with
the garage is within 150’ but the home itself is further than 150’.

•

Existing garage conversions can create a problem. It’s not clear whether a garage should be
required if some of the garages on properties within 150 feet have been converted to living
space.

•

The requirement that “The garage or carport shall be of like materials and color as the
home” when taken literally may be difficult to implement.

The purpose statement provides some direction, although additional clarity regarding what is
intended by “compatibility” would be helpful. These standards have been difficult to implement.
The setback standard in (a) may not lead to the best design outcome if new development is
required to replicate a less‐than‐desirable outcome. If pedestrian‐friendliness is an important
purpose, it may be appropriate to allow buildings to be closer to the street, even if it changes
existing “character”. The requirement for infill houses to have garages or carports in (b) can be
challenging to implement and adds more cost. Finally, because these standards do not apply to
remodels of existing houses, nothing would preclude an abutting property from adding an
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additional floor in the future up to the maximum allowed by the zone, so the height limit in (c)
could become moot.
Code Concept: Re‐evaluate the need for these standards and consider whether they should apply
in historic neighborhoods only; whether there should be a difference between the application of
infill standards between an established neighborhood and a new subdivision; or whether they
should be deleted (new development would still be subject to the setback, parking and height
standards of the base zone).
NOTE: Section 3.240 (Alternative Setbacks in Developed Areas) provides the same reduction in
setbacks at the applicant’s request for non‐infill parcels. If deleted from Article 8, then additional
changes will be needed in Section 3.240 (Alternative Setbacks in Developed Areas) to ensure
measurement methodology is included.

8.150 Parking and Access in the DMU, CB, HD, and WF Zoning Districts.
Summary –These standards, which were recently adopted, are intended to support a pedestrian‐
friendly street environment by minimizing the visual and safety impacts of driveways, parking, and
garages; and to preserve on‐street parking.
Assessment – The current standards are clear and objective. The purpose statement provides
adequate guidance. No issues regarding implementation have been noted. However, subsection (2),
which requires conditional use review to vary from the clear and objective standards and was
intended as a “placeholder”, can be deleted once a two‐track system is adopted.
(2) Conditional review option. Developments that do not meet the standards of (1)(a) or (b),
above, may be reviewed through a Conditional Use process, pursuant to ADC 2.230‐2.265.
Code Concept: Delete 8.150(2) as part of adopting two‐track system (i.e., new Adjustment
procedures).

8.160 Façade design and articulation in the DMU, CB, HD, and WF Zoning Districts.
Summary –These standards, which were recently adopted, are intended to promote buildings that
provide visual interest and façade details that give a sense of quality and permanence and provide
privacy for ground floor residential uses.
Assessment – These standards were adopted prior to the establishment of a two‐track system. The
current standards in (1) and (2) both include lists with clear and objective choices, but both lists also
include an option that requires the exercise of discretion.
(1)(g) Other: feature not listed but providing visual relief or contextually appropriate design
similar to options a‐f.
(2)(c) Other suitable landscaping that provides both privacy and visual interest and includes
living plants, shrubs, and/or trees.
NOTE: Notice and an appeal period are required when discretion is applied.
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Code Concept: Options (1)(g) and (2)(c) could be deleted from the list and the concepts included in
the purpose statements since the same flexibility would be provided through the new two‐track
system. Alternatively, it should be clarified that applicants choosing to use either (1)(g) or (2)(c)
cannot be processed as a Type I.
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CITY OF ALBANY
ALBANY DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENTS TASK FORCE
MINUTES

Thursday, December 13, 2018
City Council Chambers

Approved: DRAFT

11:32 a.m. (00:00 on audio)

Jeff Blaine called the meeting to order at 11:32 a.m.
ROLL CALL

Rich Kellum, Cordell Post, Larry Preston, Hayden Wooton and Dave Reece,
Candace Ribera, Dan Watson, Joann Zimmer, John Pascone, Bill Ryals,
Wayne Scheler, Chris Equinoa.

AF

Members present:

T

CALL TO ORDER

Members absent:

Janet Steele, absent.

Staff present:

David Martineau, Planning Manager; Cathy Coriliss, Angelo Planning Group:
Kate Rogers, Angelo Planning Group; Ben Weber, SERA Architects; Jeff
Blaine, Public Works Director, Shelley Shultz, Administrative Assistant I,
Ron Irish, Transportation Systems Analyst (arrived at 11:56 a.m.)

Audience members:

Brian Grenz, Natalie Janney, Brandie Dalton, all with Multi/Tech
Engineering

R

SCHEDULED BUSINESS
11:32 a.m. (00:00 on audio)
Public Works Director Jeff Blaine reminded the group of the importance of staying focused and presented
some tools that will be implemented to keep the meetings on track and moving along. Minutes will include a
time stamp along with the topics discussed to make it easier to navigate to specific sections of the meeting
without having to listen to the entire discussion. Notebooks will be created for each task member to keep a
record of all meetings and notes; these will be passed out at the next meeting. He stressed the importance of
this Task Force and the opportunity it gives to make some positive changes to our current code, if nothing
more than just implementing the two-track system with clear and objective standards and a discretionary track.

D

This project is borne out of common or shared interests in improvements to the code, with input from the
development community, city staff, City Council and the Planning Commission. Based upon this input, Council
went through a prioritization process and centered on what is being presented in these meetings. If we continue
to expand the scope of the project beyond what Council has identified, it will put the completion of this project
at risk. He brought up the use of the “parking lot” easel as a way to keep track of big-picture ideas that are
outside of the current scope of work, but should to be considered by Council in the future. These ideas will
be presented to Council after the completion of the project for consideration in prioritizing future projects.
Blaine briefly discussed Common Open Space and passed out Martineau’s handout, which will be addressed
later.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
11:43 a.m. (10:53 on audio)
Cordell Post made a motion to approve minutes from November 15, 2018, motion was seconded, and passed
unanimously.
MULTI-FAMILY CODE CONCEPTS

11:44 a.m. (11:11 on audio)
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Corliss opened by saying the City wants input from all members and explained new procedure using
questionnaires to get a better understanding of opinions. The hope is that each member will be able to share
their thoughts and ideas on each topic so there is a clear consensus of what the group wants to accomplish.
Corliss asked members to put their names on the forms. Kellum suggested submitting forms anonymously. It
is important to indicate whether the form is from a Task Force member or audience member. Blaine
encouraged everyone to participate by turning in their forms after the meeting.
Corliss introduced Kate Rogers, who began Power Point presentation.
11:48 a.m. (16:05 on audio)

AF

T

MAXIMUM SETBACK AND BUILDING ORIENTATION
CHOICE 1 – STREET ORIENTATION; similar to current code
• Maximum setback of 25 feet
• Entries oriented to the street
• Some Windows for street-facing façade
• Parking not allowed between primary buildings and the street
CHOICE 2 – ENHANCED LANDSCAPING
• No maximum setbacks
• Additional minimal front setback required
• Enhanced landscaping required within expanded front setback
• some windows required, but not street facing entries

Both options presented are considered clear and objective, can do one or both or a hybrid. Ryals likes approach,
having both options give designers an idea of what the city wants. If we make it too broad, it is confusing.
Options of achieving this goal were discussed. Corliss explained how two-track system is supposed to work
with modifications and still meet the standards of a clear and objective track. The idea is to try to facilitate
flexibility without putting the entire project up for debate.

R

In creating flexibility, don’t make it more complicated. The intent is to utilize the discretionary track, address
some of the smaller issues in the clear and objective track, and let developers do their creative design work
through the second track – don’t try to be too specific in how this will be accomplished. Watson agreed, but
added that if you reduce or eliminate a lot of the specific requirements, you can have flexibility within the clear
and objective track. Ribera wants to see the code simplified, not add requirements to it.

Question #1 on questionnaire addresses this topic

D

FUNCTIONAL DESIGN AND BUILDING DETAILS
12:18 p.m. (46:00 on audio)
These standards are intended to promote quality design, and apply to all multi-family districts except for the
downtown zone (HD, DMU, CB and WF Zoning Districts,) which have separate standards. Standards as they
appear now are fairly subjective. The concept presented is to apply recently developed clear and objective
standards to the remaining multi-family zones:
• Revise Code to apply Section 8.255 (Façade design, articulation, and windows in the HD, DMU, CB
and WF Zoning Districts) to all zones
• Clear and objective standards adopted in 2017
• Menu approach

Question #2 on questionnaire addresses this topic
PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIONS
12:25 p.m. (53:45 on audio)
This section requires clear and safe internal connections between units, parking areas, and shared open spaces.
It requires safe crossings of streets and driveways, as well as safe, convenient, and attractive connections to
adjacent sidewalks, parks, schools, etc. Current standards need to be made clear and objective.
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Blaine suggested that rather than add items to the list, we should evaluate the current list and re-define as
needed.
• Clarify which areas within the site require pedestrian connections
• Require physical separation between walkways and vehicle circulation
• Require contrasting paving material for crosswalks
• Require connections to abutting streets for every 200 linear feet of street frontage
• Require hard-surfaced walkways with a minimum width

T

Questions #3 and #4 on questionnaire address this topic
VEHICLE CIRCULATION
12:37 p.m. (1:05:43 on audio)
These standards are geared toward encouraging street connectivity within multi-family developments.
• Define design standards for interior travel aisles (for example, sidewalk along both sides, landscape
strips, lighting, etc.)

AF

Question #5 on questionnaire addresses this topic

PARKING
12:44 p.m. (1:12:35 on audio)
Parking lot design standards for multi-family developments are covered by other sections in the code and some
requirements can probably be eliminated because of this duplication. Discussion followed on which, if any, of
the current requirements are necessary. Corliss encouraged everyone to fill in questionnaires with their thoughts
and recommendations.

Questions #6 and #7 on questionnaire address this topic

R

LANDSCAPING
12:52 p.m. (1:19:45 on audio)
Currently front setbacks for multi-family developments are required to be landscaped with one tree for every
50 feet of lineal site frontage, four shrubs for every 50 feet of lineal site frontage, as well as some sort of ground
cover (Article 9). Suggestions to improve current design standards are:
• Enhance landscaping requirements to create an attractive street frontage for multi-family buildings
• Allow required landscaping to be clustered on the site

Question #8 on questionnaire addresses this topic

D

VILLAGE CENTERS
12:56 p.m. (1:23:33 on audio)
Village Centers are intended to promote human scale design, mixed use character, and a high quality of
pedestrian environment. Rogers presented a series of concepts designed to make current code clear and
objective:
• Clarify what percentage of a building’s exterior shall be surfaced with wood, brick, stucco, stone,
masonry, or lap siding
• Select at least one or two roofline treatments
• Make current standard clear and objective regarding alleys

Question #9 on questionnaire addresses this topic
Corliss declared a five-minute break at 1:03 p.m.
Following the break, Martineau discussed handout that was presented earlier with pictures of five separate
apartment communities in Albany, showing specific cases of how developers handled buffering requirements.
In most cases, developers far exceeded the city’s minimum requirements for common open space. He also
presented information comparing common open space requirements by other cities in contrast to Albany and
found them to be quite similar.
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SEPARATION OF USES: TRANSITIONS, SETBACKS & BUFFERS 1:09 p.m. (1:37:08 on audio)
Ben Webber with SERA Architects began next part of presentation. He gave specific examples of situations
in Albany that were affected by zoning requirements and the group discussed the different scenarios and
challenges.
TRANSITIONS
• Transition to lower density uses – one foot for each foot in building height when abutting single family
home

AF
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SEPARATION OF USES
• Continue to apply 1-to-1 transition setback standard when:
o Abutting a single-family zone
o When abutting a single-family house that was built before a certain date and hasn’t been
converted to non-residential use
• Set a limit on the required 1-to-1 transition setback abutting single-family home (e.g., not to exceed 30
feet)

Question #10 on questionnaire addresses this topic

RECREATION & OPEN SPACE AREAS
1:33 p.m. (2:01:51 on audio)
Corliss briefly discussed possible concepts for recreation and open space areas: point system, require less open
space, flexibility to mix and match, children’s play areas. There was no time to go into detail in this meeting,
but she encouraged all members to give input on their questionnaire.
• Common open space
• Children’s play areas
• Private open space

R

Open Space Concepts:
• Develop “point system” to evaluate open space amenities
• Require less open space area in exchange for quality amenities
• Allow some mix-&-match of private and public open space
• Reduce some of the open space dimension requirements
• Allow some dwellings not to have private open space (currently 100%)
• Simplify and clarify children’s play area rules

Question #11 on questionnaire addresses this topic

D

NEXT MEETING DATES:
Wednesday, January 16, 2019, Ralston Room, Albany Fire Department.

ADJOURNMENT

1:37 p.m. (2:05:11 on audio)

There being no other business, the meeting was adjourned at 1:37 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Reviewed by,

Shelley Shultz
Administration Assistant I

David Martineau
Planning Manager
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PROJECT MANAGEMENT
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December 20, 2018

TO

David Martineau and Jeff Blaine, City of Albany

FROM

Cathy Corliss and Kate Rogers, APG

RE

Albany Development Code Amendment Project
Multi-family Code Concepts Task Force Questionnaire Results

CC

Ben Weber and Matt Arnold, SERA

Note: One survey taker indicated they were not on the Task Force (Multi Tech).

Maximum Setback and Building Orientation
1. Do you think Choice #2 should be offered as an option for multi-family developments?
Yes, on all types of development sites: 8
Yes, but only on certain development sites (Choice #1 should be used where possible): 2
Neutral / Don’t know: 0
No, it shouldn’t be an option: 2
Comments:
• Don’t create more issues w/choice #2. Clear and objective w/adjusted [indecipherable]
• Enhanced landscaping: lighting for pedestrian safety? Forward facing means porch lights;
fewer window implies less lighting along.
• Yes, but only as an increase in # of plantings if implemented. Also – reduce building frontage
to 40% or less for lots under 3 ac or 200’ ROW frontage.
• No, use adjustment process.
• Point system to obtain goals and options
• No additional front setback and 2 or 3 year guarantee/bond on landscaping.
• Should have clear goal, be flexible, and provide an enhanced development experience.

Functional Design and Building Details
2. We suggest using the same list of options in the multi-family zones. Does this approach
seem reasonable?
Yes, it seems reasonable: 11
Neutral / Don’t know: 0
No, a different approach should be used to avoid long, flat facades:

ANGELO PLANNING GROUP

921 SW Washington Street, Suite 468
Portland, OR 97205

angeloplanning.com
p: 503.224.6974
f: 503.227.3679
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Comments:
• Delete cornices, lower glazing
• Balcony: would love to ensure x% of development include balcony options
• Reduce fenestration/window requirements to 10%
• Amount of window on first floor may be a problem
• Add metal decorative feature attached or freestanding to list. Minus the % of window
requirements.

Pedestrian Connections
3. In order to ensure connections are “clear, easily-identifiable, and safe” and “convenient”
what do you think about requiring the following improvements for pedestrian connections
within multi-family developments?
OK

Not OK

6

4

Physical separation between walkways and vehicle circulation (e.g., with curbs)

3

7

Contrasting paving material for crosswalks (e.g., concrete; allow striping to a
limited extent)

8

2

Connections to abutting streets for every 200 linear ft of street frontage

9

1

Hard-surfaced walkways with a minimum width (e.g., 5 ft)

Comments:
•

[re: 2nd concept] Striping and lighting sufficient.

4. The Code requires pedestrian connections to adjacent uses such as parks, schools, retail
areas, and bus stops. Are there other uses that should be on the list?
Yes (list below in comments): 1
No: 7
Neutral / don’t know: 2
Comments:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Walking or bike paths
Remove requirement – encourage
Not mandated but other options to consider permitted
Don’t require connections to other than frontage ROW.
That’s what public sidewalks are for. Provide connections to public sidewalks.
Should permit but not require the connections.
Seems fine as is

Vehicle Circulation
5. Do you agree with this approach?
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Yes: 8
Neutral / Don’t know: 1
No: 2
Comments:
•
•
•
•
•

Not specific – do away with requirements
Sidewalk only on one side? Depending upon size of property. Safe pedestrian access is good.
That requirement increases costs, impervious surfaces.
Yes, but only for large unit counts or length of drive aisles.
Sidewalks on one side would be sufficient. Multiple levels for requirements of larger
developments.

Parking Lot Design
6. Do you think it’s important to retain a proximity requirement?
Yes: 0
Neutral / Don’t know: 1
No: 10
7. If you answered ‘yes’ to question #6, what should the standard be?
100 feet (current requirement):
Other (please specify):
o Need to retain considerations for folks alter-abled. First choices of units, etc.
o Retain goal / provide flexibility

Landscaping
8. Do you support increasing the minimum tree planting requirements for front setbacks?
Yes: 0
Yes, but only with the “enhanced landscaping” frontage option: 3
Neutral / Don’t know: 1
No: 7
Comments:
•
•

More if they choose.
Let “enhanced landscape” option be flexible.

Supplemental Residential Design Standards for Village Centers
9. What minimum percentage of a building’s exterior should be required to be surfaced with
one or more of the listed materials?
100% (except for doors and windows): 1
80%: 5
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60%: 3
Other (please specify): 1
 Front side only
 All or a mixture
Neutral / Don’t know: x
 Make clear
Comments:
•
•
•

Why not just forbid the material you are trying to forbid?
Just make the verbiage clear
One or more

Separation of Uses: Transition Setbacks
10. In which of these scenarios should the additional “1:1 Transition to Lower Density Uses”
setback apply?
Multi-family site abutting a single-family zone:
a. Existing single-family home in a single-family zone: 10
b. School/church or other non-residential use in a single-family zone: 6
c. Vacant lot in a single-family zone: 9
Multi-family site NOT abutting a single-family zone:
d. Pre-Existing single-family home: 9
e. Vacant lot: 3
f. Single-family home built after code adoption: 3
Comments:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Cap 30’
Zone changes should not make multifamily get out of 1:1
Capped
With a cap and “grandfathered” date; “those built after xyz date.”
Cap at 30’. Ok as presented.
Cap at 30’
Maximum 30’ for RM.
Limit setbacks to 30’ max
30 ft is good. [Re: vacant lot in a SF zone] Should voice concern or not buy for single family
residence. [Re: vacant lot or SF home built after code adoption in MF zone] Cap at 10 ft.
Buyer responsibility.
30 feet seems great.

Recreation and Open Space Areas
11. What do you think about the following proposed concepts? (check ‘OK’ or ‘Not OK’)
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OK

Not OK

11
10
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A point system (or similar) for open space standards
1

10

Require less open space area in exchange for higher-quality facilities
Flexibility to mix and match common and private open space to some degree

7

3

Reduce some open space minimum dimensions

7

3

Allow some dwellings not to have private open space (currently 100%)

11

Simplifying/clarifying the rules for children’s play areas

Comments:
•
•
•
•
•

APG

Apartments on Oak: small postage stamp size patios look ridiculous. Are they usable?
[Re: 3rd concept It should maintain @ around 75%-80% for aesthetic & livability. [Re: 5th
concept:] Depends on definition.
Add fenced dog parks to amenities. All interior setbacks can be included in open space.
Reduce open space to 20% or 15%.
Point system for all design standards.
Dwellings required to have private open space: 60%
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