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Microphones will be muted and webcams will be turned off for 
presenters and members of the public unless called upon to speak. 
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and webcam will be turned off. 

If disruption continues, the participant(s) will be removed from the 
meeting.  
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At 5:15 p.m., join the meeting from your computer, tablet, or smartphone,  
by clicking the link below: 

https://www.gotomeet.me/CommunityDevelopmentCityofAlbany/pc 

You can use your microphone or dial in using your phone. 

Call: 1-571-317-3122 (long distance charges may apply) 

Access code/Meeting Id: 498-239-709 
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listed at the top of this agenda. 

 

https://www.gotomeet.me/CommunityDevelopmentCityofAlbany/pc


Expanding Housing Options 
DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENTS TO SERVE ALL OF ALBANY 

 

 

This project is funded by Oregon general fund dollars through the Department of Land Conservation and Development. The contents of this document do not 
necessarily reflect the views or policies of the State of Oregon. 

Code Concepts Report – Part 2 (Task 2.5)  
DAT E  2/16/2021 

TO City of Albany Planning Commission and City Council  

F RO M Cathy Corliss and Kate Rogers, APG 

C C  City of Albany Project Management Team 

 

I. Introduction ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................2 

II. Code Concepts – Part 2 .......................................................................................................................................................................................................3 

A. Cottage Clusters ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 3 

B. On-Site Development Standards and Public Improvements ..................................................................................................................................................... 11 

C. Manufactured Homes ................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 14 

D. Land Division and Planned Development .................................................................................................................................................................................. 16 
 

   



CODE CONCEPTS (PART 2)   2 OF 20 

 
EXPANDING HOUSING OPTIONS FEBRUARY 16, 2021 

I. INTRODUCTION  
This report identifies initial code concepts and solutions for the Expanding Housing Options project as well as key issues for discussion at the upcoming February 
22 joint Planning Commission/City Council work session. This is Part 2 of a two-part report. The report: 

• Builds off the findings of the Comprehensive Plan and Code Audit, which identified regulations in the current Albany Development Code (ADC or Code) 
and Comprehensive Plan that need to be updated to comply with Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) Chapter 660, Division 46 (hereafter referred to as 
“the OAR”). NOTE: We anticipate the Comprehensive Plan needing relatively minor changes, primarily for consistency with middle housing Code 
amendments. Therefore, we did not include the concepts for Comprehensive Plan amendments in this report. Link to Plan and Code Audit: 
https://bit.ly/39QfxMP.  

• Identifies initial solutions and concepts for Code amendments.  

• Highlights key options for the City of Albany to consider in its approach to regulating middle housing and updating its standards for Land Divisions and 
Manufactured Homes. 

For additional background about middle housing and the City of Albany’s Expanding Housing Options project see the Project Overview and Purpose 
memorandum, which was included in the packet for the February 8 joint Planning Commission/City Council work session. 

What this Memo Covers 
We will be reviewing draft Code Concepts at two joint work sessions with the Planning Commission and City 
Council—on February 8 and February 22, 2021. To keep the content manageable, we have split the Code 
Concepts into two parts. This memo comprises Part 2 and covers the following topics:  

Code Concepts (part 2) 
A. Cottage Clusters 
B. General Development Standards and Public Improvements (including parking) 
C. Manufactured Homes 
D. Land Divisions and Planned Development  

Part 1 covered the following topics: Allowing Middle Housing in Residential Zones; Duplexes; Triplexes and 
Fourplexes; and Townhouses. 

Code concepts presented in this memo reflect the changes needed to implement the OAR for middle housing or 
to comply with state law regarding clear and objective standards for housing. Many of the necessary changes are straightforward and are simply needed for 
minimum compliance with state law. In some cases, the Project Team has made recommendations for a proposed concept that is either not required by state 
law or for which other approaches are possible. These recommendations are in italics.  

What are Code Concepts?  
Code Concepts describe potential code 
amendments in a simplified, conceptual 
way. You’ll find that not all of the details 
are worked out in the concepts – that’s 
intentional. Our hope is to get 
preliminary input and direction from the 
Planning Commission and City Council 
on the concepts before drafting any 
detailed code language. 

https://bit.ly/39QfxMP
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Discussion and Questionnaire 
Within this memo, we have included opportunities for Planning Commissioners and City Councilors to provide feedback. Instead of providing a separate 
questionnaire, we have embedded questions and space to comment within the memo itself. The intent is to make it easy for you to indicate your preferences 
where options are presented, and to note any questions or concerns regarding the Code Concepts. Areas where the Project Team is seeking specific input and 
direction are identified as “Discussion Questions.” Fillable sections of the PDF are highlighted in yellow. We are hoping this approach will help facilitate the 
discussion at the work session by focusing on areas of concern as well as give us a sense of overall PC/CC direction following the meeting. It will also help us if we 
run out of time during the meeting and cannot get to all your comments. To the extent you are able, please respond to the questions before the meeting and 
note the topics you would like to discuss (e.g., where you do not concur with a code concept). Following the meeting, please add or update responses as needed 
and return the filled-out document to the City (Email: jeff.blaine@cityofalbany.net). 

II. CODE CONCEPTS – PART 2 

A. Cottage Clusters 

Cottage clusters are groupings of relatively small homes clustered around a shared courtyard or open space. They often feature shared or clustered parking 
areas and may have a community building for shared use by the residents. HB 2001 provides a specific definition for cottage clusters that limits the footprint of 
each dwelling to 900 sf: “Cottage Cluster” means a grouping of no fewer than four detached dwelling units per acre, each with a footprint of less than 900 square 
feet, that includes a common courtyard (see sidebar for Albany’s definition of building footprint). As noted in Part 1 of the Code Concepts report, a new 
definition of cottage clusters will be added to the ADC consistent with the state’s definition. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“Building footprint” means the 
outline of total area covered by a 
building’s perimeter at the ground 
level, with or without a roof covering 
(per Article 22).  
Footprint differs from total building 
area, because it only counts the 
horizontal area of a single level, not 
each floor. (However, for single-story 
buildings, the footprint and total 
building area will generally be the 
same.) 
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The OAR requires that cottage clusters be allowed in areas that allow for the development of a single-family detached dwelling. The development standards in 
Article 3 will need to be revised to comply with the OAR for this housing type and to address additional issues specific to cottage clusters. In addition, a new set 
of design standards will need to be developed for cottage clusters. 

Important Note About Cottage Cluster Rules: 
According to the OAR, the City has three options regarding cottage cluster unit configurations: 
1. Require that all of the cottages be located on a single lot (similar to condominiums or multifamily where all of the units are on a single 

lot); 
2. Require that each cottage be located on its own lot (i.e., require a “cottage cluster subdivision”); or 
3. Allow cottages cluster developments to be located either on a single lot or on individual lots (i.e., allow both Options 1 and 2).  
 
There are important implications related to each of these options, and the Project Team is seeking further clarification from DLCD on what 
these implications are and what is within the City’s ability to regulate, per the OAR. As such, as of the writing of this memo, the Project 
Team does not yet have a recommendation regarding the three options above. If we receive additional clarification from DLCD prior to the 
February 22 joint work session, we will share that at the meeting.  
 
Because we do not have all the information we need, some of the Code Concepts related to cottage clusters are not yet complete. For 
example, we have not suggested amendments to the Land Division and Planned Development regulations for cottage clusters, because 
that may not be the City’s desired approach. The Project Team will continue working to understand all the considerations and will seek 
direction from the Planning Commission and City Council when we have all the information.  
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Initial Concepts for Section A. Cottage Clusters 

  

Code Concepts 

1) Minimum Lot Size – The code concept is to revise minimum lot sizes to meet minimum OAR compliance. The OAR bases the allowable minimum lot size 
on the minimum lot size applicable to SFDs. Cottage clusters must be allowed on lot sizes as small as 7,000 sf. Where the SFD minimum lot size is over 
7,000 sf, the minimum for cottage cluster must be the same as for SFD. See table below. Text in red is a code concept. It’s not in the current code. [NOTE: 
This would only apply if the City decided to allow multiple cottages on a single lot. For a cottage cluster subdivision, there are no OARs governing the 
minimum size of a parent parcel or individual cottage lots. However, those would be important standards to include in the code if that is the City’s desired 
approach.] 

 RR RS-10 RS-6.5 HM RS-5 RM RMA 

Single-family detached 
(1) 

5 acres (16) 10,000 sf 6,500 sf 5,000 sf 5,000 sf 3,500 sf N/A 

Cottage Cluster 5 acres 10,000 sf 7,000 sf 7,000 sf 7,000 sf 7,000 sf 7,000 sf 

(1) Section 3.220 bonus provisions may reduce minimum lot size and area, such as alley access.  

As a reminder from Part 1 of the Code Concepts report, the Residential Medium Density (RMA) is not subject 
to HB 2001, but already allows middle housing types either outright or through Site Plan Review. The Project 
Team recommends updating the RMA district to allow all middle housing outright, in order to be consistent 
with the other residential zones. We also recommend applying the same minimum lot size for cottage 
clusters in RMA as is required for minimum OAR compliance in other zones (7,000 sf). 

Do you concur with the recommended 
approach for the RMA district? Yes/No/Other (if 
“other” please clarify) 

 

 

2) Minimum Density – Per HB 2001’s definition, cottage clusters must be built at a minimum density of 4 units per acre. This should be reflected in Article 3. 

3) Minimum and Maximum Number of Dwelling Units – The OAR allows cities to establish a minimum number of dwelling units in a cottage cluster, but 
limits the options to three, four, or five dwelling units. The OAR prohibits cities from establishing a maximum number of dwellings per common courtyard 
(per cluster) that is less than eight dwelling units. The figure on page 9 shows a cluster with eight cottages around a common courtyard. (NOTE: A large 
development site could contain more than one cluster, each with its own shared courtyard.) See discussion question below. 
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Discussion Question: Min and Max Dwelling Units 
Should the City establish a minimum and maximum number of dwellings per common courtyard (per cluster)? If so, what should be the limit? Below are 
some options to consider, in order of most restrictive to most flexible: 

A. Minimum 5 units; maximum 8 units. This is the most restrictive option allowed by the OAR. If a developer desired to have more than 8 units, they 
would have to establish additional courtyard areas.  

B. Minimum 4 units; maximum 8 units.  This option allows some additional flexibility for smaller cottage clusters but still restricts the maximum 
number of cottages per courtyard area to 8.  [The Project Team recommends this option for a clear and objective standard. The Project Team also 
recommends allowing additional units in each cluster through a discretionary review process.] 

C. Minimum 4 units; maximum 12 units. This is a moderate option and is the most common approach taken by existing cottage cluster codes.  
D. No minimum or maximum. This is the most flexible option and is the approach taken in the Middle Housing Model Code. 
E. Other (please specify) 

Comments: 

 

 

 

4) Setbacks 

• Perimeter Setbacks – The OAR states that perimeter setbacks for cottage clusters cannot exceed 10 feet. However, Albany’s current minimum front 
setbacks exceed 10 feet in all residential districts. Therefore, an exception for cottage cluster setbacks will need to be reflected in the development 
standards. Albany’s side and rear setbacks are in compliance with the OAR.  

• Building Separation – Per the OAR, minimum spacing between cottages cannot exceed 10 feet. We suggest the City consider a minimum spacing of 6 
feet. This is consistent with the standard building separation requirements in the Building Code.   

[NOTE: If the City chooses to allow (or require) cottages to be developed on individual lots, setbacks for each cottage lot should be established, in addition 
to perimeter setbacks that apply to the overall development.] 

5) Dwelling Unit Size – Cottages are intended as smaller units, and traditionally fall in scale somewhere between ADUs and single-family homes. The OAR 
allows cities to limit the overall minimum or maximum size of dwelling units in a cottage cluster, as long as they apply a maximum building footprint of 
900 square feet (see definition of “building footprint” above on page 3 and note that cities can also allow an additional 200 sf for an attached garage).  In 
cities with existing cottage cluster standards units are typically limited in size (total building area) to between 1,000 and 1,400 square feet. See discussion 
question below.  



CODE CONCEPTS (PART 2)   7 OF 20 

 
EXPANDING HOUSING OPTIONS FEBRUARY 16, 2021 

Discussion Question: Dwelling Unit Size 
In addition to limiting the building footprint, should the City limit dwelling unit size for cottage clusters? If so, what should be the limit? Below are some 
options to consider, in order of most restrictive to most flexible:  

A. Maximum building area: [1,200] sf per dwelling unit. This would ensure all units are equally limited in scale. [Brackets indicate a placeholder 
figure.] Having a maximum floor area such as 1,200 sf would allow a partial second story even if the unit has a 900 sf building footprint. [The 
Project Team recommends this option for the clear and objective path. Applicants could potentially request larger cottages through discretionary 
review.] 

B. Maximum average building area: [1,000] sf per dwelling unit. This would allow flexibility for larger units in combination with smaller units. 
[Brackets indicate a placeholder figure.] This would allow some units to be larger if others were smaller. 

C. No limit. This is the most flexible option. It allows maximum height and building footprint of 900 sf to control unit size. For example, a two-story 
unit could be around 1,800 sf. 

Comments: 

 

 

 

6) Height – Height is another way to limit the size of cottage clusters, in addition to—or instead of—limiting unit floor area. The OAR does not limit cities’ 
ability to regulate building height for cottage clusters. Many cities’ existing cottage cluster codes limit height to 25 feet (which typically allows two 
stories).  

The Project Team recommends a height limit of 25 feet. This is lower than the height limit that would be 
applicable to SFD and other types of middle housing in residential zones (30 ft in RR through RS-5; 45 ft in 
RM; 60 ft in RMA). This is consistent with the intent for cottages to be smaller units, as compared to SFDs. 

Do you concur with the recommended 
approach? Yes/No/Other (if “other” please 
clarify) 

 

 

 

7) Maximum lot coverage – The OAR states that cities cannot apply lot coverage standards to cottage clusters. This should be indicated with a note in the 
development standards table.     
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8) Design Standards.  Cottage clusters are a unique form of development with specific design considerations regarding one or more shared courtyards, 
parking areas, and community buildings. The Project Team recommends that Albany adopt a tailored set of design standards for cottage clusters that 
address their unique design considerations. These would complement the recommended development standards noted above.  

The Middle Housing Model Code provides a good starting point for a new set of design standards. Many of the design standards could apply regardless of 
whether a cottage cluster was developed on single lot or on individual lots (through a subdivision). As noted previously, for any design standards that are 
more restrictive than the Model Code or the City’s design standards for Single-Family Detached Dwelling (SFD), the City would need to demonstrate that 
the standards do not cause unreasonable cost or delay. 
 
The Project Team recommends adapting many of the Model Code design standards for cottage clusters to fit 
with Albany’s Code (see Model Code standards below).    

 

Do you concur with the recommended 
approach? Yes/No/Other  

 

 

 

Cottage Cluster Model Code – Below is a summary of the Model Code standards. Modifications would likely be proposed to ensure the standards work 
well with the rest of Albany’s Code. 

a)  Cottage Orientation – These standards require cottages to be oriented around a common courtyard. More specifically:  

• Cottages must abut the common courtyard or be connected by a path. 
• 50% of cottages must face the courtyard and be within 10 feet. 
• Cottages near the street (within 20 ft) can face the street. 

b)  Common Courtyard Design Standards – These standards require each cottage cluster to share a common courtyard in order to provide a sense of 
openness and community of residents. Common courtyards must: 

• Be abutted by cottages on at least two sides. 
• Contain a minimum of 150 square feet per cottage. 
• Have a minimum width of 15 feet. 
• Be developed with a mix of landscaping, lawn area, pedestrian paths, and/or paved courtyard area, and may also include recreational amenities. 

Impervious elements of the common courtyard shall not exceed 75 percent of the total common courtyard area.  
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Figure 1. Cottage Cluster Parking Design Standards 

 

c) Community Buildings – Each cottage cluster may include one community building for the shared use of residents that provide space for accessory 
uses such as community meeting rooms, guest housing, exercise rooms, day care, or community eating areas. Community buildings must be limited in 
size in the same way as cottages.  

d) Pedestrian Access – An accessible pedestrian path must be provided that connects the main entrance of each cottage to the common courtyard, 
shared parking areas, community buildings, and public sidewalks. The path must be hard-surfaced and a minimum of 4 feet wide. 
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e) Windows – Cottages within 20 feet of a street property line must meet any window coverage requirement that applies to detached single family 
dwellings in the same zone. 

NOTE: For Albany, this would apply the single-family standard of 15% minimum window coverage to cottages nearest the street. 

f) Parking Design 

• Parking can either be clustered or provided with individual garages/driveways. Parking may or may not be covered. 
• For clustered parking, the number of contiguous spaces per grouping is limited, and landscaping is required between each grouping. 
• Parking areas must be setback from street. Screening is required from the street and from the common courtyard. 
• Individual attached garages up to 200 sf are exempted from the building footprint calculation (i.e., a cottage with an attached garage could have a 

footprint of 1,100 sf). Additional garage area would subtract from the allowable footprint for living space. 
• Individual detached garages are limited to 400 sf in size. 
• Width of individual garages is limited to 20 feet.  

g) Existing Structures – If new cottages are added to a lot with an existing house (SFD) to form a cluster, the OAR requires that cities exempt the existing 
house from the design standards that would apply to the new cottages.  

Comments, Questions or Concerns about the Code Concepts in Section A? 
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B. On-Site Development Standards and Public Improvements 

This section describes code concepts for updating the On-Site Development Standards in Article 9 and Public Improvement standards in Article 12 in order to 
comply with the OAR for middle housing.  

Off Street Parking (Article 9) 
Minimum Parking. Albany’s current off-street parking requirements will need to be revised for middle housing, as they exceed the ratios permitted by the OAR 
for some middle housing types. Generally, the City can only require one parking space per unit. The OAR further limits parking for triplexes on lots smaller than 
5,000 sf and for fourplexes on lots smaller than 7,000 sf. Because Albany allows development on legal lots that do not conform to current lot size/dimension 
standards (known as “nonconforming lots”), the City would allow triplexes and fourplexes on smaller existing lots. (Note, however, that development of triplexes 
and fourplexes is unlikely on smaller lots because it would be challenging to make them fit.) 

Parking Area Design and Landscaping. These standards also need some updating to comply with the OAR. Currently the Code states that “New parking areas or 
expansions to existing parking areas greater than 1,000 square feet, or modifications that change site circulation or access,” require Site Plan Review, per Section 
2.430. However, the Code provides specific exceptions for single- or two-family dwellings. For example, parking areas with more than two spaces must have a 
turnaround area so vehicles don’t need to back out into the street—however, single- and two-family dwellings are exempt. The OAR generally requires that 
middle housing parking areas be treated the same as SFD, so some amendments to the parking area design and landscaping standards may be required.  

Initial Concepts for Section B. On-Site Development Standards and Public Improvements (Parking) 

Code Concepts 

1) Off-Street Parking Ratios – Update the parking requirements in Table 9.020-1 to comply with the minimum OAR standards. Table 2 below lists the current 
and proposed standards. 

Table 1. Proposed Off-Street Parking Standards 

 Current Code Concepts  
(per Minimum OAR Compliance) 

Duplex 4 total spaces 1 space per unit 

Townhouse 2 spaces per unit (per Single-Family Standard) 1 space per unit 

Triplex Based on bedroom count (per Multi-Family standard) 

• Lots under 3,000 sf: 1 space total 
• Lots 3,000 sf to 4,999 sf: 2 spaces total 
• Lots 5,000 sf and over: 3 spaces total 
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Buffering and Screening (Article 9). The buffer and screening matrix in Table 9.210-1 requires a 10-foot buffer when attached dwellings with two or more stories 
in any zone abut other dwellings in residential zones. Currently, this extra buffer would apply to duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, and townhouses; however, it 
does not apply to SFD. Therefore, amendments are necessary to comply with the OAR. 

Public Improvements (Article 12) 
The key OAR provisions relevant to Article 12 are: 

• Standards for utilities and public facilities are considered “siting standards.” Middle housing must not be subject to more restrictive siting standards than 
SFDs, unless otherwise noted in the OARs. 

• Exceptions to public works standards that are granted to SFDs must also be granted to all duplexes and to other middle housing created through the 
addition to, or conversion of, an existing SFD. 

• Cities must apply the same off-street parking surfacing, dimensional, landscaping, access, and circulation standards to middle housing that apply to SFD.  

Several sections of the Public Improvements standards will need to be updated to comply with these OAR provisions, as described below. 

  

Fourplex 0.75 spaces per unit (for “quad and quint units”) 

• Lots under 3,000 sf: 1 space total 
• Lots 3,000 sf to 4,999 sf: 2 spaces total 
• Lots 5,000 sf to 6,999 sf: 3 spaces total 
• Lots 7,000 sf and over: 4 spaces total 

Cottage Cluster Based on bedroom count (per Multi-Family standard) 1 space per unit 
  

2) Parking Area Design and Landscaping  –  Revise standards so that parking areas for middle housing are treated the same as for SFDs. Add a numeric 
trigger for parking area design and landscaping standards (e.g., parking area provides more than four (4) required parking spaces or is over 1000 sf) that 
would apply to all housing types.  
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Initial Concepts for Section B. General Development Standards and Public Improvements (Buffering and Screening and Public 
Improvements) 

Code Concepts 

3) Buffering and Screening –  Exempt middle housing from the 10-foot buffer requirement, so it only applies to multi-family dwellings. 

4) Access to Public Streets – Subsection 12.100(2) contains driveway width and separation standards. This subsection generally already complies with the 
OAR because it applies the same driveway width and separation standards to SFDs as it does to duplexes and up to four multi-family units. However, if the 
City chooses to apply some additional limits on driveway access for certain middle housing types to encourage a more pedestrian-friendly environment 
(e.g., the Model Code driveway design standards recommended in Part 1 of the Code Concepts), that will need to be reflected here in Article 12. 
 
Subsection 12.100(8) provides an exception to the approach grade standard for single-family residential development. The same exception will need to be 
granted to duplexes and to other middle housing that is created by converting or adding to an existing SFD.   

5) Local Residential Streets (12.122) – Table 12.122-1 includes street design standards for “single-family development” and “multi-family development.” 
This table will need to be amended to clarify that middle housing is subject to the same street standards as single-family detached dwellings (e.g., by 
basing the street standards on the number of vehicle trips rather than the type of housing). 

6) Right-of-Way Improvements – Subsections 12.140 and 12.200 exempt single- and two-family dwellings from requirements to dedicate additional right-of-
way or to construct frontage improvements where abutting streets do not meet City standards for width or design. Subsection 12.290 also exempts 
single- and two-family dwellings from requirements to construct sidewalks when located on a local street and more than 500 ft from an existing sidewalk.  
This standard will likely need to be amended to clarify that middle housing is subject to the same right-of-way improvement standards as single-family 
detached dwellings (e.g., by removing the exemptions or by basing the right-of-way improvement exemption on the vehicle trips rather than the type of 
housing). However, we are waiting for further direction from DLCD on this issue. 

Comments, Questions or Concerns about the Code Concepts in Section B? 

 

 

 

 



CODE CONCEPTS (PART 2)   14 OF 20 

 
EXPANDING HOUSING OPTIONS FEBRUARY 16, 2021 

C. Manufactured Homes 

Article 10 of the ADC provides standards for Manufactured Home Development. This includes standards for:  

• Manufactured homes on individual lots; and 
• Manufactured home parks.  

Amendments to Article 10 are not required by HB 2001; however, like all residential development, 
manufactured homes and manufactured home parks must be allowed through a clear and objective review 
path, per state law (except as described in the NOTE below). Currently, Article 10 contains standards and 
review criteria that are not entirely clear and objective. In addition, state statutes (ORS 197.307(8) and 
197.314) limit the types of standards cities can apply to manufactured homes on individual lots and in 
manufactured home parks.  

NOTE: As discussed in the Code Audit, some of the standards authorized by the ORS are not, in themselves, 
clear and objective—for example, the standard requiring exterior siding to be “similar to” material commonly 
used on homes in the community would require discretion on the part of the reviewer. However, it is our 
understanding that the state’s requirement for clear and objective standards overrides the ORS 
manufactured home guidance standards. Cities can adopt alternative criteria to those in ORS 197.307(8) and 
197.314, so long as they are less restrictive. 

 

Initial Concepts for Section C. Manufactured Homes 

Code Concepts 

1) Placement on Individual Lots – Under the current Code, manufactured homes must be found to have “design compatibility” with other SFDs within 150 
feet of the subject site (or with the nearest five dwellings). Several of the review criteria for determining compatibility are discretionary and should be 
amended to be clear and objective.  Alternatively, if the City no longer finds these criteria necessary, they could simply be removed. See discussion 
question below. 
• Criteria (1) and (2) – These criteria state that roofing and exterior siding must be “similar in color, material, and appearance to the roofing [or siding] 

material commonly used on residential dwellings within the community or comparable to the predominant materials used on dwellings within the 
review area.” The criteria also require a minimum roof pitch of 3/12. The Project Team recommends These discretionary criteria could be replaced 
with lists of prohibited roofing and siding materials. The list could be similar to the list of unacceptable materials for garages/carports in the Single-
Family Infill Design standards (ADC 8.140(5)), which was recently added to make those standards clear and objective: polyethylene, plastic or vinyl 

 
Manufactured Home Park in Albany 

 
New Manufactured Home (by Homes Direct in Albany) 
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(except vinyl residential siding), fabric, untreated wood (except cedar or redwood), corrugated metal, or sheet metal. NOTE: Applicants could request 
an Adjustment to these standards if additional flexibility for roofing/siding materials were desired. 

• Criterion (3) – This criterion requires a garage or carport if more than 50% of the homes in the review area have a garage or carport. Manufactured 
homes are already subject to the Single-Family Infill Design standards, which have similar requirements for garages. As noted in Part 1 of the Code 
Concepts, the Project Team recommends removing the Single-Family Infill standards. If those infill standards are removed, this garage/carport 
standard for manufactured homes could be retained, if desired. If the Infill standards are retained, this manufactured home standard is redundant and 
could be deleted. 

• Criterion (4) – This criterion requires that manufactured homes be placed on an excavated and back-filled foundation (e.g., pit set) and have a 
perimeter enclosure for the foundation that is “similar in appearance to foundations or enclosures in the area.” This could be amended to simply 
require that foundations be enclosed at the perimeter.  

Discussion Question: Criteria for Manufactured Homes on Individual Lots 
The City has two primary options for addressing the issue of discretionary “design compatibility” criteria: 

A. Keep existing discretionary standards if possible. As noted above, it may be possible to keep standards that are authorized ORS 197.307(8) and 
197.314 even if they are discretionary. 

B. Revise the criteria to be clear and objective. Examples of how each criterion could be amended are listed above. 
C. Remove the design compatibility criteria. These criteria were adopted into the ADC in 2000, but the design of manufactured homes has come a 

long way in recent years. Siding and roofing types and materials continue to change; it may not be necessary to have such restrictive design 
criteria today. Further, manufactured homes are already subject to Single-Family Design Standards in Article 8 for Home Orientation and Street-
facing Windows. The City may wish to simplify the Code so that the same set of standards apply to site-built homes and manufactured homes on 
individual lots.    

Which option do you prefer?  
 
Comments: 

 

 

2) Manufactured Home Parks – For the most part, these standards in Sections 10.200-10.300 are already clear and objective. However, some standards 
should be better defined. For example, at least one “recreation area” and one “children’s play area” is required for each manufactured home park. 
However, these terms are not defined and there are no standards for what types of facilities or equipment must be provided. The multi-family Recreation 
and Open Space standards (ADC 8.220) were recently amended to be clear and objective and to improve outcomes. They include detailed standards for 
recreation and play areas; some of those concepts could be incorporated into the manufactured home park standards.  
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D. Land Division and Planned Development 

Most of the code concepts related to Land Divisions and Planned Developments in this section are not required by HB 2001. The Land Division and 
Planned Development regulations in Article 11 were identified in the City’s 2017 code audit as key issues for evaluation and possible amendment. The 
proposed code concepts for Article 11 are consistent with the recommendations from that audit and focus on achieving the following goals:  

• Ensure there is a clear and objective path for residential subdivisions, as required by state law;  

• Streamline review procedures where limited discretion is provided; 

• Ensure that Planned Development is useful for a broad range of innovative developments. 

For HB 2001 compliance, some revisions to the Cluster Development provisions are needed for consistency with other middle housing amendments. These are 
noted on page 21. 

NOTE: Further amendments to the Land Division standards would be necessary for compliance with HB 2001 if the City opted to allow (or require) 
individual cottages in cottage clusters to be on their own lots.  

In addition, discretionary standards will need to be amended. For example, one of the Home Orientation standards (10.290(2)) states that “spaces should 
be arranged to avoid uniform placement of homes.” This requirement is somewhat ambiguous and could probably be removed. 

3) Overlap with Cottage Clusters – Based on state statute, it appears the City could not prevent cottage clusters from being developed with manufactured 
cottages. If cottage clusters are permitted as units on a single lot, there may be some overlap between a cottage cluster made up of manufactured homes 
and a manufactured home park in some zones. As such, developers could potentially choose to avoid the detailed requirements for manufactured home 
parks by permitting a development as a cottage cluster. This may not be a concern, and may provide an alternative avenue for affordable housing, but it is 
worth noting. [NOTE: This is our current interpretation of state statute; however, we are seeking further clarification on this point from DLCD.] 

Comments, Questions or Concerns about the Code Concepts in Section C? 
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Initial Code Concepts for Section D. Land Division and Planned Development 

Code Concepts 

1) Lot and Block Standards – Section 11.090 regulates land division features like block length, street frontage for lots, and pedestrian connections. These 
standards currently only apply to single-family residential land divisions, but the applicability should be expanded to include middle housing as well. Also , 
because these standards are used as approval criteria for subdivisions, they must be clear and objective. Currently most of the standards are clear and 
objective, but there are a few that use discretionary language. Initial concepts:  
• Subsection 11.090(3) – These standards relate to double-frontage lots on arterials, stating: “The driveway should be designed and arranged so as to 

avoid requiring vehicles to back into traffic on arterials.” This could be made clear and objective by simply changing “should” to “shall.” 
• Subsection 11.090(5) – This states: “The average block length shall not exceed 600 feet unless adjacent layout or physical conditions justify a greater 

length. … Physical conditions may include existing development, steep slopes, wetlands, creeks, and mature tree groves.” This statement could be 
made more objective by being more specific about what conditions might qualify for an exception. For example, “existing development” could be 
described more specifically, e.g., “Buildings or other existing development on adjacent lands, including previously subdivided but vacant lots/parcels 
that physically preclude a block length 600 feet or less, considering the potential for redevelopment” (from the Springfield Development Code). 

• When converting to clear and objective standards, the City may also want to provide a review process to ensure the Code in the revised standards are 
not unreasonably restrictive. For example, if an applicant cannot meet a clear and objective standard, the Code could provide an opportunity for a 
hearing on the discretionary request. 

Subdivisions and Partitions  
2) Clear and Objective Standards and Criteria – The existing requirements for subdivisions are mostly clear and objective but do require some discretion. 

Any discretionary standards or criteria will need to be amended, or clear and objective alternatives will need to be created, to comply with state law. 
Initial concepts: 
• Tentative Plat Review Criterion (4) states: “The proposed street plan affords the best economic, safe, and efficient circulation of traffic possible under 

the circumstances.” This criterion is highly discretionary. A potential way to address this discretionary criterion is to state that proposals must meet all 
applicable street standards in Article 12.  A similar situation was addressed for residential Site Plan Review criteria in the ADC Amendments Project. 
We propose mirroring that solution here, since it was already vetted and would encourage consistency in approach throughout the Code. 

• Criterion (5) states: “The location and design allow development to be conveniently served by various public utilities.” This criterion is also 
discretionary and should probably be more specific. This criterion could potentially also refer to the utility standards in Article 12. 

NOTE: In order to avoid making the Code too strict once the discretion is removed from the standards, the City should provide a process by which 
applications can be considered through a discretionary review process. 
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1 House Bill 2306 (2019), https://olis.leg.state.or.us/liz/2019R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB2306  

3) Streamlining Subdivision Review – Currently, standard subdivisions with 20 or more lots go through a Type III review with a public hearing and decision 
by the Planning Commission. Smaller subdivisions are currently reviewed through a Type I-L procedure and the decision is made by staff. However, once 
clear and objective standards and criteria are in place, larger subdivisions that meet those clear and objective standards could potentially be reviewed by 
staff as well, which would streamline the process. See discussion question below. 

• Advantages to streamlining the process: 
o A more streamlined process would reduce costs and save time for the City and applicants.  
o Providing a hearing where there is no opportunity for broad discretionary decision-making may lead to frustration on the part of decision-

makers and other participants. 
o If applicants cannot meet a clear and objective standard or would like to propose an alternative solution, the Code could provide an 

opportunity for a hearing and consideration of that discretionary request. 
• Challenges with streamlining the process: 

o The hearing notice lets members of the community know when something is happening in their neighborhood. 
o The hearing provides an opportunity for people to express their concerns (although as noted above, this could lead to frustration if there is no 

discretion in the decision-making process) 

 Discussion Question: Streamlining Subdivision Review 
Should review of larger subdivisions (with 20+ lots) be changed to no longer require a hearing in front of the Planning Commission? 

 Comments: 
 

 

4) Allowing Permits Once Infrastructure is “Substantially Complete” – In 2019, the state legislature passed House Bill 2306 (HB 2306), which requires cities 
to allow issuance of building permits in a residential subdivision once the infrastructure is "substantially complete" (encoded as ORS 455.175, effective 
January 1, 2020).1 Substantial completion is defined as a completed water system, fire hydrant system, sewer system, storm water drainage, curbs, and 
roads and street signs necessary for emergency response access.  

To comply with this law, cities must establish a process for certification of "substantial completion" when a subdivision is developed pursuant to a 
development agreement or conditional approval that includes the construction of public improvements. This includes coordinating with other agencies to 
ensure improvements are approved through inspections or testing, and confirmation that the financial guarantee is obtained prior to any building permit 
being issued. The City must also have a process to prevent the issuance of certificates of occupancy until all improvements are completed. 

At minimum, a reference to the state statute regarding “substantial completion” should be added to the subdivision provisions in Article 11.  

https://olis.leg.state.or.us/liz/2019R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB2306
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Planned Developments 
5) Increasing Flexibility for Planned Developments – Planned developments (PD) are often used as a tool to allow flexibility for new land divisions in 

exchange for additional amenities—such as enhanced open space, transportation options, or more sustainable neighborhoods. Flexibility is granted by 
allowing lot, block, street, and parking standards to be modified, and by allowing a broader range of housing types, as well as small commercial services. 
Significant open space (at least 25% of site area) is required, and the overall density is limited to levels comparable to a standard subdivision.  Review of 
the PD project design is by the Planning Commission through a Type III process.  

As noted in the 2017 Code Audit, the ADC requirement to dedicate 25% open space (although reduced from 40% several years ago) is more than many 
developers are willing to give up in exchange for flexibility. Further, open space may not be the most important amenity or public good that the City could 
require in exchange for flexibility on development standards. There may be ways to make PD more useful for a broader range of innovative developments 
and making the PD process a more effective tool was prioritized by the Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. It is even more important 
to address this now, since subdivision criteria will need to be made clear and objective, and PD provides an alternative path for projects that may not 
meet the revised criteria.  

The Project Team has identified three initial options for modifying PD requirements to increase flexibility. See below for a discussion question related to 
these options. 

A. Keep 25% as the default minimum open space requirement, but allow a reduced percentage if an applicant can demonstrate that the open space is: 
o Appropriate to the scale and character of the PD considering its size, density, and the number and types of dwellings proposed, or 
o Meets certain standards (e.g., accessible to the general public, preserving important tree groves or habitat, or similar attributes). 

B. Reduce open space requirements for PDs (say, to 15-20%), but balance this with enhanced standards for the open space. For example, the Code could 
require that open space areas are high quality, well located to serve the site and public, and are designed to address safety and comfort of users—
keeping it flexible as to how that standard is achieved. 

C. Remove the minimum open space area requirement and leave it to the applicant to demonstrate that the proposed open space is appropriate to the 
scale and character of the PD (see previous bullet). The Preliminary Plan Review Criteria could also rely more heavily on the PD purpose statement, 
which states that PDs are intended to “Encourage more innovative planning that results in more desirable or sustainable environments or 
neighborhoods, improved protection of open spaces, transportation options, and site phasing of developments.” 

Discussion Question: Planned Development Open Space and Flexibility 
Should the Planned Development open space (or other requirements) be modified to make PDs a more useful tool for a broader range of innovative 
developments? If so, do you support any of Options A – C?  
Comments: 
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Cluster Development 
6) Streamlining Cluster Development Review – In exchange for designating at least 20% of the site for natural areas (with a priority on protecting significant 

natural resources), the Cluster Development provisions allow a project to vary from lot standards and to include some attached housing as well as small 
commercial services for large developments, while still maintaining an overall density comparable to a standard subdivision. Review is by the Planning 
Commission through a Type III process. 

Some revisions to the Cluster Development provisions are needed for consistency with other middle housing amendments. For example, the Code 
currently allows attached single-family (aka townhouses) and duplexes within the South Albany Area Plan boundary in the RS-5, RS-6.5, and RS-10 zoning 
districts, when transferring density within a project to protect natural resources. Because townhouses and duplexes will be permitted outright in these zones, as 
required by HB 2001, these Cluster Development provisions are no longer applicable.   

The 2017 Code Audit also suggested that, similar to standard subdivisions, Cluster Developments could potentially be streamlined to a Type I-L or Type II staff 
review. Most of the Cluster Development standards are either clear and objective or involve limited discretion (unlike Planned Development, which is highly 
discretionary). Therefore, it may be appropriate to simplify the process for developers in exchange for the public benefits that Cluster Development provides in 
the form of preserved natural areas. See discussion question below. 

Discussion Question: Streamlining Cluster Development Review 
Should review of Cluster Developments be changed to no longer require a hearing in front of the Planning Commission? 
Comments: 
 
 
 

Other Comments, Questions or Concerns about the Code Concepts in Section D? 
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