PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

COEUR D'ALENE PUBLIC LIBRARY

LOWER LEVEL, COMMUNITY ROOM
702 E. FRONT AVENUE

SEPTEMBER 10, 2019

THE PLANNING COMMISSION’S VISION OF ITS ROLE IN THE COMMUNITY

The Planning Commission sees its role as the preparation and implementation of the Comprehensive
Plan through which the Commission seeks to promote orderly growth, preserve the quality of Coeur
d’Alene, protect the environment, promote economic prosperity and foster the safety of its residents.

5:30 P.M. CALL TO ORDER:

ROLL CALL: Messina, Fleming, Ingalls, Luttropp, Mandel, Rumpler, Ward
PLEDGE:

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
July 9, 2019
August 13, 2019

PUBLIC COMMENTS:

COMMISSION COMMENTS:

STAFF COMMENTS:

PUBLIC HEARINGS: **TEMS BELOW ARE CONSIDERED TO BE ACTION ITEMS.

1. Applicant: Northwest Boulevard Holding, LLC
Location: 1515 Northwest Boulevard
Request: A proposed Specialty Retail special use permit in the

LM zoning district
QUASI-JUDICIAL, (SP-5-19)

ADJOURNMENT/CONTINUATION:

Motion by , seconded by ,
to continue meeting to ,__,at_ p.m.; motion carried unanimously.
Motion by ,seconded by , to adjourn meeting; motion carried unanimously.

*The City of Coeur d’Alene will make reasonable accommodations for anyone attending this
meeting who requires special assistance for hearing, physical or other impairments. Please
contact Shana Stuhlmiller at (208)769-2240 at least 72 hours in advance of the meeting date and
time.




MINUTES




PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
JULY 9, 2019
LOWER LEVEL — COMMUNITY ROOM
702 E. FRONT AVENUE

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT:

Tom Messina, Chairman Hilary Anderson, Community Planning Director
Jon Ingalls, Vice-Chair Mike Behary, Associate Planner

Lynn Fleming Shana StuhImiller, Public Hearing Assistant
Michael Ward Randy Adams, Deputy City Attorney

Peter Luttropp
Lewis Rumpler
Brinnon Mandel

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT:

CALL TO ORDER:

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Messina at 5:30 p.m.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

Motion by Ingalls, seconded by Luttropp, to approve the minutes of the Planning Commission meeting on
May 28, 2019. Motion approved.

Motion by Ward, seconded by Fleming, to approve the minutes of the Planning Commission meeting on
June 11, 2019. Motion approved.

COMMISSION COMMENTS:

Chairman Messina commented that he attended a Parking Commission Meeting this afternoon, and
during that meeting they referenced a link on cdaid.org/parking where there is a lot of information and
maps about where you can park in the City and also questions/answers for frequently asked questions
that come up regarding parking. He added that there is also an App available called “ToPark” which
citizens can use to pay for parking or to extend their parking time.

STAFF COMMENTS:

Hilary Anderson, Community Planning Director, provided the following statements:

e Health Corridor - Three workshops have been scheduled and will be held at North Idaho College.
The public is encouraged to stay for the entire workshop because public input is important. The
workshops will be held from 6:30 to 8:30 p.m. tonight, and on Wednesday from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00
p.m. She explained that part of the plan is to help make the neighborhoods stronger.

e A boat tour invitation has been extended by Kootenai Environmental Alliance (KEA), who has
invited staff and the planning commission on a Water Keepers boat tour. They have formed a
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small subcommittee, including staff members, on that trip to the north shore of the Lake to look at
“The Good, Bad and Ugly”. She stated that this will be educational look and will relate to the
Comprehensive Plan and Shoreline Ordinance. Commissioners Luttropp, Ward and Ingalls will
be attending.

e Missing Middle Housing — the city received a grant from the National Association of Realtors, and
Ms. Anderson thanked the local Coeur d’Alene Association of REALTORS for heIEing. She added
that they will be holding a forum tentatively scheduled for either August 13" or 14"

e The Envision Coeur d’Alene Comprehensive Plan Update Project Agreement was been approved
by the City Council on June 18"™ and they recently posted some frequently asked questions and
answers on the city’'s website under the Planning Commission page, titled “Comprehensive Plan.”
Ms. Anderson said that she wanted to reassure community members that they have not yet
started the process, but have been doing research and updating the Planning Commission on the
demographics and school needs, and she noted that public input will be robust and they will be
starting that process in the fall.

e The August 13" Planning Commission meeting has two scheduled items and includes an
Annexation and Variance.

PUBLIC COMMENTS:

None.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

1. Applicant: City of Coeur d’Alene
Request: A proposed amendment to the Accessory Dwelling Unit Code
LEGISLATIVE (0O-1-19)

Mike Behary, Associate Planner, said that staff is requesting a recommendation from the Planning
Commission to the City Council on the proposed code amendments to the zoning ordinance regarding
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU).

Mr. Behary provided the following statements:

e In 2007, the City first adopted zoning code language that allowed ADU’s within the city. Since that
time, City staff has become aware of some of the issues relating to the existing ADU code
restricting homeowners and builders from the ability to build an ADU above a garage. The primary
reason for bringing forward the proposed code changes is to allow ADU’s above garages.

e An ADU & Infill Housing Committee was formed and workshops were held together with Planning
Department staff to discuss possible code changes regarding ADU’s. A joint workshop was also
conducted with the Planning Commission to work on the proposed ADU code amendments. The
following is a list of the history and prior workshops that were held:

= January, 2019 - Goal set to amend ADU Code
- ADU & Infill Housing Committee formed

= February 22, 2019 - 1* Workshop

* March 15,2019 - 2™ Workshop

= April 26, 2019 - 3" Workshop

= May 28, 2019 - 4™ Joint Workshop With Planning Commission

e The purpose of the proposed ADU Code amendments is to primarily address the code issue of
height restriction that did not allow for ADU’s above garages in the rear yard. The ADU & Infill
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Housing Committee and City Staff also agreed that there should be a side and rear yard up Story
Step Back” for detached ADU’s in order to provide air space and light between properties. He
noted that staff believes this should also be a requirement for attached ADUs in the rear yard.

e The proposed ADU code amendments address those issues, along with others items such as lot
coverage, size of ADU, design standards, allowing existing garages to be converted to an ADU,
and side and rear setback requirements.

Mr. Behary concluded his presentation
Commission Comments:
Commissioner Luttropp asked who were the members involved with the subcommittee.

Mr. Behary replied that the Infill and ADU Committee included architects, professionals, builders and
realtors.

Ms. Anderson commented that Mr. Adams asked a previous question regarding the conversion of an
existing garage, and for clarification she explained that if someone converts a garage they would still have
to maintain off-street parking spaces. She explained that they can't convert a garage and not have off-
street parking, so the house would be required to have two off-street parking spaces and the ADU
(Accessory Dwelling Unit) would require one, so the total required would be three. She added that if they
have more room on their property and want to convert a garage, they can still have some surface parking.

Commissioner Mandel asked if staff had made a decision on the second story step back requirement for
an attached ADU.

Mr. Behary explained that for an ADU that is attached to the principal dwelling, they would still require the
second story step back and staff recommends that the word “should” be replaced and asked for
clarification from the commission if that is acceptable.

Commissioner Mandel replied that she agrees with the staff recommendation for the step back
requirement for an attached ADU in the rear yard.

Public testimony open.

Kevin Jester (architect and committee member) thanked staff and the members of the subcommittee. He
said that he supports the request and, if approved, the change would go a long way to preserving some of
the older neighborhoods, which are the ones that are impacted by the ADU’s.

Josh Suhr (Coeur d’Alene Association of REALTORS president-elect and committee member) thanked
staff and noted that the committee researched all sides of the issue by involving many people from the
city. He said that he supports the changes and feels that an ADU has been a desired housing product
within the Downtown Core and as Infill starts to become nonexistent, the changes will preserve the
integrity of the residential parts of the neighborhood and allow homeowners to use it as a tool.

Public testimony closed.
Discussion:
Commissioner Ingalls said that it is a great process when you get people involved who are designers and

builders and involve them in a committee. He added that the city deserves a “pat on the back,” and said
with four workshops done that is a lot of input, debate and fine tuning, and he feels it's ready to go.
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Chairman Messina thanked staff and expressed appreciation to Mr. Behary for his work coordinating all
the workshops that contained a lot of visuals and information.

Motion by Mandel, seconded by Fleming, to approve the item 0-1-19 that includes the setback
requirement. Motion approved.

2. Applicant: Rivers Edge Apartments, LLC
Location; 3528 W. Seltice Way
Request:
A. A proposed 22.17 acre Planned Unit Development known as “Rivers Edge PUD”

QUASI-JUDICIAL (PUD-2-19)

B. A proposed 29-lot preliminary plat known as “Rivers Edge”
QUASI-JUDICIAL (S-2-19)

Mike Behary, Associate Planner presented the staff report and stated this is the applicant’s second
development proposal request at this site. The first request was heard in December, 2018 by the
Planning Commission. That development proposal was for an apartment facility with a public trail located
along the river. The proposed zone change was approved by the Planning Commission. The other two
items, SP-11-18 and the Limited Design PUD in item LDPUD-1-18, were denied without prejudice by the
Planning Commission and went to City Council on appeal. The zone change request was heard by the
City Council, which was denied. The City Council made a motion not to hear the appeal hearings because
the SUP and PUD were contingent on the underlying zoning being C-17.

Mr. Behary provided the following statements:

The subject site is located south of Seltice Way, north of the Spokane River, and is west of and adjacent
to the Atlas Mill site. The 22.32 acre site is currently vacant and undeveloped. Prior to 2004, the subject
site was once part of a large sawmill facility that was active on the site for many years. The sawmill has
since closed and all the buildings have been removed from the site. The applicant’s overall property was
annexed into the city in early 2014 with C-17 and R-12 zoning.

e The applicant’s overall proposed project has two zoning districts with R-12 zoning on the southern
portion of the property along the river and C-17 zoning on the northern portion of the subject site.

e There is a 3.6 acre tract that is owned by the city that bisects the proposed development. The
City’s 3.6 acre site is not part of the application request. The applicant does have an access
easement over the City’s property for ingress and egress.

e The northern part of the applicant’s proposed project is zoned C-17 and the southern portion is
zoned R-12. There are approximately 7.5 acres that are zoned R-12 along the river and 14.82
acres along Seltice Way that are zoned C-17.

e The applicant has stated that he intends to develop the property with residential uses and a
commercial use. The applicant intends to build a multi-family apartment complex, self-storage
facility, and a private gated single-family residential community along the river. The zoning code
states that “[g]ated residential developments/communities are prohibited unless approved as part
of a PUD".

e The proposed apartment facility will have eight apartment buildings that will contain up to a total of
250 dwelling units and 161 garage stalls. There will be an overall total of 513 parking spaces that
are associated with the apartment facility.
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e The maximum building height for the apartment buildings will be 45 feet as required for
multifamily buildings in the C-17 zoning district. The C-17 zoning district regulations state that
multifamily uses must follow the R-17 standards in regard to building height.

e The proposed self-storage facility will have a total of 391 storage units with some units capable of
storing RV’s. There will be an overall total of 41 parking spaces that are associated with the self-
storage facility. There are a total of 28 single family residential lots along the river and this is
proposed to be a private gated community along the river.

e The applicant is also proposing to build a 6-foot height block wall along the northern part of the R-
12 lots that will separate the multi-family area from the single-family residents along the river. The
block wall will be built in a separate tract that is adjacent to the private road.

e The multi-family facility is located beyond the 150-foot shoreline area. However, the single-family
lots along the river will be within the 150-foot shoreline area. All structures within the 150-foot
shoreline area will be required to meet the maximum building height of 30 feet. The applicant has
indicated that the development is proposed to be phased over many years. The applicant has
submitted a Phasing Plan that depicts the proposed project phasing.

e The applicant is proposing to position the apartment buildings and private roadway on his property
such that there will be two view corridors that allow views of the river looking south from Seltice
Way.

e The applicant is proposing both public and private open space areas as part of this project. The
open space requirement for a PUD is no less than 10% of the gross land area and the applicant’s
proposed project will have a total of 10% of open space. The applicant is proposing a total of 2.67
acres of open space that will consist of 1.65 acres of private open space associated with the
apartment complex and 1.02 acres of public open space associated with the single-family lots
located along the river.

e There are two open space tracks that are located along the river which are 60 feet wide and allow
public access to the river. The applicant is proposing a native passive recreation area with a
three-foot-wide pedestrian path allowing access to the river. The two open spaces can be access
by pedestrians from the 16-foot trail that will traverse the property from east to west.

e The proposed sixteen-foot-wide multipurpose trail will have trail connections to the adjacent
properties to the east and the west of the subject site. The applicant is proposing to locate the
trail on his property that will have a platted easement for public access. The proposed trail will
provide for trail connection to the east and west of the subject site.

e Mr. Behary provided various photos of the site showing the property and location.

e He provided a copy of the PUD site plan and building elevations that included renderings of the
Self-Storage Building, RV Storage Building, and Recreation Building, Building Envelope Plan,
View Corridor Map and Landscaping plan.

e He went through the various findings for the PUD and Subdivision

o He stated that the Comprehensive Plan designates the area as Spokane River District

e He provided a list of Comprehensive Plan Objectives that the Planning Commission would
consider.

e He provided various site photos of the property.
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e He included a copy of the zoning map and land use map.
e He provided a copy of the phasing plan.

¢ He noted that the various departments reviewed the application and that Chris Bosley, City
Engineer, provided the following statements regarding Streets and Traffic: Seltice Way is a
Principal Arterial Road and Seltice Way is a newly constructed street section that was designed to
handle the development potential of the site and the surrounding properties. The other
departments, including Wastewater, Water, Parks and Fire, stated that they didn’t have any
issues with the development.

e The applicant provided a copy of the Open Space Plan.
e Mr. Behary said there are 14 conditions for approval.
Mr. Behary concluded his presentation.
Commission Comments:

Commissioner Ingalls commented that the subject of open space is a big deal and that the applicant
needs to provide 10% open space. He said that the PUD criteria within the findings doesn’t say “public”
open space; just “open space.” He noted that in the previous Annexation Agreement it states, “Public
access to the Spokane River is a requirement.”

Mr. Behary explained that within the Annexation Agreement it does state that access to the river is a
requirement and that the applicant has provided access to the river with the two open space tracts noted
on the site plan.

Commissioner Ingalls said that they have to make Finding B8F that states: “Parking sufficient for users.”
He questioned if the public is considered a “user” and how staff determines if there will be sufficient
parking for users. He questioned how he would access the two parcels to get to the water.

Mr. Behary answered that you can’t access the parcels with a car and explained that the only way to
access the two parcels is through the pedestrian bikeway that will allow access with either a bike or by
walking.

Commissioner Fleming said that there are also gates located on the property and questioned how they
would get to the public open space without using the gates.

Mr. Behary said that the applicant could address that question.

Commissioner Ingalls said that he is struggling with the Finding that states: “compatibility with adjacent
properties,” and explained that the city property runs through the applicant’s property and is a “weed
patch.” He questioned how they make that finding based on not knowing what the city property will be in
the future.

Mr. Behary explained that the uses allowed in the current zone, which is C-17, would be allowed in that
area.

Chairman Messina said that in the staff report the property is designated as R-17 and C-17. The definition
for C-17 states that, “The C-17 zoning district allows multifamily uses but must follow the R-17
requirements,” and that within the R-17 requirements there is a height requirement.

Mr. Behary explained that everything in the multi-family area would have to meet the standards of the R-
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17 zoning district so it would include the building height and setback requirements.

Chairman Messina said that the applicant is indicating a 45’ height requirement for the apartment buildings
and asked if that is allowed.

Mr. Behary said that the applicant is not asking for any modifications to go higher, so that is correct.

Chairman Messina said that single family homes are not allowed within the 150’ shoreline and inquired if
staff could explain.

Mr. Behary said that some of the lots along the shore are deep and would go past the 150’ setback but
that the lots within 150’ would have a maximum height of 30'.

Commissioner Luttropp asked where are the gates are located and if people are allowed to use the gates
to get to the water.

Mr. Behary said that the applicant could answer that question, but it was his understanding from talking
with the applicant that the gates will not allow vehicle access but would allow pedestrian access.

Commissioner Luttropp asked about the 6’ wall and if he could get staff's opinion on the wall and if it
would eliminate all views and vistas from Seltice.

Mr. Behary explained that a fence is a permitted use and that anyone can have a 6’ fence on their
property. He said that the property does slope and is higher on Seltice and people driving on Seltice will
be able to see a view, but not from a bike.

Commissioner Luttropp explained that the Fire Department reviewed the application for safety and the
Police Department as part of their review makes sure the lighting is sufficient and safe. He asked if the
Police Department had made a recommendation as to the type of lighting that would be adequate for
safety.

Mr. Behary said that the Police Department will not review this plan, but part of staff’'s requirement is that
lighting will be low-level, site specific lighting in the commercial areas.

Commissioner Fleming explained that part of their decision is to look at staff's conditions and noted that
condition number 11 states to build a 16’ shared path on either the city’'s property or on the subject
property with a wall. She questioned if there has been any discussion as to whether the wall and path
could be separated.

Mr. Behary explained that there is an opportunity for the trail to be moved onto the city’s property.
Public testimony open.

Lanzce Douglass, applicant, provided the following statements:

o Staff did a great job explaining the project and he showed a map of what the previous uses were
on the property.

e In 2006, Marshall Chesrown bought the property and tore down the pellet log manufacturing plant.
Washington Trust bought the property from Mr. Chesrown, who hired Verdis, a local land use
planning company, to take them through the annexation process to get the property annexed into
the city. He explained that part of the process required Verdis to provide the city with a map that
depicted what the property would be developed as.

e He presented a copy of the former annexation map showing how the property would be
developed. The property was zoned C-17 and R-12. He noted that the property owned by the City
is not part of the proposal.

e They are intending to provide sub-storage on the northwest corner of the site and will provide 250
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apartments that will front on Seltice. To the east of the property is the railroad right-of-way, which
they don’t own.

e The trail is located on the R-12 portion of the property as required by the annexation agreement,
and a provision was included in the annexation agreement that would allow the trail to be placed
on the railroad right-of-way with the city’s permission.

e He addressed the wall that was discussed to be adjacent to the trail and noted that located on the
south side of the wall is a road that will serve as access to all the lots on the water. He said they
will have two access points through public tracts 60’ wide for the public to get access to the water.

e Mr. Douglass pointed out the two gate locations on a map that will be used for vehicular traffic
only. Sidewalks will be placed around the gate to allow pedestrian bicycles access all the way
from Seltice and they will be able to go through the gate for public access to the water, or the
public can access the public access parcels along the trail that hooks to the railroad right-of-way
at Mill River.

e He stated that the houses proposed on the southern portion of the site are very similar to Mill
River directly to the west and that the majority of the frontage will have the wall with the road
located behind the wall and the houses that front on the water.

¢ He said that, looking from the water, the houses will be placed within the 150’ Shoreline area with
the houses located 40’ from the water with heights of 30’. He noted that the picture of the
property shows docks that they will not be building. The docks are under a different permit from
the Department of Lands and future homeowners can apply for them individually.

He indicated that most of the homes will have a private beach.
He said that the question of compatibility came up in previous discussion and noted that the
property is surrounded by C-17 zoning.

e He referenced the letter dated July 9" from “We The People” and said that he would like to
address some of the points addressed in the letter. In the letter, it stated that they were required,
as part of the annexation, to do a full PUD, and that is what this application is. He also
commented that it stated in the letter that they are required to create public access to the river,
and they have provided public access to the river through their two tracts as required by code, in
the annexation agreement. The letter also stated they are to provide open views to the river and
noted that they lined up their public access points with the roads coming in to the site and said
that there is no code requirement that says exactly how wide a public view has to be. He added
that there are views of the river from Seltice that are unobstructed. He further continued that the
letter stated that they have to provide a 16’ wide trail along the R-12 parcel and they have shown
the trail on their parcel adjacent to the railroad right-of-way and recently received a letter from the
City Parks Department authorizing them to put the trail in the railroad right-of-way as an alternate
place. He said that he is willing to put the trail in the railroad right-of-way and pay for the costs to
put the trail in, but he is showing the trail on their property to show they can accommodate the trail
on their parcel. He said if the city wants the trail on their property, they can accommodate that.

¢ Inregard to providing public parking, Mr. Douglass said that there is no requirement in the code
stating they have to provide public parking. He noted that the letter mentions the land swap and
that the land swap was part the previous proposal.

e He said that without any permission they can put 250 units on the site and that the previous land
swap portion of the property. He said in the letter they wanted the land swap which limited them
to 360 units which would cut their density by 20 units, and they are not willing to lose density. The
letter said that they would want them to have a 60’ easement along the waterfront for public trails
and at a previous City Council hearing they had that discussion, which was denied. He added
that, by code, they are not required to provide a 60’ trail along the water.

e The letter listed things to consider, including a riverwalk, beach access, benches and landscape
maintenance that were part of the last proposal that was denied. Mr. Douglass said that the
previous proposal will be up for reconsideration in September to City Council. He noted that the
letter wants them to provide public parking for users of the trail and suggested that the city can
allow the public to park in the city right-of-way.

Mr. Douglass concluded his presentation
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Commission Comments:

Chairman Messina inquired about the public access along the river and asked if there will be access into
the water.

Mr. Douglass said that people can get to the water.

Chairman Messina inquired if those two parcels will be fenced on either side for the residents on the left or
right of the property.

Mr. Douglass explained that the parcels could be fenced by the City but they are not proposing a fence
since they will be selling those lots.

Chairman Messina asked about the trail location on the map.

Mr. Douglass explained that the Coeur d’Alene City Park’s Department provided a letter to them
authorizing them to put the trail in the railroad right-of-way and the map is showing the trail on their
property which was a requirement in the annexation agreement and why it was shown on their property
with a note next to the trail for an alternate position.

Commissioner Ingalls questioned the use of private streets and noted that in Bellerive they have seen in
recent dialogue at public meetings the request to place gates on their private streets, and that those
private streets are providing an access to the public open space. He feels that the proposal is similar
where they might create a problem where there is public access to get to the public beach but someone
without a bicycle or walking won't be able to get to the property. He said that in the narrative it states,
“This area serves a diverse population by providing a variety of spaces for recreation accessibility by
people of different ages and abilities.” He said that, for him, it means if he can’t walk a long distance or
bicycle, he won't be able to use the property.

Mr. Douglass said they are not required to provide vehicular access to the public access points to the
water and it is not required in the code or the annexation agreement. He explained that they are required
to have public access to the water and are providing an access through the gates for bicycles or walkers.
He commented that they don’t have to accommodate every person. He further commented that in
Bellerive he owns the 11 lots at the west end of Bellerive which has an easement through the existing
road, and that the community can'’t legally put up a gate since it will cut off his access, and he concurred
they have a parking problem.

Commissioner Ingalls explained that when they get ready to make their findings they need to consider the
usability of the parcels and he commented that he is struggling for practical reasons as there is nowhere
to park to use the public spaces.

Mr. Douglass explained that the city owns a piece of property in the right-of-way that could be used for
parking.

Commissioner Ingalls asked if Mr. Douglass thought that the city parcel would be used for parking.

Mr. Douglass said that is a good question and not his decision.

Commissioner Ingalls asked if the city property became parking, would it be compatible.

Chairman Messina said that he concurs that there should be a way to get to the lots other than biking or

walking and said that understands what the commission is saying that if you can’t get to those lots, they
are not accessible. He asked if staff could provide a definition of accessibility for open space.
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Mr. Adams said that the Annexation Agreement simply states “design and provide open space/and or
other public access to the Spokane River”. He added that it doesn’t specify how to access a property.

Commissioner Ward asked, if the trail is moved onto the city right-of-way as the alternative location, could
they still maintain the wall in the present location and instead of a trail there might be a vegetative buffer
that might soften the wall and be maintained by the property owners.

Mr. Douglass said that they could move the trail to the property line.

Commissioner Fleming said that she has worked on 50% of the houses and knows the clientele. She said
that those folks are not going to want the cross path of the public entering into their private street. She
suggested that if it is all bike/ped, why they don’t move the green space outside on the end portion, so
people have two accessible locked gates and so that the people who own the homes in that area will
maintain their privacy. She agreed that by moving the trail back to the city right-of-way it might be able to
provide parking in the right-of-way and could be a solution.

Mr. Douglass said he concurred, but commented that there is a requirement in the code stating that the
greenspaces have to be a certain distance from each other and he would have to get permission from the
Community Planning Director to allow that, which makes sense.

Commissioner Mandel stated that she had the same thought but realized it would compromise the view
corridor. She explained if we would gain on public access/accessibility in parking but would the change
compromise the view corridor.

Mr. Douglass said that he felt they have discussed the view corridor issue for years, and there are no
standards for a view corridor. He explained that they will do a good job with landscaping by providing
different types of trees that will get big and in 20 years they will have to chop down the trees to maintain
the view. He said that it sounds good to have a view corridor, but in 20 years it will be gone.

Commissioner Mandel said she was having the same thought about consolidating and moving closer to
where the public access is located.

Commissioner Fleming said that she feels you have to keep the general public from not going into a
private community.

Chairman Messina said that if they decide to change the gate location and move the access points to the
end of the property, he questioned how it could be done.

Ms. Anderson said that the applicant was correct and that they could make that decision this evening as a
condition of the PUD, and that the subdivision would have to meet the requirements of the code to show
that the parcels would have to be the same size and not compromised. She added that there are some
challenges on the west side of the property where HARSB (Hayden Area Regional Sewer Board) has their
easement and they would need their approval for the change request, which makes sense. She added
that the code is not specific but the Annexation Agreement states that they have to be away from the
public right-of-way, which is from Seltice. She explained that they could provide view corridors on the two
ends, but would have to make sure there weren’t any obstructions like carports etc. She added that there
could be a condition added to the preliminary plat with the new condition added.

Mr. Douglass said that the issue is a “non-issue” as they have an easement across property that he owns
so he can sell the property but he can’t put a building on the property or any permanent structures, but a
park on the property would be allowed, and just because they have an easement doesn't give them the
right to dictate to him anything he can’t put a permanent structure on.
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Commissioner Ingalls said that there were some parts of the previous proposal that he liked; for example,
he liked the trail placed along the waterfront, but that proposal was denied. He said that he would like to
understand the positives versus the other proposal. He explained that the original proposal was going to
be somewhere around 850 units and now that number has been reduced to 278 units. He added that
reducing density is a positive.

Mr. Douglass explained that the 850 units proposed became 680 units when the last proposal went before
the City Council. He added that it included the 130 units that are on the Stimson site that has a Special
Use Permit granted, because on the last proposal the city was a “co-applicant” with him and they were
doing a land swap as part of the project and if it had been approved they would have gotten the railroad
right-of-way so the count would have been 408 units.

Commissioner Ingalls asked why traffic wasn’t discussed this time and noted that in the previous proposal
they had a lot of dialogue on traffic.

Mr. Douglass explained that Chris Bosley, City Engineer, along with Welch Comer, did a traffic study that
included the previous project and this project, if approved, would not have a negative impact since they
are proposing less units.

Commissioner Ingalls said that at their last hearing they had a lot of discussion regarding schools and
noted that they recently received a letter from the school district stating that if the project is approved, it
would not have an impact on the schools.

Commissioner Luttropp said that he has a difficult time with a wall and believes that it wrecks the view
corridor and is terrible. He added that he would prefer not to have a fence or a wall, but if there is one he
would prefer to see through it. He commented that in the staff report it talks about the lots along the river
complying with “some” of the Shoreline Regulations and asked why not comply with all of them.

Mr. Douglass said that he will comply with all shoreline requirements.

Commissioner Ward said that he has been doing the math and following up on Commissioner Fleming’'s
question regarding whether it was a possibility to move the greenspaces to the ends and lineup the
parking with the storage units on the east portion which would provide more views from Seltice without any
interruptions.

Mr. Douglass said they could make them the same size.

Ms. Anderson commented that the reason the subdivision code is written is that the Fire Department has
a requirement for a fire access and would have to work with them regarding an emergency access. She
added that staff discussed the possibility of moving the two open space lots and it makes sense to move
the lots on the far east side instead of putting some on the west side because it would be next to a gated
community. She said it would make sense to have all the open space grouped together.

Chairman Messina asked if there could be a condition including their previous discussion regarding the
placement of open space in the findings and questioned what happens.

Ms. Anderson explained that the applicant would have to work with us and then that condition would be
added to the final plat and PUD.
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Mr. Douglass asked if the condition, as proposed, could be approved now and added to the condition “if
allowed by other departments” that the access points would either be placed on the east end/west end in a
similar size or greater than they currently are, so they would not have to come back for approval. He
explained that he understood Commissioner Fleming’s concerns and said that she is correct, but the way
the lots are now complies with all the codes. He suggested that the commission vote on the condition that
is presented with a caveat, that if agreed, to place the public open spaces to the outside that he would
prefer that too, but that he didn’t want to have to come back and go through the public hearing process.

Commissioner Messina said that after hearing the discussion from staff they would prefer to combine the
two parcels into one and place them at a much better location at the far end. He wanted not to affect the
applicant so much that it would have to come back for a public hearing.

Commissioner Luttropp said that he feels one thing that is missing is who owns the property to the east
and asked if that is the ignite /property and if so, he doesn’t know what the plan is for that property. He
feels they are saying that the applicant’s open space should be moved and noted that they should be
careful not knowing what the other property will become. He commented that he thought the discussion
was premature.

Todd Whipple, applicant representative, provided the following statements:

e He showed a copy of the current plan and commented that he agrees that the open space parcels
can be moved.

o He explained the intent for the gate was for cars and the sidewalks with public use easements
from Seltice to the open spaces would remain open.

e He provided a map showing the connectivity.

e He stated that the annexation agreement required them to do a PUD and subdivision.

¢ He addressed the view corridors and commented that the buildings were moved to make the
access corridors and view corridors work.

e He said that they agree with all the findings in the staff report and for the most part the project
meets all the findings.

e He commented that they are building to the R-12 zone and provided a map showing the
configuration of the property.

e He stated that the buildings will be 45’ tall which is allowed in the C-17 zone. He said that they
tried to make sure to maintain the view corridors by moving the buildings apart.

e He added that they will maintain the 40’ setback requirement that was discussed. The buildings
will meet the 30’ height of the buildings and will provide two 60’ open space tracts that have to be
a minimum of 600’ apart.

e He said that he feels if any changes were to happen, it would have to be approved by the Fire
Department.
He said that they feel they have met all the criteria for the PUD and Subdivision.
He said that Mr. Douglass covered all the things with the application and made sure to include all
items listed in the previous annexation agreement, so they wouldn’t have to come back asking for
extra things.

e He explained that for traffic they will be generating 176 cars in the p.m., and 2,166 less than the
10,000 that was allowed. He added that the comment from the City Engineer in the staff report
states the roads can handle the added traffic.

Mr. Whipple concluded his presentation:
Commission Comments:

Commissioner Fleming said that Mr. Douglass mentioned that he will not be constructing docks but that it
will be up to future buyers. She noted in the staff report under condition number four it states, “If docks
are to be constructed, the Fire Department will require access to the docks including a standpipe Sistine.”
She asked if the applicant would be handling that and will the HOA (Home owners Association) receive
written notice that it is their responsibility to provide a standpipe.
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Mr. Whipple explained that the intent will be to prepare the docks in case they will be built. They won't be
getting the permits to build docks, but a standpipe will be there in case there is a fire.

Commissioner Fleming said that she feels the condition needs to be changed to state that for the
provision of future dock construction they need to require that the standpipe is adequate and that the
standpipes are positioned and located by the applicant.

Mr. Whipple said that he agrees with that wording.

Commissioner Luttropp said that if that language is not provided, a dock couldn’t be built because they
wouldn’t have fire protection.

Mr. Whipple explained that a future owner could come back and install a standpipe which will be on a
private road and they would need to get permission from the HOA to dig up the road and put the standpipe
in for a dock.

Commissioner Luttropp asked if it up to the commission to determine where the trail will be located if it will
be on the applicant’s property or the city owner property.

Mr. Whipple said that he feels the decision to change the position of the trail is not up to the Planning
Commission, who can make a recommendation where they would like the trail placed. He said that the
Annexation Agreement wording says that, The applicant shall put a path on his property but can, through
approval from someone else (private landowner/or city) locate it somewhere else.

Commissioner Luttropp question whether, if the Planning Commission is silent on the placement of the
trail, the trail would remain on the applicant’s property.

Mr. Whipple explained that the Planning Commission can make a recommendation that it would be in the
public’s best interest to have the trail located in the city property and help with the approval process
including a letter submitted from the City Parks Department wishing the trail be located on the city

property.

Rodger Smith, representing the group, “We the People,” said that this is a major decision for the City of
Coeur d’Alene that could affect the city for many years and commented that it is a “once in a lifetime, once
in forever” decision that will affect the citizens. He said that in 2015 the first River's Edge proposal was
presented with 28 homes similar to what is being presented tonight, but it was rejected by staff for not
being in compliance with the 2013 Annexation Agreement. He explained that since then the plan has
“tweaked” the same 28 homes on the river.

Chairman Messina asked about the statement made that the Annexation Agreement in 2013 was not in
compliance and inquired if Mr. Smith had any history why the request was denied.

Mr. Smith explained that there was a letter sent from the city to the applicant that cited the reasons why it
was not in compliance with the Annexation Agreement. He added that he didn’'t have a copy of the letter
but remembers why it was denied based on public access.

Mr. Smith continued his presentation and stated that in 2018 the applicant submitted an application for
680 apartments which was denied as an appeal, with a reconsideration hearing yet to be scheduled. He
said that today the application is for 28 homes on the river, 250 apartments, storage units, and no trail
along the river front. He commented that the Planning Commission should consider if the project complies
with the Comprehensive Plan. He cited other things that are important such as the Shoreline Regulations,
the 2013 Annexation Agreement, and the City Council resolution in 2014 that included protecting the
riverfront.

Chairman Messina asked if approval of the application is based on the 2013 Annexation Agreement.
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Ms. Anderson explained that staff made copies of the 2013 Annexation Agreement to review and that the
applicant has made sure with the current application to consider those things stated in that agreement.

Commissioner Mandel said that they confirmed that this project meets the Shoreline Regulations.

Mr. Smith said that there are things that the project should address under the Comprehensive Plan, and
that his group came up with a list of things that could be addressed such as public access to the river,
open spaces, parks, public spaces, ped/bike access adjacent to the river, and open views. He added that
the city council resolution approved in 2014 was drafted with the Mill property in mind and the goal was
public acquisition and protection planning for the river front areas. He stated that they have suggested an
alternate plan proposing retention of the trail along the river, public trail on the riverfront not 100 feet back
behind the homes, and the retention of some riverfront views and amenities. He said that he feels that
traffic is still a concern and any major development will have an impact. He added that the letter from the
School District was misrepresented.

Chairman Messina questioned why the School District letter was misleading and commented that the
letter in their packet stated that the school district did not have any objection to the proposal.

Mr. Smith explained that the original letter painted a very dim and dreary picture of the school capacity
problem.

Chairman Messina inquired if Mr. Smith could reply to the current letter they had in their packet.

Commissioner Luttropp asked if the Annexation Agreement requires a PUD and does the PUD include the
entire property including standpipes and future docks.

Ms. Anderson stated that the PUD is for the entire property.
Commissioner Luttropp said that in that event, they can make the decision to move the trail if they wanted.
Ms. Anderson answered that moving the trail could be a recommendation.

Terry Godbout said that he feels the most important thing is where the gates are located on the property
will keep the city and public from accessing all of the city property. He said that he agrees that the gates
should be moved to the entry into the developer’'s property. He further commented that he doesn't
understand the C-17 and R-17 zoning and how the density of 17 units per acre works. He asked if the R-
17 rules comply in the C-17 portion of the property and if all the property. He stated that doesn’t make
sense, because it seems like the applicant will be getting a bonus of 391 storage units.

Ms. Anderson explained that a mini-storage is a “use” so not considered residential units. She added that
within a PUD it is allowed to move the density around if it is the same lot and they have done that in other
projects.

Mr. Godbout thanked Mr. Douglass and said that he met with him and Mr. Smith for two hours and thinks
he might understand their concerns. Mr. Godbout explained that he was going to address the letter from
the School District and was not aware that there was a new letter submitted and wasn’t able to obtain a
copy in time for the hearing.

Elaine Price said that she is concerned about traffic and the impacts the project will have on the
community.

Ken Windram, Administrator for the Hayden Area Reginal Sewer Board (HARSB), said he wanted to
acknowledge the City of Coeur d’Alene Wastewater Department and Planning Department who have been
very conscientious in remembering that they have an “outfall” and that the developer is aware they have
an outfall line that they need to have or the City of Hayden will be impacted. He stated that they would
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encourage that the property along the Westside be kept open and suggested providing for a paved road
for people to get their boats to the water.

Chet Gaede said that Mr. Douglass has made sure that the application follows the ordinances and codes
and commented that the commission will have a hard time not approving the plan. He stated that the
roads from Seltice to the right-of-way are private roads so the developer can put the gates anywhere he
wants. He further commented that the Shoreline Ordinance was written to protect the shoreline using a
PUD as a tool to use that benefits the applicant. He suggested that before the commission makes a
decision, to please be careful. He said that he believes from looking at some of the documents that the
applicant’s intent is to knock down the bank where there is a cliff and in order to do anything, to prepare
for docks, you will have to knock that bank down. He added that the Shoreline Ordinance says you can'’t
do that. He suggested that the commission look at the conditions and be creative and put staff to work. He
guestioned the city process to enforce the Shoreline Ordinance.

Mr. Behary explained that during the PUD process, you are allowed to ask for modifications including the
Shoreline Ordinance, but the applicant is not asking for any modifications.

Mr. Gaede said that in previous testimony Mr. Douglass said he was going to grade the bank and the
Shoreline Ordinance says he can't.

Mr. Behary stated that is correct because there is a “no build” area in the first 40’ of the shoreline.

Mr. Gaede further commented that it also says that you can’t disturb the bank. He said that he doesn’t
want this project to be like Bellerive.

Ms. Anderson said that Bellerive has been enforced. They have a Tract A which is the sloped area with
the rocks and a reduced setback, a plat meander line at 35’ to measure their setbacks from less than 40’,
and is enforced at the time a building permit is issued. She feels that it would be a help for the applicant to
speak about the process of how the shoreline will be graded.

Mike Pelissero said that they keep losing more access to the river and that he concurs with Commissioner
Fleming to maybe move the public access lots to the end to provide more access to the river.

Gabriel Minor said that she recently took her kids for a bike ride along the water next to the property and
the thought that it might be going away makes her sad, because they need to have the ability to enjoy the
area.

Mr. Whipple provided the following statements
e He explained that the building lots will be graded to prepare for future docks.
e He stated that traffic is a big problem and that a traffic study was done that included the 870 units
and, now, with this request, the numbers of units has been decreased which will reduce the traffic
impacts.

Mr. Douglass said that he wanted to address the question asked regarding moving the gates and said that
he would move the gates to the R-12 entrance that would allow the public to come in off of Seltice, down
to the right of way and park to have access to the trail. He said that would work for him to move the gates
to the R-12 property to allow public access.

Commissioner Ingalls said that it is not about moving the gate, but granting the city an easement to have
access across the private parcel to get to the property.

Commissioner Fleming suggested that those “shot gun” lots are unbuildable and questioned if some of the
dedicated 10% of greenspace could be that the city give that additional 16’ back to the applicant to be
used for his other lots and she asked Mr. Douglass if he would be able to give them some waterfront if the
city would do that.
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Mr. Douglass said that he would not be able to do that, but could leave the trail where it is on the city right-
of-way portion.

Commissioner Fleming said that the city agreed to give Mr. Douglass land by moving the 16’ into the right-
of-way which would give him a bonus.

Mr. Douglass said that the 16’ is a worthless piece of property and it would not make sense to give away a
piece of valuable property.

Commissioner Luttropp asked if the purpose of granting a PUD would be to benefit the property owner
and the City.

Mr. Douglass said that they are not asking for any benefits with the PUD and added that the only reason
they are doing a PUD is because it is a requirement in the Annexation Agreement.

Commissioner Ingalls said that in a previous discussion regarding moving the gates, it was suggested a
condition to say that the City and the applicant are to explore a preferred open space plan that locates the
open space parcels to the east and west ends of the R-12 properties. He said that he feels that if a
condition was added saying something like that, they could approve the request as it stands. He asked if
they take the easterly access point that was discussed earlier and move the gates to the north edge of the
R-12, would that allow public access by a car.

Mr. Douglass said that it would allow public access to the City-owned railroad right-of-way, which is now
gated off from vehicle access, because the gate is shown on the north side of the right-of-way.

Commissioner Ingalls asked if they would be open to it if the City decided to put parking along there.

Mr. Douglass said that the city owns the right-of-way property so they can put parking in there if they
choose. He further commented that he thought Mr. Godbout wanted to move the gate to the south edge
of the R-12 property, which would allow the City to have vehicular access along the road down to the
railroad right-of-way to provide access to the right-of-way.

Commissioner Ingalls asked Mr. Douglass if he was going to be okay with the public driving through their
parking lot to get to a potential city parking lot access point.

Mr. Douglass said that none of his apartments are gated, so if people go through them it happens all the
time.

Ed Lawson, applicant representative, provided the following statements:

e He said that he represents the applicant as legal counsel for River's Edge Apartments.

e He said that he is an advocate for River's Edge in connection with the application and wanted to
explain how it came to be. He explained that the applicant has submitted five different applications
over serval years, and has not had an approval from the city.

e The goal was to develop an application that met or exceeded all the applicable requirements, the
Annexation Agreement, the city codes, and the subdivision/PUD provisions in the code, and they
believe that they have accomplished that.

e River's Edge has submitted an application that complies with all the applicable restrictions
requested from staff.

e He wanted to thank the public for their comments and noted that it is always better to have public
participation to suggest some great ideas to improve the application.

e You also have to produce findings that relate to the standards of approval and expected to put
aside any biases of prejudices that you have for/or against his client or this project.

e He added within this application for River's Edge look at the written standards of approval and the
written requirements and looked at other projects within the shoreline district that were approved
in the recent past, including Mill River and the Riverstone projects.
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¢ He added that the only thing that is different from the other projects mentioned is that they have
an Annexation Agreement that was approved in 2013 as a contract between River's Edge and the
City of Coeur d’Alene.

e He said that he is confident that the application has met all the requirements and should be
approved.

Mr. Lawson concluded his presentation.
Public testimony closed.
Discussion:

Commissioner Rumpler noted on a slide showing the property as vacant and agreed that it is not the best
use of riverfront property. He commented that he is sympathetic to the applicant for having to come
before the city six times. He added that he thinks the project looks similar to Mill River where he used to
live, which includes townhomes, riverfront homes, cottage homes, storage units and apartments in the
same area. He said that he is also touched that we are a community where we rule by law and by what Mr.
Lawson said that the project has met all the requirements for approval.

He added that he is also sympathetic to the some of the discussions but the public can’t “claw back rights”
that are owned by a private citizen. He commented that he understands that riverfront access and
lakeshore access is important and that during discussion the City of Bend was mentioned where he
previously lived. In Bend, the elected officials decided to prioritize greenspace and access to the riverfront
by taking the taxes and buying the greenspace who control what will be on that property. He said that he
would support the project for the PUD and Subdivision and any changes previously discussed.

Commissioner Ingalls said that he concurred with Commissioner Rumpler that a decision should be based
on findings, and not emotions. He explained that the current application is less dense, less traffic, etc., but
there are some quirks. He feels that if they can work on three conditions, which are the city and the
applicant exploring the preferred open space plan of pushing the parcels to the outside, moving the gates
with a preservation of a public access right-of-way on the public land, or the public land is land locked, and
move the trail to the alternate location without a wall. He noted with those adjustments he could support
the project.

Commissioner Mandel said that they do their job based on meeting the findings with no special requests
or modifications and that she has only heard two of the six efforts and what was previously presented in
December. There was a strong public sentiment about density concerns with the bulk of the building,
height not being compatible with Coeur d’Alene and the core downtown, and concerns about the number
of units. She feels that the applicant has addressed that and that the bulk and density has been
addressed since they don’t have a strong working definition of what access and view means. She said
that she is reluctant to have conditions that they can’t objectively meet. They don’t specify vehicular
access or handicap access and have it as public access and she thinks that to be flexible they need to
maintain but not include it in any conditions since there is no way to measure it. She said that she agrees
with changing the gate location, moving the open space lots, and is in support and it is reassuring to see
the letter submitted from the school district that was in support of the project.

Commissioner Ward said that he supports the project and reminded everyone that the previous public
hearing was denied and then appealed to the City Council, who also denied the request. He referenced
the conversation between the applicant and the city regarding the land swap and explained if that project
had been approved they would have had a higher density project but also direct access to the water along
the corridor of land that the city owned in exchange for the right-of-way that they now own. He
commented that, “We can’t have our cake and eat it too” and that the previous project is behind them so
tonight they are left with a viable solution that meets all the requirements stated.
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Commissioner Luttropp said that they come to the public meetings open minded. He stated that a
definition of a PUD, if granted, should have benefits for the applicant and the City and that he has a
concern about the wall. He explained that after reading the backup material for the project, that the
applicant addressed the shoreline and talked about East Lake Shore Drive and how you could see through
the fence. He commented that he lives in that area and got to thinking about West Lake Shore Drive
which has views on both sides of the road. He explained that the road on East Lake Shore Drive,
especially during the summer, is packed with people and cars who want to see the lake. He commented
that the project is a PUD and one of the benefits the property owner has is private roads which offers
some benefits. He added that if they didn’t have private roads and if this was a public road what would it
look like and would there be a road along the river similar to the Lakeshore Drive area. He said that they
should try harder to have the trail close to the river and if he understands what a PUD is, which involves a
mutual benefit for him, and believes the project if approved, will not be a benefit to the city.

Commissioner Fleming concurred that they should move the gates and the need for clarity between
private and public with no crossover, or confusion, because when the public uses their trail, they want
them to have very clear access to the river. She thinks that they have to have clarity that the developer will
provide standpipes adequate to serve docks in the future and to keep in perpetuity the moved path that is
now on city land an access to sewer lines to help maintain the parks. She stated that she would urge the
applicant to look at the fencing at Mill River that has a combination of trees, block, wrought iron and not
just a solid wall. She stated that the application is an improvement that compliments the surrounding
property, fits well, and the storage units are a great buffer to the parking lot. They are identifying
connectivity between what will become Atlas. She feels the developer has gone a long way to improve the

property.

Chairman Messina said that he has seen it all and out of all the applications submitted by the applicant,
this is the best one. He gave credit to the applicant to sticking in there and trying to make it work. He
concurred with the statements from the other commissioners about the gates, trail and open space and
said that he hopes the applicant can work with staff to come to an agreement that would benefit the city
and applicant by providing the best access on the river. They are not getting a dedicated trail. They tried
and it didn’t work.

Commissioner Ward said they have to be careful and can't tie the hands of the City and if see that the
alternate location of the trail is better on the City’s property would be a recommendation.

Commissioner Mandel suggested modifying the condition to say the preferred location that optimizes
public access and the condition is referring the city departments to decide where the best placement is of
the private open space is and the trail and the gates so that public access is optimized.

Commissioner Ingalls said that they have to be acceptable to these “soft solutions” and is in favor of
exploring moving the open space to the outsides, moving the gates, and exploring the trail, the preferred
location being in the center with no wall. He asked if that doesn’t work and the trail stays in its current
location, could they suggest a different type of fencing.

Commissioner Rumpler inquired if the fencing provides security.

Commissioner Fleming said that the homeowners need their privacy and they could provide an
ornamental fence. She added that by relocating the trail it will raise it about 10-15 feet, which will be a
better location than beside a fence. She suggested that condition number four should be changed to say:
“Developer to provide standpipes adequate to serve future dock construction with access for the Fire
Department.”

Chairman Messina inquired if staff could provide direction to the commission on how to add conditions
that are not in the staff report.

Ms. Anderson explained that they need to come up with some language to provide some flexibility and she
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is not sure if the applicant stated they were okay with a couple of the conditions mentioned, for example,
the wall makes it more a fence with a view, and clarification on the wording to providing standpipes.

Chairman Messina reopened testimony with Mr. Douglass regarding the conditions.
Public testimony open:

Mr. Douglass provided the following statements

e He said they would put in standpipes.

e He said they would move the gate to the north side of the R-12 to allow public access to the right-
of-way. He added that the trail is higher in the middle where the railroad right-of-way rises going
north, so move the trail from the north edge of the R-12 of the property will elevate the trail and be
higher than the fence.

e The fence needs to have some security on the site with it being either a block fence, or wrought
iron for a portion or an artistic steel fence.

Commissioner Ingalls suggested that 50% should be transparent to allow a view.

Mr. Douglass said if they wanted to do a portion of the wall that was steel with trees laser cut into it or
animals that would give it some interest. He added that they will be high-end houses that and it would
accent the houses to make them nice.

Commissioner Ingalls asked if they wanted the alternate trail location would the wall stay where it is, and if
they had some conditions that said the city and the applicant will explore a preferred open space plan that
that locates the parcels to the east and west ends of the R-12 properties.

Mr. Douglass clarified that they would approve it with where it is now and he would prefer it to be on the
ends. They need to talk to the Fire Department to see if that is acceptable and that part of the Planning
Code is to provide a certain amount of spacing, which is up to the Community Planning Director to decide
if that is ok.

Ms. Anderson said that the verbiage presented would work and clarified that they need to maintain the fire
access.

Commissioner Ingalls inquired if staff was ok to move the gates to the north edge of the R-12 property, the
applicant and city would explore an alternate location of the trail, and that the wall would be designed with
50% visibility.

Ms. Anderson said that is fine but commented that she likes the language in the Shoreline Ordinance that
is for Sanders Beach related to a portion of the fence/wall being site obscuring. She added that if you had
arborvitae that would completely obscure that open view so we need to figure out what that percentage is
so the views are not obstructed.

Mr. Douglass said that the fence is offensive, but you can soften the fence with plants and when the plants
grow they hide the fence which is what is needed but they don’t want to have to come back and cut those
plants down and start over. He would like to soften the fence up with plants.

Mr. Adams said that with respect to Sanders Beach, the fences are ho more than 50% site obscuring.

Mr. Douglass asked if staff would be ok with “sheet fences” or varying the texture that is not block and
doing woven steel that is textured. He said that the trail will be elevated in the right-of-way and the base of
the trail could be taller the 6’ fence.

Commissioner Ingalls suggested enhancing the edge of the water on those two parcels and maybe adding
a beach.
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Mr. Douglass said that the Department of Lands has jurisdiction at the summer pool level and the City
doesn’t. He suggested that whatever is done to stabilize that bank at that pool line has to be permitted
through the Department of Lands. He added that part of the Shoreline Ordinance says there is a “no work”
and can’t grade and will not go down to the water line and pull all the dirt out. He stated that if the
commission wants to grant him the ability to pull the bank back, they can do that but there needs to be
some stabilization added.

Public testimony closed.

Motion by Ingalls, seconded by Fleming, to approve Iltem PUD-2-19. Motion approved.

ROLL CALL:

Commissioner Fleming Voted Aye
Commissioner Ingalls Voted Aye
Commissioner Mandel Voted Aye
Commissioner Luttropp Voted No
Commissioner Rumpler Votes Aye
Commissioner Ward Voted Aye

Motion to approve carried by a 5 to 1 vote.

Motion by Ingalls, seconded by Mandel, to approve Iltem S-2-19. Motion approved.

Commissioner Fleming Voted Aye
Commissioner Ingalls Voted Aye
Commissioner Mandel Voted Aye
Commissioner Luttropp Voted No

Commissioner Rumpler Votes Aye
Commissioner Ward Voted Aye

Motion to approve carried by a 5 to 1 vote.

ADJOURNMENT:

Motion by Fleming, seconded by Luttropp to adjourn. Motion approved.
The meeting was adjourned at 9:01 p.m.

Prepared by Shana Stuhlmiller, Public Hearing Assistant
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PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
AUGUST 13, 2019
LOWER LEVEL — COMMUNITY ROOM
702 E. FRONT AVENUE

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT:

Tom Messina, Chairman Hilary Anderson, Community Planning Director
Jon Ingalls, Vice-Chair Tami Stroud, Associate Planner

Lynn Fleming Shana StuhImiller, Public Hearing Assistant
Peter Luttropp Randy Adams, Deputy City Attorney

Lewis Rumpler
Brinnon Mandel

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT:
Michael Ward

CALL TO ORDER:

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Messina at 5:30 p.m.

COMMISSION COMMENTS:

None.

STAFF COMMENTS:

Hilary Anderson, Community Planning Director provided the following statements:

e Staff and a few Planning Commissioners were invited by Kootenai Environmental Alliance (KEA)
for a boat tour that took them on the north shore of the lake and the Spokane River to observe
some of the challenges with development on the shoreline. The tour was very informative.

e They have one item scheduled for the September 10" Planning Commission Meeting, which is a
Special Use Permit for specialty retail in a manufacturing zone.

e The Missing Middle Housing Forum at North Idaho College is scheduled for tomorrow,
Wednesday, August 14", We have reached maximum capacity for the event. We are pleased with
the interest in the event and high attendance. We have received over 178 survey responses. It is
exciting to hear all of the input from community members, and we are looking forward to the
panelist discussion with local panelists, and to hear from Opticos Design. Our next presenter is
Tony Perez of Opticos Design and he will be talking to us about what is Missing Middle Housing
and how Opticos helps communities address housing challenges. The forum will be recorded and
the video will be posted on the City’s website early next week.

Chairman Messina inquired if Commissioner’s Luttropp or Ingalls would like to comment on the recent
boat trip.

Commissioner Luttropp stated that Coeur d’Alene Lake Drive is very nice and surprised of the number of
very large nice houses on the lake and stated that it's wonderful.
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Commissioner Ingalls stated that the trip was very informative and was out on the lake for 3-4 hours with a
tour of the entire lake. He commented that the lake is our greatest resource, beautiful and what we
consider our quality of life is our lake. He commented that the lake is delicate and lives in a balance with
all the various minerals at the bottom and what keeps it at the bottom from getting churned up and
becoming a “toxic stew” is the amount of oxygen in the lake and if you have a bunch of nutrients flowing
into the lake that deplete the oxygen the stew can turnover and can have a lake that is horrible. He stated
that we have to be cautious of all the sedimentation and other things to protect our lake or it will be gone.

PUBLIC COMMENTS:

None.
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PRESENTATION:

Missing Middle Housing — Tony Perez, Opticos Design

Mr. Perez made the following statements.

He thanked the commission for inviting Opticos to Coeur d’Alene.

He stated that Opticos will be participating in the Missing Middle Housing Forum and had a
chance to drive around with staff today to take a tour of the City to look for examples of Missing
Middle neighborhoods.

He explained that Missing Middle neighborhoods are not new and started in the 1940’s, and were
a common housing type in every community.

He described Missing Middle Housing as house-scaled buildings with multiple units in walkable
neighborhoods.

The homes varied in size because back in the 20’s, 30’s and 40’s people could not afford or did
not want a big house. He stated that the Millennials and Baby Boomers are downsizing and this
type of housing is appealing to both ends of the spectrum in terms of unit size and proximity to
amenities.

They will be talking about some examples from across the country at the seminar.

Opticos Design is a company with 24 employees who work on walkable places and visit cites to
identify that type of housing and work on the zoning, or work on a neighborhood. He stated that he
works on codes and that Missing Middle Housing is implemented best through form-based codes.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

1.

Applicant: Tracie A. Mantia
Location: 1059 2™ Street
Request: To allow for a 10’ setback along Birch Avenue rather than

the required 20’ setback for a proposed 2-car garage.
QUASI-JUDICIAL (V-2-19)

Tami Stroud, Associate Planner, presented the staff report and stated that Tracie Mantia is requesting a
10 foot variance from the setback requirement for a proposed garage to be directly accessed from the
street along Birch Avenue.

Ms. Stroud provided the following statements:

In May of 2019, the property owner submitted a building permit application for a proposed garage to
be located in the rear portion of the subject property.

Upon staff review, it was determined that the proposed streetside setback along Birch Avenue did not
meet the code requirement of a 20 foot setback for a garage or carport that will be directly accessed
from the street.

The applicant has submitted a site plan (page 10 of the staff report) with a proposed 22'x35’ garage to
be accessed along Birch Avenue with a 10 foot setback from the property line.

Ms. Stroud provided various site photos, and a map showing the zoning around the property.

She presented various renderings of the proposed garage design.

She explained the three findings required for the project.

Ms. Stroud noted that there is slight elevation change on the southwest portion the subject
property tapering down west toward the alley, as well as an +/- 3 foot elevation change along the
right-of-way on Birch Avenue where the applicant is proposing a 10 foot access point to enter the
proposed garage. The remainder of the lot is flat.

The applicant has noted in the application’s Narrative that the lot size (35'x100’) creates difficulty
accessing the garage from the alley, and other reasons associated with the site are the hardships
related to the request.
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e There are no significant physical characteristics of the site, such as topography changes, steep
slopes, or rock outcrops that would prevent the property owner from meeting the required 20 foot
setback when accessing a garage or accessory structure from the street.

e Ms. Stroud said that it is staff’s opinion that the hardship is not significant enough to be approved
and can be mitigated when designing the site for the future accessory structure. There are a
number of accessory structures that have been built throughout Coeur d’Alene with similar
topography changes.

¢ She said that the Comprehensive Plan designates the area as Historical Heart-Stable
Established.

¢ She noted the various objectives in the staff report.

Ms. Stroud concluded her presentation.
Commission Comments

There were no questions for staff.
Public testimony open.

Tracie Mantia, applicant, provided the following statements:

e She said that she is the owner of the property and will occupy the property at a later date.

e She explained that she has been recently caring for her mom and is currently renting another
property.

e She said that she has owned the property for many years and would like to live here when she
retires, and started thinking how she could improve this property to make it suitable as she gets
older.

e She explained that building a garage is mandatory because she needs a place to park her car and
doesn’t want to park on the street. She had an existing garage on the property but it was removed
and she recently designed a garage so that the driveway was on Birch Street. Ms. Mantia noted
that she was not aware of the building codes and found out from talking with staff that she needed
a 20’ foot driveway, which wasn’t going to work. She explained that the access from the alley into
the garage has a steep incline that goes into her property, and trying to make a sharp turn into the
garage would be difficult in the winter. She feels that it is not the property owner’s responsibility to
maintain the alley.

e She explained to have the desired accessibility to be independent, it would be beneficial to have a
paved driveway going into the street that is maintained.

e She noted that she is aware that the city makes reasonable accommodations for people with
disabilities. While she doesn’t have a disability now, but she doesn’t know what the next 20 years
will look like.

e She said that she is asking for approval to allow a shorter driveway to be put in on her property to
directly access the street. She doesn’t see an issue with a sidewalk. There isn't a sidewalk now
and doesn't expect to see one there in the future. She is asking for a variance so that she can be
independent.

e Getting back to handicap accessibility. She has a disabled brother that lives in the Philippines that
she doesn'’t take care of now, but she may care for him in the future. He is an amputee.

The applicant concluded her presentation.
Commission Comments:

Chairman Messina said that he has looked at the drawing for the garage and asked the applicant if she is
planning to have storage in the area where there is not a car.

Mr. Mantia said that the house is small and she would want to have a craft room. She explained that the
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house has a full basement but the accessibility for the basement is not ideal. She said the Building
Department approved the space in the garage as a craft room and she would plan to put in a bathroom
too. She does not plan on renting it out.

Heidi Fischer said that she knows the applicant and owns property in the neighborhood. She stated that
she was at the meeting to talk about the public interest piece. She noted that she came here in 1980 from
the Midwest and decided to live in the “Historic Heart” on 11" Street. She explained that she chose the
area for a pedestrian-friendly place to live. She commented that the property she owns in the area is on
1% Street. It is a 4-plex and half of the tenants who have lived there have vehicles, and the other half have
a job close by and walk to work. She would consider the neighborhood to be a “pocket neighborhood”
because it is a little pocket with Harrison on the north, Government Way on the west, Third Street on the
east, and Miller on the south, and that it won’t be a place where people will drive through. She has no
objections to the request.

Public testimony closed.
Discussion:

Commissioner Ingalls said that this is tough one and explained that they recently had another Variance
request earlier this year requesting a 10-inch variance for a roof that didn’t meet code. He added that it
didn’t matter whether a lot was impacted other the 10 inch rule, and it is a “legal” duty they have to make a
finding if there is an “undue hardship.” He explained that it is not a hardship for people living there with
various disabilities -- the undue hardship has to do with the physical characteristics of the site. He
commented that understands that the state code impacts them, as well as the city code, on what the
definition of an “undue hardship” is, and he would say it is a very “high” bar and very difficult to achieve,
and for that reason they see few variances approved. He said that he feels sometimes there is a great
thought and dream to put something on a site but at the end of the day, unfortunately, although a 22’ x 35’
foot garage is desirable, it is too big and they would have to reevaluate and figure out a way to do it. He
doesn’t see how e commission can make a finding of “undue hardship” based on the physicalities of the
site. He feels that the request doesn’t grant a special privilege and he can'’t support the request.

Commissioner Fleming said that she concurred with Commissioner Ingalls, and added that the garage is
oversized for the adjacent house and looks like it is overpowering so she can't justify it.

Commissioner Luttropp said that he appreciates the applicant’'s comments and sympathizes with the
circumstances, but they have to abide by what the code says so he can’t support the request.

Commissioner Mandel and Rumpler concurred with denying the request.
Chairman Messina said that he concurred with the commissioners and commented that they are not
saying that the applicant can’t have a garage, but maybe the applicant can design a garage that might be

smaller. He noted that they are bound by state requirements.

Motion by Ingalls, seconded by Luttropp, to deny Item V-2-19. Motion approved.

ROLL CALL:

Commissioner Fleming Voted Aye
Commissioner Ingalls Voted Aye
Commissioner Mandel Voted Aye
Commissioner Luttropp Voted Aye
Commissioner Rumpler Votes Aye

Motion to approve carried by a 5 to 0 vote.
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2. Applicant: T.J. Ross

Location: 1905 E. Nettleton Guich
Request: A proposed 0.84 acre annexation from County Agricultural Suburban
to City R-3.

LEGISLATIVE (A-4-19)

Tami Stroud, Associate Planner presented the staff report and stated that ATS, representing the property
owner, T.J. Ross, is requesting approval of a proposed +/- 0.84 acre annexation from AG Suburban to city R-
3 zoning district (Residential at 3 units/acre).

Ms. Stroud provided the following statements:

e ATS, Inc., on behalf of T.J. Ross, is proposing to annex a +/- 0.84 acre parcel as noted on the
annexation map.

e The property is located north of Nettleton Gulch Road and east of 19th Street, and is currently zoned
AG Suburban.

e There is an existing single-family dwelling unit, as well as an accessory building, on the south portion
on the property, with the remainder of the property being vacant.

e She provided a copy of the annexation map.

e She noted on the map what the property is zoned in the County, which is County Agricultural
Suburban.

e She noted that the City Comprehensive Plan designates the area as NE Prairie Stable Established.

e She explained the various objectives in the staff report.

e She indicated the various staff comments located in the staff report, and said that staff did not
have any objection to this annexation.

e She presented various photos of the subject property.

e She presented a land use map showing the subject property.

Ms. Stroud concluded her presentation.

Commission Comments

Commissioner Fleming asked if the property comes into the City and the applicant chooses to subdivide
the lot, is there any way to prevent removing the vegetation once it is planted and provide a time frame to

have plants in place. She is worried all plants

Ms. Stroud said that plantings would be coordinated with the annexation agreement. She is not sure if the
lot is big enough to be subdivided because it is zoned R-3, which would require larger lots.

Public testimony open.
Tiffney Espe, applicant, provided the following statements:
e She said that she represents the property owner and that the staff report is very through and she
commented that she was happy to answer any questions.
The applicant concluded her presentation.
Commission Comments
No questions for the applicant.

Public testimony closed.

Discussion:
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Commissioner Mandel said that after reviewing the staff report and site map, he feels that the zone

change would be consistent and compatible with the surrounding zoning in the vicinity and it meets the

requirement for city services. He noted there are some recommendations to be included in the
Annexation Agreement.

Motion by Mandel, seconded by Fleming, to approve Item A-4-19. Motion approved.

ROLL CALL:

Commissioner Fleming Voted Aye
Commissioner Ingalls Voted Aye
Commissioner Mandel Voted Aye
Commissioner Luttropp Voted Aye
Commissioner Rumpler Votes Aye

Motion to approve carried by a 5 to 0 vote.

ADJOURNMENT:

Motion by Luttropp, seconded by Fleming. Motion approved.
The meeting was adjourned at 6:30 p.m.

Prepared by Shana Stuhlmiller, Public Hearing Assistant

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES AUGUST 13,2019

Page 7



PUBLIC HEARING



PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT

FROM: MIKE BEHARY, PLANNER

DATE: SEPTEMBER 10, 2019

SUBJECT: SP-5-19, REQUEST FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT TO ALLOW A SPECIALTY
RETAIL SALES FACLITY IN THE LM (LIGHT MANUFACTURING) ZONING
DISTRICT

LOCATION: A +/- 1.11 ACRE PARCEL LOCATED AT 1515 NORTHWEST BOULEVARD

APPLICANT & OWNER:
Northwest Boulevard Holding, LLC
c/o Bud Scott

11315 E Montgomery Drive
Spokane Valley, WA 99206

DECISION POINT:

The applicant is requesting approval for a special use permit to allow a specialty retail sales facility that will
allow a retail flooring store and professional services business in an existing structure on property located in
the LM (Light Manufacturing) Zoning District.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

In August of 1983 the subject property was zoned from C-17 to Light Manufacturing in item ZC-12-83 and
was used at that time for warehousing. The site was recently used for boat sales. The boat sales
operation is no longer operating from this site and the building and site is currently unoccupied.

The applicant recently purchased the property and is proposing to open and operate a retail flooring store
at the site located at 1515 Northwest Boulevard. The applicant currently has a flooring store he operates
in Spokane Valley. The applicant indicated that he has been in the flooring business since 1990. The
applicant is now looking to expand his flooring business by adding a flooring store in the City of Coeur
d'Alene. (See applicant’s Narrative in Attachment -1)

The applicant has indicated that they are not proposing any additions to the existing building at this time.
The applicant is proposing to renovate the interior space. The applicant intends to use approximately half
of the floor space for sales and the balance in office space. The applicant has submitted a floor plan
indicated how they intend to use the existing building for the proposed retail flooring store.

(See Floor Plan on page 3).

The applicant has informed staff that he recently became aware that there may be a dispute about an
access easement at the rear of his property with the adjoining property owner to the west. The easement
issue between the two property owners is a civil matter and does not affect the access to his property
from the public road or the ability to apply for a special use permit. The applicant has indicated the
easement in question allows him additional access to the rear of his property over part of the adjoining
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property to the west. The applicant has provided a map illustrating the easement in question as part of his
narrative. (See applicant’'s Narrative in Attachment -1)

PROPERTY LOCATION MAP:
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ZONING MAP:
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As seen in the above Zoning Map, the subject property is surrounded by C-17 Zoning. C-17 allows
specialty retail uses by right as a principal use. The subject property was rezoned to LM in 1983 and is
the only property in the area with the LM zoning. The proposed use would be consistent with surrounding
zoning and commercial uses.

LM — LIGHT MANUFACTURING ZONING DISTRICT:
The Light Manufacturing (LM) district is intended to include manufacturing, warehousing and industry that
is conducted indoors with minimal impact on the environment. However, the applicant’s proposed use
would be conducted primarily within the structure to be built, and the applicant is aware that a possible
light manufacturing use may be built in the area, or may occupy an existing structure now or in the future.
The proposed office space could be affected by an adjacent light manufacturing use, in which case the
city would support the continued operation of any allowed uses by right, in the context of the city's
performance standards:

17.05.740: PERMITTED USES; PRINCIPAL:

Principal permitted uses in an LM district shall be as follows:

SP-5-19

Agricultural supplies and
commodity sales

Auto and accessory sales
Automobile parking
Automobile parking when serving
an adjacent business
Automobile renting

Automotive fleet storage
Automotive repair and cleaning
Building maintenance service
Commercial film production
Commercial kennel
Construction and retail sales

September 10, 2019

Custom manufacture
Essential service

Farm equipment sales
Finished goods wholesale
General construction services
Laundry service

Light manufacture
Mini-storage facilities
Unfinished goods wholesale
Veterinary hospital
Warehouse/storage
Wholesale bulk liquid fuel storage
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17.05.760: PERMITTED USES; SPECIAL USE PERMIT:
Permitted uses by special use permit in an LM district shall be as follows:

Administrative offices e Finished goods retail
Adult entertainment e Food and beverage stores for
Banks and financial establishments on/off site consumption

Funeral service

Group assembly

Home furnishing retail sales
Hotel/motel

Mobile food court

Personal service establishments
Professional offices

Retail gasoline sales

Specialty retail sales
Veterinary office or clinic
Wireless communication facility

Business supply retail sales
Business support service
Commercial recreation
Communication service
Consumer repair service
Convenience sales
Convenience service
Criminal transitional facility
Department store
Extensive impact
Extractive industry

17.05.770: SITE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS; MAXIMUM HEIGHT:
Maximum height requirements in an LM district shall be as follows: 63 Feet

17.05.800: SITE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS; MINIMUM YARD:
Minimum yard requirements in an LM district shall be as follows:
1. Front: The front yard requirement shall be twenty feet (20") except, when abutting

along the side or across the street from a residential district. The front setback shall
be equal to the most restrictive front setback thereof.

2. Side, Interior: The interior side yard requirement shall be ten feet (10').

3. Side, Street: The street side yard requirement shall be twenty feet (20").

4. Rear: The rear yard requirement shall be twenty feet (20"). However, the rear yard
will be reduced by one-half (1/2) when adjacent to public open space.

REQUIRED FINDINGS FOR SPECIAL USE PERMITS:

Pursuant to Section 17.09.220, Special Use Permit Criteria, a special use permit may be approved
only if the proposal conforms to all of the following criteria to the satisfaction of the Planning
Commission:

A. Finding #B8A: The proposal (is) (is not) in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan.
e The subject property is within the existing city limits.

e The City Comprehensive Plan Map designates this area in the Spokane River District Area,
Transition.
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP: Spokane River District
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Spokane River District Tomorrow

This area is going through a multitude of changes and this trend will continue for many years.
Generally, the Spokane River District is envisioned to be mixed-use neighborhoods consisting of
housing, and commercial retail and service activities that embrace the aesthetics of the proximity to the
Spokane River. As the mills are removed to make way for new development, the Spokane River
shoreline is sure to change dramatically.

The characteristics of the Spokane River District neighborhoods will be:
= Various commercial, residential, and mixed uses.

= Public access should be provided to the river.

= That overall density may approach ten to sixteen dwelling units per acre, but pockets of
denser housing are appropriate and encouraged.

= That open space, parks, pedestrian and bicycle connections, and other public spaces will be
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provided throughout, especially adjacent to the Spokane River.

= That the scale of development will be urban in nature, promoting multi-modal connectivity to
downtown.

= The scale and intensity of development will be less than the Downtown Core.

= Neighborhood service nodes are encouraged where appropriate.

= That street networks will be interconnected, defining and creating smaller residential blocks
and avoiding cul-de-sacs.

= That neighborhoods will retain and include planting of future, large-scale, native variety trees.

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER:

2007 Comprehensive Plan:  Spokane River District Today

This Spokane River District is in a state of flux from its historic past use as a site of four major water
front sawmills and other industrial uses. In place of sawmills, recently subdivided property in this area
along portions of the shoreline is developing into commercial, luxury residential units, and mixes use
structures. Recent subdivisions aside, large ownership patterns ranging from approximately 23 acres
to 160+ acres provide opportunities for large scale master planning.

2007 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS & OBJECTIVES THAT APPLY:

Objective 1.12 - Community Design:
Support the enhancement of existing urbanized areas and discourage sprawl.

Objective 1.14 - Efficiency:
Promote the efficient use of existing infrastructure, thereby reducing impacts to undeveloped areas.

Goal #2: Economic Environment:
Our Comprehensive Plan preserves the city’s quality workplaces and policies, and promotes
opportunities for economic growth.

Objective 2.01 — Business Image & Diversity:
Welcome and support a diverse mix of quality professional, trade, business, and service industries,
while protecting existing uses of these types from encroachment by incompatible land uses.

Objective 2.02 Economic & Workforce Development:
Plan suitable zones and mixed use areas, and support local workforce development and housing to
meet the needs of business and industry.

Objective 3.05 - Neighborhoods:
Protect and preserve existing neighborhoods from incompatible land uses and developments.

Objective 3.16 Capital Improvements:
Ensure infrastructure and essential services are available for properties in development.

Objective 4.06 — Public Participation:
Strive for community involvement that is broad-based and inclusive, encouraging public
participation in the decision making process.

Evaluation: The Planning Commission must determine, based on the information before them,
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whether the Comprehensive Plan policies do or do not support the request. Specific ways in which
the policy is or is not supported by this request should be stated in the finding.

B. Finding #B8B: The design and planning of the site (is) (is not) compatible with the
location, setting, and existing uses on adjacent properties.

There is an existing structure on the subject site that was previously used as a boat sales and
dealership facility. Located across the street to the north of the subject site is a commercial retail
outlet store facility. The properties to the west have recreational and commercial uses located on
them, which consist of public pedestrian trail (Centennial Trail) and a commercial storage facility.
The property to the east of the subject site is currently used for professional offices. The
properties to the south of the subject site have a recreational use and a vehicle transportation road
facilities use located on them, which consist of public pedestrian trail (Centennial Trail), US 95
entrance ramp, and the US 95 bridge the crosses the Spokane River. (See Land Use Map on

page 9)

The subject site has frontage on Northwest Boulevard, which is an arterial road. The property to
the north and west of the subject site is zoned C-17. The properties to the south is zoned C-17.
The property to the west of the subject site is also zoned C-17 and C-17PUD Commercial. (See
Zoning Map on page 4)

To the northeast of the subject property, across Kathleen Avenue, a special use request for a
Community Education Facility was approved in 1993 that allowed for the construction of an
elementary school in item SP-17-93. To the east of the subject property a special use request for
Public Recreation that was approved in 1985 that allowed for the construction of a public park in
item SP-2-85. (See Special Use Map below)

SURROUNDING SPECIAL USE LOCATIONS:
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Special Use Permits:
SP-2-85 Public Recreation 3-12-1985 Approved
SP-17-93 Community Education 11-23-1993  Approved
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GENERALIZED LAND USE MAP:
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SITE PHOTO - 2: View from the east of property across street looking northwest at site.
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SITE PHOTO - 3: View from the northeast of property across street looking southwest at site.
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SITE PHOTO - 4: View from the northeast part of property looking southwest at the existing building.

Evaluation: Based on the information presented, the Planning Commission must determine if

SP-5-19

the request is compatible with surrounding uses and is designed appropriately to
blend in with the area.

Finding #B8C: The location, design, and size of the proposal are such that the
development (will) (will not) be adequately served by existing
streets, public facilities, and services.

STORMWATER:

The existing site meets stormwater requirements. If any changes are made to the
structure or parking areas, stormwater treatment and containment would be addressed
during development and construction on the subject property. City Code requires all
stormwater to remain on site and for a stormwater management plan to be submitted and
approved prior to any construction activity on the site.

STREETS:

The subject property is bordered by Northwest Boulevard on the northeast. The current
street and right-of-way widths meet the City standards. Sidewalks and driveway
approaches must be brought into ADA compliance during development and construction
on the subject property.

TRAFFIC:

The proposed change of use is not expected to have adverse effects on the adjacent
transportation network. The Engineering Department has no objection to this special use
permit as proposed.
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-Submitted by Chris Bosley, City Engineer

WATER:
There is adequate capacity in the public water system to support domestic, irrigation, and
fire flow for the proposed special use permit located at 1515 Northwest Boulevard. The
site currently meets all of requirements for office retail space with adequate backflow
protection existing. The Water Department has no objection to this special use permit as
proposed.

-Submitted by Terry Pickel, Water Department Director

SEWER:

This property is already connected (Dye Test 9/23/1991) and paying for public sewer. The
public sanitary sewer is located within the Northwest Boulevard’s Right-of-Way which
borders the northeasterly boundary of the subject property. In accordance with the 2013
Sewer Master Plan, the City’s Wastewater Utility presently has the wastewater system
capacity and willingness to serve this Special Use request as proposed.

-Submitted by Mike Becker, Utility Project Manager

FIRE:
The Fire Department works with the Engineering and Water Departments to ensure the
design of any proposal meets mandated safety requirements for the city and its residents.

Fire department access to the site (road widths, surfacing, maximum grade, and turning
radiuses), in addition to, fire protection (size of water main, fire hydrant amount and
placement, and any fire line(s) for buildings requiring a fire sprinkler system) will be
reviewed during the Site Development and Building Permit, utilizing the currently adopted
International Fire Code (IFC) for compliance. The City of Coeur d’Alene Fire Department
can address all concerns at site and building permit submittals. The Fire Department has
no objection to this special use permit as proposed.

-Submitted by Bobby Gonder, Fire Inspector

Evaluation: Planning Commission must determine if the location, design, and size of the
proposal are such that the development will or will not be adequately served by
existing streets, public facilities and services.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS:

There are no proposed conditions.

The Planning Commission may, as a condition of approval, establish reasonable requirements to
mitigate any impacts that would adversely affect the surrounding neighborhood. Please be
specific, when adding conditions to the motion.
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ORDINANCES AND STANDARDS USED IN EVALUATION:

2007 Comprehensive Plan

Municipal Code

Idaho Code

Wastewater Treatment Facility Plan

Water and Sewer Service Policies

Urban Forestry Standards

Transportation and Traffic Engineering Handbook, I.T.E.
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices

2017 Trails & Bikeways Master Plan

ACTION ALTERNATIVES:

The Planning Commission will need to consider this request and make appropriate
findings to approve, deny, or deny without prejudice. The findings worksheet is attached.

Attachment:
1 - Narrative
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SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION
1515 NORTHWEST BLVD CDA IDAHO 83814

We are seeking a special use permit to open a retail flooring store and professional
services business within the existing building footprint. Our plan is to use roughly half
the space for sales floor and the balance in office space. We are not proposing any
additions to the existing building, but would be renovating the entire interior space and
significantly improving the street appeal of the property.

This request conforms with the 2007 Comprehensive plan in the following way. By
purchasing, renovating, and opening our business in this location we are providing year
round stable jobs and livable wages. We are a community focused business, and
believe we can bring some solid opportunities for employment to Coeur d'Alene. This
location is perfect for what we do. A couple adjacent properties are currently clients of
ours, this location will allow servicing them even better.

The location, design, and size of the building will remain the same. The existing street
(N.W. Blvd), public facilities and services will have no issues with our proposal as we
will have a far smaller impact than the current business located on site (Boat
Dealership).

Thank you for your consideration! We look forward to being part of the Coeur d’Alene
community.

Bud Scott
N.W. Blvd. Holdings LLC

Member



Site Analysis

INGRESS/EGRESS

Ingress and egress are available to the site from two curb cuts along the west side of Northwest
Boulevard, near the northeast corner of the site. Northwest Boulevard, at the subject, is a
northwest/southeast oriented arterial with two lanes of traffic in each direction, in addition to a

center turn lane. Street improvements include asphalt paving and concrete curbs, gutters and

sidewalks, and street lighting. Street parking is not permitted.
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EASEMENTS AND ENCROACHMENTS

An ALTA commitment for title insurance has been provided for the preparation of this appraisal.
First American Title Company provided the report dated March 28, 2019. Based on our property
inspection and reviews of the report, the property does not appear to be adversely affected by
any easements or encroachments. It is important to note there is an easement, which allows for
the subject owner to drive around the existing building. The easement goes into perpetuity and is
shown on the map below and identified with a red arrow:
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Site Analysis
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

The appraiser is not qualified to detect the existence of potentially hazardous material or
underground storage tanks which may be present on or near the site. The existence of
hazardous materials or underground storage tanks may affect the value of the property. For this
appraisal, CBRE, Inc. has specifically assumed that the property is not affected by any hazardous

materials that may be present on or near the property.

UTILITIES & SERVICES

The site is within the City of Coeur d’Alene and is provided all municipal services, including
police, fire and refuse collection. All utilities are available to the site in adequate quality and

quantity to service the highest and best use.
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Improvements Analysis

south side of the building (verified by the number of boats included within this area at time of

inspection).

Parking for this property type typically ranges from 0.5 to 2.0 spaces per 1,000 SF, depending

largely on the percentage office build-out. The current parking ratios is considered adequate for

the current improvements.

LANDSCAPING

The subject property features no maintained landscaping. The sloped areas have natural habitat
and are low-maintenance.

FUNCTIONAL UTILITY

The overall layout of the property is considered functional in utility and provides adequate
accessibility and visibility to the individual overhead doors with good separation of the
retail/office area from the warehouse space.
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Loning

ZONING MAP
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Site Analysis
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Subject Photographs
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