
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION AGENDA 
COEUR D’ALENE PUBLIC LIBRARY  
 LOWER LEVEL, COMMUNITY ROOM 

702 E. FRONT AVENUE 

 NOVEMBER 10, 2026 

5:30 P.M. CALL TO ORDER: 

ROLL CALL: Messina, Fleming, Ingalls, Garringer, McCracken, Ward, Jamtaas 

PLEDGE: 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  ***ITEM BELOW IS CONSIDERED TO BE AN ACTION ITEM.  

August 11, 2026 – Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting  
August 25, 2026 – Planning & Zoning Commission, Design Review Commission & Historic Preservation 

 Commission Joint Workshop with the Downtown Core Working Group 

PUBLIC COMMENTS: 

STAFF COMMENTS: 

COMMISSION COMMENTS: 

ADMINISTRATIVE: ***ITEM BELOW IS CONSIDERED TO BE AN ACTION ITEM.  

1. Applicant: Glacier 505, LLC (Parkwood) 
Location: 505 W. Kathleen Avenue   
Request: An interpretation for the “Junction at Kathleen” Preliminary Plat S-3-25 

ADMINISTRATIVE, (I-1-26)         

Presented by: Barbara Barker, Associate Planner 

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 Traci Clark at (208)769-
2240 at least 72 hours in advance of the meeting date and time. 

0BTHE PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION’S VISION OF ITS ROLE IN THE COMMUNITY 

The Planning & Zoning 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.  

*Please note any final  decision made by the Planning & Zoning Commission is appealable within 15 
days of the decision pursuant to sections 17.09.705 through 17.09.715 of Title 17, Zoning. 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/coeurdaleneid/latest/coeurdalene_id/0-0-0-13149#JD_17.09.705
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/coeurdaleneid/latest/coeurdalene_id/0-0-0-13153#JD_17.09.715
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PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 
 MINUTES 

LOWER LEVEL – LIBRARY COMMUNITY ROOM 
702 E. FRONT AVENUE 

AUGUST 11, 2026 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: 

Jon Ingalls, Vice Chair     Hilary Patterson, Community Planning Director 
Lynn Fleming      Traci Clark, Administrative Assistant 
Sarah McCracken Sean Holm, Senior Planner 
Kris Jamtaas  Randy Adams, City Attorney 

Barbara Barker, Associate Planner 
Chris Bosley, City Engineer  
Mike Anderson, WW Superintendent  

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: 

Chairman Messina 
Phil Ward  
Mark Coppess  

CALL TO ORDER: 

The meeting was called to order by Vice Chair Ingalls at 5:30 p.m. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 

Motion by Commissioner McCracken, seconded by Commissioner Jamtaas, to approve the minutes of the 
Planning & Zoning Commission meeting on July 14, 2026. Motion carried.  

PUBLIC COMMENTS: 

None.  

STAFF COMMENTS: 

Hilary Patterson, Community Planning Director, provided the following comments: 
• We did not receive any public hearing items, so we will not be meeting in September.
• We do have the joint workshop scheduled with the Planning and Zoning Commission, Design

Review Commission and Historic Preservation Commission to discuss recommendations from the
Downtown Core Working Group. Members of public are welcome to attend, but there will not be
any opportunity for public comment, which is typical of a workshop.

• We received an appeal on the Coeur Terre 2 subdivision, that will go to City Council for an appeal
hearing on August 31st. Per the Municipal Code, that will be conducted as a de novo hearing,
meaning it will be a full hearing. It's different than some appeal hearings where they're only
dealing with the matter that has been appealed. That will take place as a special meeting of the
City Council on August 31st at 5 p.m. For you, commissioners, please do not communicate with
any members of the neighborhood or the applicant team in case that does get remanded back to
you.
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Commissioner McCracken asked if there was a reason why it will be a full hearing again. 
 
Ms. Patterson stated that's in the code. This falls under the Subdivision Code provisions versus in the 
Zoning Code provisions for an appeal hearing. There are different sections of the code that specify how 
the hearing is held. It was very clear in the code that it's a de novo hearing, which is handled differently. 
 
COMMISSION COMMENTS: 
 
Commissioner Fleming stated that on July 21st, she had the honor of talking to the North Idaho Building 
Contractors Association (NIBCA). She introduced them to the thought of dark sky illumination and 
restricting the excess use of light and how to prevent sky glow. She presented to them a slideshow and 
introduced them to limiting light for residential uses, trying not to overlight or uplight into the sky, and how 
to be aware of the adjacencies that you are now illuminating your entire backyard, and that illuminates 
your neighbor's backyard. She also spoke about using LED lighting in a warm spectrum, keeping that 
warmer so that nature, and all things that grow and feed off this earth are not impacted by too much light. 
We're losing our night sky. We're not seeing our stars in our city, and you have to go way out there to find 
it. It was really fun to work with them to try to encourage education and plant the seed that maybe when 
they're meeting with their clients, that they will talk about something called Dark Sky lighting.  
 
OTHER BUSINESS: ***ITEM BELOW IS CONSIDERED TO BE AN ACTION ITEM.   
 
1. Applicant: Olson Engineering on behalf of Eugene P. Haag, Jr. Trust  
 Location: 2248 E. Stanley Hill Road       

                    Request: A request for a 1-year extension for a 5-lot, subdivision known as Haag Estates  
(S-1-25) 

 
Mr. Holm, Senior Planner provided the following statements: 
 
Olson Engineering is requesting a one-year extension. On September 9, 2025, the Coeur d’Alene 
Planning Commission held a public hearing on a request for annexation (A-1-25) and a five-lot preliminary 
plat subdivision known as “Haag Estates” (S-1-25) at 2248 E. Stanley Hill Road. The preliminary plat was 
approved by the Planning Commission contingent upon approval of the annexation request and 
associated R-3 zoning with Hillside Overlay. The City Council approved the annexation on December 2, 
2025, which was recorded as Ordinance 3764 on February 6, 2026. With the annexation now final, the 
property is within the Coeur d’Alene city limits. 
 
The applicant’s engineer, Olson Engineering, submitted a written request dated June 12, 2026, 
requesting a twelve (12) month extension of the preliminary plat approval for “Haag Estates” pursuant to 
Section 16.20.040 of the Municipal Code. The letter states that the applicant continues to make progress 
toward satisfying the conditions of approval but requires additional time to complete the final plat 
engineering and address outstanding department requirements before the preliminary plat approval 
expires. 
 
There are 7 conditions that would still apply to the project if this extension request is approved.  
 
Mr. Holm noted the action alternative this evening: The Planning and Zoning Commission must consider 
the request by motion by granting a one-year extension of the approved subdivision permit to September 
9, 2027. Or the commission may, by motion, deny the 12-month extension of the preliminary plat 
approval. If it's denied, the preliminary plat approval expires on September 9th of 2026, and the applicant 
would have to submit a new application for a plat approval.  
 
Mr. Holm concluded his presentation.  
 
Vice Chair Ingalls stated that as he understands it, the code allows for five such extensions. He said he 
couldn’t remember that the commission has ever denied a subdivision extension and he can’t think of a 
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downside. He asked Mr. Holm for confirmation. 
 
Mr. Holm replied that is correct. He provided some history on the need for extensions. During the Great 
Recession, the code allowed for fewer extensions and there were some subdivision approvals that were 
expiring and only one or two extensions were permitted at the time. A few years later, the City changed 
the code to allow five extensions.  
 
Motion was made by Commissioner Fleming, to grant a one-year extension to end on September 9, 
2027, seconded by Commissioner McCracken. Motion Carried.  
 
 
PUBLIC HEARING:  
 
1. Applicant: Gordon Dobler on behalf of David Swenson  
 Location: 3050 W Prairie Ave & 7760 N Atlas Road  
 Request: A proposed 9.27-Annexation from County Ag to City R-17 at 17 units per acre  
   QUASI-JUDICIAL, (A-2-26) 
 
Vice Chair Ingalls stated let me just set the tone here, there's a lot of people here, and there's going to be 
some passion. From reading the comments it is clear this is very important to folks. He asked that we set 
a very respectful tone tonight. Whether you're in favor or opposed, and you come up and provide 
testimony, others are not going to clap or boo, just treat this like this is what it is. It's a quasi-judicial 
hearing. Conduct yourselves like you're in a court of law. Give everybody respect. That's the respect we'll 
give you. You give one another, and we'll get we'll get through this. When we get to the point just before 
the applicant's going to give testimony, he will ask for everybody that is going to provide testimony to rise, 
and we'll swear everyone in as a group.  
 
Ms. Barker, Associate Planner, provided an overview of the request and noted the action alternatives this 
evening. The Planning and Zoning Commission must consider the request and make a recommendation 
of adoption or rejection of the requested City R-17 zoning prior to annexation of 9.27 acres to City 
Council.   
 
This property is currently two abutting properties which are currently located in the County Agriculture 
zone, suitable for one single-family dwelling or one two-family dwelling, with a minimum lot size of 2 acres 
unless in a conservation development.  The sizes of the properties are 4.53 and 4.74 acres. The existing 
lots are considered conforming lots, as per the Kootenai County Land Use and Development Code.  
 
The R-17 zoning district provides the widest range of housing options, suitable for residential 
development with single-family housing, duplex housing and multi-family housing.  The Comprehensive 
Plan envisioned the future land use for this property to be higher density, and the Urban Neighborhood 
place type supports R-17 zoning.  
 
The subject properties are not currently connected to City utilities.  If the annexation is approved, the 
applicant would connect to city sewer at the time of development to better serve this property and meet all 
other requirements and policies imposed by the City.  The water is provided by Hayden Lake Irrigation 
District. 
 
The owner has three (3) dwelling units on the two parcels which will remain until time of development. 
The applicant is not requesting a subdivision at this time.  
 
If approved, the R-17 zoning would allow higher density than the zoning of the adjacent properties which 
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are R-3 and R-8 zoning districts. R-17 zoning is found 0.5 miles to the west and 0.7 miles to the east 
(aerial distance). There is a C-17 zoned property at the southwest corner of Atlas Road and Prairie 
Avenue. 
 
Ms. Barker noted there are four findings that must be made, Findings B1-B4.  
 
The first finding is Finding B1, that this proposal (is) (is not) in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan 
policies. The Comprehensive Plan includes Place Types that represent the form of future development, 
as envisioned by the residents of Coeur d’Alene. These place-types will in turn provide the policy-level 
guidance that will inform the City’s Development Ordinance. The review for compliance with the 
Comprehensive Plan is based on: 
 

1. Conformance with envisioned future land use/ place types; 
2. Provision of transportation networks; and 
3. Conformance with Policy Framework (Goals and Objectives).  

 
R-17 and R-34SUP, NC, C, C-17, and C17L are the compatible zoning districts for the Urban 
Neighborhood Place Type. 
   
Finding B2, that public facilities and utilities (are) (are not) available and adequate for the proposed use.  
 
Ms. Barker noted that the commission will review the information provided, summary of facts, and 
testimony from the hearing, to make this determination. She shared images and information related to: 
 

• Existing Infrastructure  
• Photos of existing conditions along Prairie Avenue and Atlas Road 
• Staff comments and conditions.  

 
Ms. Barker noted that Hayden Lake Irrigation District (HLID) provides water in this location. They have 
provided a Will Serve letter and the applicant has provided a draft hydraulic study. To summarize, they 
are generally stating that they have the capacity in their system to serve the property at the proposed 
zoning density. However, when definitive development is proposed, they are requiring a hydraulic study to 
show what updates may be required to serve the proposed uses.   
 
Finding B3, that the physical characteristics of the side (do) (do not) make it suitable for the request at the 
time.  

Ms. Barker noted that the commission will review the information provided, summary of facts, and 
testimony from the hearing, to make this determination. She shared images and information related to the 
subject property and physical characteristics.  
 
Findings B4, that the proposal (would) (would not) adversely affects the surrounding neighborhood 
regarding traffic, neighborhood character, (and) (or) existing land uses.  
 
Ms. Barker noted that the commission will review the information provided, summary of facts, and 
testimony from the hearing, to make this determination. 
 
Post Falls Highway District has denied access, other than emergency access, from the properties to 
Prairie Avenue. Currently, the only allowed access to the subject property would be through W. Daylily 
Drive’s dead-end and from Atlas Road.  
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The proposed annexation itself would not adversely affect the surrounding area with regard to traffic, as 
no traffic is generated from an annexation. The proposed annexation is requesting R-17 zoning for the 
approximately 9.27-acre property. Without knowing what housing type is proposed, a theoretical 
maximum of 161 apartment units is being assumed which could result in over 1071 trips/day or 82 trips 
during the AM peak hour and 100 trips during the PM peak hour. The estimated traffic was derived from 
Land Use Code 220 – Apartments in the ITE Trip Generation Manual. The Streets and Engineering 
Department has no objection to this annexation request but will require a traffic impact analysis prior to 
issuance of building permits or subdivision of the property.  
 
Regarding neighborhood character, directly south of the subject property is 4.75 acres within Kootenai 
County Agriculture zone with a private residence and a commercial auto repair shop. North and west of 
the subject property are two parcels with a total of 3.98 acres also in Kootenai County Agriculture zone 
with private homes and agricultural use.  
 
West of the subject property is the major subdivision known as Landings at Waterford (annexed in 2003) 
with R-3 zoning and lots that are approximately 12,500 square feet. To the east is a planned development 
known as Garden Grove (annexed in 2017) with R-8 PUD zoning and lots that are approximately 5,000 
square feet.  The larger surrounding area is R-8 zoned developments known as Landings at Waterford 
First Addition and Sunshine Meadows with 7,000 to 10,000 square feet lots, annexed in 2003 and 2006 
respectively.  

 
These neighborhoods in the surrounding areas are conventional suburban layouts with public streets, 
sidewalks, and access to city utilities. These areas exhibit a cohesive residential character with well-
maintained lawns, mature trees, and minimal commercial uses. On the southwest corner of Prairie 
Avenue and Atlas Road is The Landings strip center with a small convenience grocery store, food and 
beverage, and personal service uses.  
 
Ms. Barker noted the seventeen recommended conditions and provided the commission with the action 
alternatives this evening. The Planning and Zoning Commission will need to consider this request for R-17 
zoning prior to annexation and make findings to recommend that the City Council adopt the requested R-17 
zoning with or without conditions to be included in the Annexation Agreement or reject the requested R-17 
zoning. 
 
Ms. Barker concluded her presentation.  
 
Vice Chair Ingalls stated thank you for a very thorough report, Mr. Barker. He asked for clarification on 
condition #6 from staff recommending a condition to impose an increased setback to 25 feet and what is 
the default dimension without that increase. 
 
Ms. Barker replied that the standard setback for multi-family is 10 feet to the side and 20 to the side if it 
was next to a street, and 20 feet for the rear setback. The condition would be for 25-foot setbacks along 
Garden Grove for principal buildings. 
 
Vice Chair Ingalls stated depending on how a multi-family building might be oriented, it could be as little 
as five feet if it wasn't for this condition. 
 
Ms. Barker replied, not a multi-family, the minimum would be 10 feet. 
 
Vice Chair Ingalls stated it would increase from 10 to 25 feet. 
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Ms. Barker stated, correct. For a duplex or a single-family use, the front setback is 20 feet. The side 
setback for a duplex or single-family is where you may only have a five-foot setback because the code 
requires one side to be five feet and 10 feet on the other side. 
 
Vice Chair Ingalls asked how that recommended condition came about.  
 
Ms. Barker stated we obviously got a lot of concern from the residents at Garden Grove. They have rather 
shallow rear yards that are abutting this property. Looking at the typical rear setback of 25 feet for most 
development, staff felt it would help mitigate concerns and provide a buffer between an intensified use, 
which is multi-family, and single-family or duplex. 
 
Vice Chair Ingalls asked if this condition was like other examples, such as the one in the Landings where 
there's some R-17, Carrington apartments, and then some that are close to Ramsey and Prairie, where 
there's R-17 in there and buffering was a condition. 
 
Ms. Barker said she would respond to the Landings. In this particular case we don't have a subdivision to 
look at, so it's just a wide open field, and we don't know what they're planning. In comparison, when they 
did the planning for the Landings, they knew exactly where they're going to put that R-17. 
 
Chairman Ingalls swore the applicant and the group in as a whole.  

Gordon Dobler, applicant’s representative, introduced himself and he stated he would like to start out by 
complimenting staff on that fine staff report. It's one of the better ones that he’s seen, and he thinks you're 
fortunate to have competent staff. The more information that you get, the easier the decision-making 
process becomes. Looking at this, in just general terms, you have a little island that's surrounded by the 
city. The whole piece, including property owned by others, is about 17.5 acres. It is inevitable that this will 
come into the city eventually. The applicant’s plan does not include annexing the corner property. The 
plan, though, does not include the development of the Atlas frontage. Where we're headed with the owner 
Swenson is that the pumpkin patch and the farm, and those residents will stay. If you can imagine a 
middle north south line just extending to the south, his client's intention is to ultimately parcel that off and 
leave the front half undeveloped. 
 
Commissioner Fleming asked for clarification on access from Atlas Road. We have an exit problem. We 
can only go through Hydrangea and down, and then a deadhead. We need a road and access to Atlas 
Road. You will need to carve out a bit of the pumpkin patch for a roadway access.  
 
Mr. Dobler replied that they will.  Water and sewer will be connected. Water comes up Atlas and there will 
be at least a 30-foot utility easement because water and sewer will be brought along the southerly portion 
of the property and that could be used for access.  
 
Commissioner Fleming asked about having curb cuts and sidewalks on the street.  
 
Mr. Dobler replied that there will be improvements to the Atlas Road frontage. There will be a curb, 
sidewalk, etc. He said he would provide more information about access to Atlas before the conclusion of 
his presentation. There is a need for this annexation because of the economy, the demand for housing 
and the scarcity of land. It's inevitable that this is going to be annexed into the city. How it's annexed or 
what zoning, that is yet to be determined. But to those that would say they want it to remain as a field, he 
would say growth is inevitable. Staff did a great job of presenting the surrounding zoning and the 
appropriateness of the requested R-17 zoning. He reiterated that the Comp Plan calls this out as an 
Urban Neighborhood, and R-17 is certainly one of the enabling or compatible zones. In fact, R-17 is 
probably one of the less dense zoning districts for the Urban Neighborhood Place Type, other than if a 
property was developed with single family residential in the R-17 zone. Most of the surrounding areas are 
zoned R-8 with C-17 at the corner. The property owners at the southeast corner intend to request 
annexation with C-17 zoning pending the outcome of this annexation request. You've got a major arterial 
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collector intersection and you've already seen C-17 on one corner. The other corner is ripe for C-17. The 
question is what will happen with the rest of this area in the future and is R-17 zoning compatible? He 
would say that it is going to be compatible with the kind of uses you'll see on the remaining pieces coming 
in and the kind of zoning. The R-17 does allow for a variety of uses. It's probably one of the broader ones, 
where you can go single-family all the way up to multi-family. The intent of the Urban Neighborhood Place 
Type is to have denser residential development. Regarding utilities, sewer will come up Atlas and be 
brought into the property along a utility easement. Whether it extends as far north here, there is no sewer 
available. There is sewer out in this intersection, but it's way too shallow for us to access. Water is from 
Hayden Lake Irrigation District. As part of the requirement to get the will serve, we did a modeling study 
on probable extensions of water mains into this development. Prairie Avenue has a 12-inch. Atlas Road 
has a 12-inch, and we will be looping from Daylily and connecting to probably both of them. The modeling 
study predicted the flows and the resulting pressures. There's actually  an increase in pressure when we 
connect these two because of the additional flow capacity. There's no negative impact at all on pressures 
in the existing subdivision. He then touched on one of the concerns of the residents that was in some of 
the comments you read. Some of the houses in Garden Grove have an easement and an existing four-
inch water main that comes down behind the houses that is pretty much under the fence, and that 
currently connects out and provides service to this house to the west. With the development of this parcel, 
that four-inch line becomes obsolete. It will be abandoned by Hayden Lake Irrigation District. He has had 
discussions with Brandon, the supervisor at HLID, as recently as this afternoon to confirm it and they 
indicated they would vacate the easement and abandon that four-inch water line. This also responds to 
concerns about having backyards ripped up. That line will be abandoned and the easement will be 
vacated. It actually would allow them more use of their backyards, as far as putting structures and 
whatnot in that easement because it would be going away. This is a benefit. Regarding transportation, 
let's talk about access because it is important. As staff pointed out, Post Falls Highway District manages 
Prairie Avenue and they won’t allow direct access. But they would permit secondary fire access onto 
Prairie Avenue, if needed. The applicant has also been in the process of discussions with the property 
owner to the west about creating a secondary access to Atlas Road. Having that additional connection 
would be a benefit to developing this property and we understand that. That ends up being an important 
mitigation for any and all the impacts to traffic. Traffic is always an issue and it's really not one specific 
development that's the issue. It's traffic patterns, traffic flow, signal timing. It's really more of a regional or 
local issue. Any development of any kind will contribute incrementally to that new traffic. Any new growth 
will do that. It’s really the effective management of traffic is more at a regional or a local level. The City of 
Coeur d’Alene is part of the Kootenai Metropolitan Planning Organization (KMPO), and they do have 
model forecasts out 20 years that predict traffic given the predicted land uses. They come through and 
identify land uses all through the city, and then generate traffic and trips and route it on the streets. Atlas 
Road is pretty much at its ultimate width of 40 feet with three lanes. The regional planning is really more 
of the answer to how are we going to alleviate our traffic issues. When Hanley was opened all the way 
over to Huetter Road, you have seen that the traffic on Atlas Road really jumped up. It was a regional 
impact. Interestingly enough, single-family generates about 50% more trips than one multi-family unit. So 
let me just throw some numbers at you. If you had 10 acres and you developed it as an R-17 in a peak 
hour, you'd get about 114 trips in the peak hour. If you developed it as R-12, you're going to get about 
120 trips in the peak hour. If you developed it as R-8, you'll get less. Then you start to reduce it. You'd get 
about 80 trips in the peak hour. The whole point of it is not to remember the numbers, but the trend, and 
say just because it's R-17 doesn't mean you're going to get more traffic generated than some of the other 
residential uses or some of the other zoning and development density that would be allowed in the urban 
neighborhood. Well, because when you have single family as opposed to multi-family, you generate more 
trips for things like deliveries, for lawn care, for a variety of additional uses that come along with single 
family. Even Amazon will deliver to a CBD, so they make one stop to those multiple mailbox things, they 
make one stop for 15 units versus 15 separate stops. That's why you get more traffic for detached than 
you would for multifamily. Lastly, regarding the recommended conditions for the annexation agreement, 
we didn’t see any red flags or any fatal flaws. We would suggest a refinement of a few of them, and one 
of them was the condition for a traffic study. We don't have any problem with that, but we would want an 
opportunity to discuss the scope of the traffic study. The buffer zone was an interesting condition but not 
a surprise given the public comments. We just want an opportunity to review that and discuss it with staff 
as we move forward through negotiating the annexation agreement. Remember when we talk about 
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impacts of development that all of the development here is going to pay significant amount of impact fees 
that go to street projects, public safety, parks to acquire land. That is part and parcel with any annexation 
and any development. 
 
Commissioner Jamtaas asked Mr. Dobler to help him understand the decision that was made about not 
allowing access onto Prairie Avenue, and if that determination was made by the Post Falls Highway 
Department that you couldn't have an exit, or access or egress onto Prairie Avenue. It seems that same 
number of people are now going to be going through Daylily to access Prairie Avenue. They're just going 
to go through the neighborhood. What is that rationale? 
 
Mr. Dobler said he wished he could explain it all. The highway district doesn't allow access onto Prairie. 
It's that simple. He did ask about a right in, right out. They were concerned that with the 45 miles an hour 
speed limit that access would slow traffic down. That is just the highway district’s policy.  
 
Vice Chair Ingalls asked for clarification on the access. He recalls reading something in the staff report 
about Atlas Road and Daylily Drive. He knew some traffic would go out Daylily but wants clarification on 
access off of Atlas Road. Help us understand why we don't have some definite Atlas Road connection. 
 
Mr. Dobler stated that the applicant has the ability to develop access where the property fronts Atlas 
Road but the property owner doesn't want a throughfare on the side. The specifics are yet to be 
negotiated with the property owner, but clearly it'll be an easement, and both utilities will require access 
over that easement. There will be a developed, limited access for utilities here, and we're in negotiations 
to plus that up depending on what we can do with this before we develop.  
 
Commissioner McCracken asked if the limited access to Atlas Road would have sidewalks or connection 
into the trail on Atlas or anything like that.  
 
Mr. Dobler responded that it would basically be a driveway or drive aisle and is not anticipated as a 
dedicated city street.  
 
Commissioner Fleming asked if Mr. Swenson owns the pumpkin patch. 
 
Mr. Dobler replied that he does.  
 
Commissioner Fleming asked if the owner wants road access through the southerly border of his 
property. 
 
Mr. Dobler replied that they are not looking for a public street to go through there, but they understand 
that there will be access of some sort.  
 
Commissioner Fleming commented that this access needs to be more than emergency-only access. It 
must be a dedicated road. Even if this didn't go to multi-family, which is high density and 161 units, it is 
truly a mistake to think that we can't exit a lot of people out onto Atlas Road because you would be 
shoving all 1,000 cars a day through a small development with closely stacked houses. That would be a 
real concern. If you cannot dedicate a real road accessing Atlas Road that belongs to this development, 
it's a no-go for me. It's dangerous and it's thoughtless. If this were to go to full multi-family, high density, 
lot of people, sometimes two and three cars per unit, because the people are triple bunking now here to 
afford it, that we need to get people out. We need to move them north and south, up north, up south. 
They need to be able to turn left and go down Atlas. And yes, we will be improving Atlas over time. It will 
come, maybe in time to catch this development. This is just an annexation. She knows it may not be 
developed as high density housing. The drive now for affordability drives us into multi-family because the 
young people can't afford housing. This is where we are. This request needs a proper road on that 
southerly border. That's the reality. 
 
Commissioner McCracken asked for clarification on the timing of the different elements and if the 



 

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION MINUTES                              AUGUST 11, 2026 Page 9 
 

roadway connections and improvements to the trail would be done at time of subdivision or construction.  
 
Mr. Dobler responded that he can't speak for staff, but the way the condition reads is prior to construction. 
We're not planning any subdivision at this point. It would be prior to construction of whatever units or 
whatever development is constructed, and staff controls that because we would have to come in and 
present site plans for the on-site development, and they approve it. 
 
Commissioner McCracken asked Ms. Patterson for clarification on the requirement for infrastructure. 
 
Ms. Patterson stated Mr. Dobler is correct in saying that it would be required as part of development or 
prior to, if it's subdivided that would be before a plat is finalized, there's the requirement for the 
infrastructure to be put in place. If it was built as an apartment complex, that would be part of the building 
permit process. We'd require one or the other.  
 
Commissioner McCracken asked for clarification on needs of the Fire Department. Their only comment 
was related to the flow and the pressure of Hayden Lake Irrigation District. Does the Coeur d’Alene Fire 
Department does not require access on Atlas? She said she is surprised that's not the findings.  
 
Ms. Patterson stated that staff’s understanding was that there would be access from Atlas as well as 
Daylily. That was kind of presumed that you have frontage there and there'd be frontage improvements 
and access.  
 
Commissioner McCracken stated it wouldn't be unreasonable to add that if it because it seems like they 
were assuming that was the case.  
 
Ms. Patterson replied, “correct”.  
 

Mr. Dobler responded that secondary access for Fire is required after we reach so many units. We expect 
that, and that's what I said, that at least on Prairie there would be an emergency fire access, and certainly 
that at this point, that utility road would be used as a fire access also. 
 
Commissioner McCracken said it is hard to say if the criteria would be met if there's no access on Prairie 
Avenue and no guarantee of what access to Atlas Road could look like.  
 
Mr. Dobler suggested that access could be addressed in an additional condition of approval that would be 
worked out through the annexation agreement and give us time to come back and talk to Mr. Swenson 
about what he may or may not have.  
 
Commissioner McCracken stated it's hard having a lot of loose ends.  
 
Mr. Dobler stated let's just pretend if you made a condition of approval saying that you must have an 
vehicular access for this development out to Atlas, the applicant team can meet with staff before it goes to 
council. The code defines if it's a vehicular access, it's got to be minimum 24 feet, you know, drive aisle, 
paved, etc.  
 
Vice Chair Ingalls stated that might make sense here to just get this moving forward. He doesn’t believe it 
needs to be a full street width but it needs to be more than a teeny little easement thing too. He lives just 
south of there in a neighborhood that turns right off Atlas, and it works. There are 60 homes there, and it's 
certainly not a full city public road. It's a little private street, and there's one just like it to the north of his 
neighborhood. Those work and this could too.  
 
Commissioner Fleming stated the trick to this is though that you are forcing the predominance of that 
traffic through Daylily. It's impacting an existing neighborhood in a profound sense. It behooves the 
developer/owner, or whomever’ s packaging this up, to understand that that's detrimental to the 
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neighborhood. We keep talking about neighborhoods, established neighborhoods. That's an impact one 
cannot ignore. We have to give them decent access to the south (to Atlas Road), so that they don't fully 
feel the weight of that traffic. Knowing that there's a secondary access, whether it's a street that is 25 feet 
with curbs and sidewalks and a nice walking path, that would be a really nice bonus. But in reality, we 
should not lay all that traffic onto Daylily.  
 
Commissioner McCracken stated that the commission has to consider the density too. If a private drive 
works for more for 60 homes, or there's a little loop on Mocha, like a handful of residences, but at a 
density of you know R-17, there's a significant difference of the amount of funneled traffic there, even if it 
was more of the same homes right there might fit more to fit right into Daylily.  
 
Mr. Dobler stated, even if it wasn't R-17 to continue to make the point, whatever traffic is generated, even 
if zoned R-12 or R-8, we would resonate and say second access is not only benefits Daylily, but it 
benefits this subdivision or this development as well. And that's why he suggested an additional condition 
that gives us chance to work through the specifics. 
 
Commissioner Fleming stated it's problematic thinking that you're going to turn left to go west on Prairie, 
as we all know it's getting harder and harder to get that left turn. The people are putting on the pedal to 
the metal, and they're heading straight for you as you're trying to turn left into them into the median.  
 
Kurt Vitali introduced himself and said he has four reasons why he oppose the property or the zone 
change – property value, traffic, safety, and finally aesthetics. Property value studies show that multi-
family units in close proximity to single-family homes do not necessarily lower the value of the single-
family homes, nor do they necessarily increase the value. Either way, it's kind of neutral. However, 
studies do show that urban homes in close proximity to small-family farms typically have a 3 to 4% higher 
resale value than homes not near a farm. A zone change to R-17 from this farm will negatively affect my 
home's value as well as that of my neighbors. The second is traffic, which we've already talked a little bit 
about. His office window overlooks Atlas. He knows that as soon as Hanley was opened up to Huetter, 
that the traffic increased significantly. He’s going to make a guess at 50 percent increase when those 
subdivisions along Hanley are completed, that traffic is going to continue to intensify, and adding another 
subdivision right, there at Atlas and Prairie is only going to would be totally irresponsible with regard to 
traffic patterns. He can sit in his office right now and overlook Atlas, and can say that between the hours 
of 4:30 and 6:00 p.m., he knows when there's a red light on Prairie because the traffic's backed up past 
his house. When the Hanley development gets completed, that potential traffic could be backed up past 
Wilbur. The other issue is semi-truck traffic. There was virtually no semi- truck traffic on Atlas before 
Hanley opened up, and now the big rigs travel that every day. That adds not only to the congestion but 
also adds to noise and air pollution along that road. He knows the City Engineer said that Atlas can 
handle the traffic, but you know the roads in Seattle and LA and Portland can handle the traffic too, but 
you don't want to be on those roads between five and 6o'clock, do you? No, because it's a parking lot, 
and that’s going to happen too along Atlas eventually when all these subdivisions get built. The next one 
is safety. He knows the police and fire departments have stated they can handle the impact of 161 new 
units, but the question is, do they want to? Any firefighter will tell you it's more difficult to fight a fire in a 
multi-family dwelling than it is in a single-family home, and statistics support that as well. Also, traffic 
safety statistics show that a 50% increase in traffic flow results in a 60- 80% increase in traffic accidents, 
so that's significant. The other is just aesthetics. Currently that farm is a peaceful rural oasis in the midst 
of this urban sprawl, and it's one of the reasons he bought my house there. He likes looking out over the 
mature trees, the open land, the nice yellow barn that's there, which he knows was said that it's going to 
stay there for the time being, but you know who knows how long that that means. He also likes to hear 
the rooster crowing in the morning. That's kind of nice. Re-zoning this property robs him and his 
neighbors of these simple pleasures. In your packet, one of the things you said in your growth and 
development goal is "preserve the qualities that make Coeur d’Alene a great place to live”. This proposed 
zoning change will accomplish just the opposite of that. With every pasture that's turned under, every 
mature tree that's cut down to make room for another subdivision, the quality of life in Coeur d’Alene 
diminishes. It's been going downhill for the past 25 to 30 years, so please, do the right thing and 
recommend that this zone change request be denied. Thanks. 
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Dennis Tanner introduced himself and said he lives in Coeur d’Alene. He is here to speak as a property 
owner that doesn't want the quality of life in his neighborhood, which is the Landings, or the property 
values of the Landing to go down. How many stories might these be? He would guess three. That’s 45 
feet. Second could low-income housing be part of this package of R-17? He would appreciate an answer 
to that. Would it be possible, as a response to this request, to say how about R-8 instead of R-17. That 
would be my third question. Say yes, but let's do this with different zoning because despite what the 
gentleman said, he believe that would result in less traffic. The fact that we have limited access over here 
on Atlas and no access on Prairie, and we're going through a neighborhood to get it's like no access to 
this place, and that should be a reason for you to say no. This doesn't work. There's virtually no access 
here. It doesn't work. It's not enough access to make this work, and it's going to be problems for the 
neighborhoods on both sides. Thank you for listening. 
 
Sandra Moulton introduced herself and said she lives in Coeur d’Alene. We are right next to Daylily right 
on the corner, and it will greatly impact us with that much traffic. Depending on what you build and if it is 
apartments, it has got to be at least three stories, and they're going to be right up against our fence with 
everybody looking down into our backyard. Also, the infrastructure on the streets there at Atlas and 
Prairie, like the other gentleman said, if you're there and you're looking out, and we can see both from our 
backyard, the traffic is terrible. And God help us if they're doing any redirection because of other road 
construction in other places. It makes it 10 times worse. Going through the red light there at the corner. 
Sometimes you're sitting there through two cycles of the red light. Also, please take into consideration not 
only the farm animals because we love the farm back there. That's one reason why we bought where we 
did. But there's also the wildlife. That lone pine tree that sits on that property has a pair of nesting red-tail 
hawks, which she understands are under federal and state protection. We see them there all the time. 
What's going to happen to that tree and those hawks because who's going to speak for them? We love 
the farm. We love the animals. We enjoy it. We're also worried about the four-inch water main that runs 
through our backyards. She said she knows he said that Hayden Lake told them that they're not going to 
use that four-inch water main. It actually goes through the backyards of the first five houses from Daylily 
down, and the backyards get smaller as they go down from Daylily on through Hydrangea there, and 
we're wondering: Are they actually going to shut that water main down because it does go to the barn? It 
provides water, and if not, if they're going to try and use that as part of the water for the development. If it 
breaks, then they come through and they tear up our backyards all the way down to fix that main. We 
understand that the property owner has the right to do with what you know they want to do with it. It's just 
that you know we really like the farm, and I hope everybody takes that into consideration too. Thank you. 
 
Cal Whitfield introduced himself he states we own the five acres directly to the north of the proposal. He 
lives in the County and has a lot of questions. He actually came here not in opposition to this. We've 
known the Swenson’s for years. We knew that this was something that they were working towards and 
we do support them in the idea of it. Next door to it, we do have an auto repair shop. We ran it for many 
years. We sold the business itself last year to one of my employees. On the back half of the property is a 
small farm with a house. We occupied it for many years. At this point, we're using it as a VRBO. Right 
now, the business generates a lot of traffic. It does. It's been there for 41 years. It's one of the oldest auto 
shops in the city. Well, in the area. And right now, you get over there in any kind of traffic times, and it is 
deadlocked. Atlas is absolutely deadlocked, and with him talking about punching an access right on our 
property line, my shared property line with the Swenson’s. Now you're talking the other corner of my 
property, right down over here. My property is about 330 feet wide, directly opposing that other property 
line is the entrance to the Landings. Anybody who goes in or out of the Landings anytime near or around 
traffic times knows what it's like getting on Atlas. Now we're talking 330 feet from that Landings, another 
entrance with potentially better than 1000 cars a day, feeding in and out of Atlas on it. Right now, it's 
going to completely deadlock access to our property, because already we can't hardly get in and out. 
Another big question is about the sewer main. It sits on the far corner of his property. He has already 
talked to the city, and they said any development that happens, they're going to have to punch that sewer 
main through the front of his property. He didn't see a single picture showing the extension of the sewer 
main and if that would affect the front of his property. There's absolutely no discussion with how that's 
going to impact our property or our business as they do this, nor what are they going to do the put back 
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together the front of my property? Is it going to match the proposed annexation? Does he have a say in 
it? And then once it's done, does he get to maintain something that somebody else put together? None of 
these questions are being answered in this. Not to mention the fact that he doesn't love the idea of having 
a road with potentially over 1000 people a day running up and down his property line. He is not opposed 
to this project, but really thinks somebody needs to be talking to him and the more impacted neighbors to 
get people on board, and not coming here with a lot of ambiguous answers to questions that everybody in 
this room has. Thank you for your time. 
 
Anthony Walker introduced himself and said he lives in Coeur d’Alene Place, which is just another side 
down from Garden Grove. He states he is in support of this annexation because he is young and has a lot 
of friends that live in the apartments off of Prairie and Ramsey. He graduated college seven eight years 
ago. He started living in an apartment when he graduated from University of Idaho. He grew up in the 
County just north of Coeur d’Alene. He had his first job in 2019 for $40,000 a year. He wanted to make 
this home, and so he did. He rented an apartment and then COVID happened. Obviously this made 
everything more expensive, everything more unattainable. But he worked hard to afford a home, and now 
he has a family. He is in favor of this because he wants to see more urban infill projects in our city and the 
overall area. We see a lot of urban sprawl. Highway 41 is going to be full before we even know it, and 
there's going to be more and more houses that take up the actual big, farms and the fields that are 
actually farmed for hay and alfalfa. This is kind of a hobby farm right now, but he does think it's a great 
development site for something that can provide attainable housing for younger generations to keep them 
here, keep my friends here who are waiting for the hospital to be built down the road and want to live kind 
of close to the hospital. It's going to be built in Post Falls, and they want to see their families raised here. 
They’re for the next generation. He'd rather keep areas like this more density and have our actual farms  
remain undeveloped. If you look at Boise, they have subdivisions in the middle of farmlands because 
projects like this aren't approved but if we do approve them with the density, we have the open fields once 
you leave town. He’d prefer to see that personally and see a project like this approved. Thank you. 
 
Justin Sherfey introduced himself and said he lives in Coeur d’Alene. He states he also represents the 
younger generation tonight. He appreciates everybody coming out. There are peers and people older 
than me who want to live here, and it's hard. A lot of my friends live in their mom's basements in Post 
Falls. Where do you want to live? They would love to live in Coeur d’Alene. He knows some developers 
that own apartments and he asked them about the rental market in Coeur d’Alene. They said it is their 
best market. They're 95% full and beating rents by 100 bucks on their pro forma. What does that tell you? 
It tells you that there's a lack of supply, and there's a true demand for people who want to be here. The 
Swenson’s have owned this property since 2013. He is sure they probably weren't thrilled when Garden 
Grove came in. A lot of those property owners bought in 2018, and 2020, they weren't here. They also 
have property rights. This is Idaho. That's why people live here, and we're not doing a zone change 
tonight. From what he can tell, this is following the Comp Plan and filling in a color for the City of Coeur 
d’Alene on what your Comp Plan calls for. Traffic sucks. Until we have something in writing that says 
what's going to happen, he actually thinks that coming off a Daylily, and if you want to take a left on 
Prairie, he'd rather come through this development and then take a right out on the Atlas instead of trying 
to dodge cars on Prairie Avenue. This is your neighbor. It's their time. They've chosen now to sell for 
different reasons. A lot of people have done this in the past. This isn't the best time. But we're in an 
affordability crunch, and others my age are out there who don't know about these meetings, who don't 
come here, who don't share their concerns. They're just like, "It is what it is”. My buddy's an elevator 
mechanic, who makes a great income. He's like, "Yeah, I just kind of come to the reality I'm never going 
to own anything in Coeur d’Alene because it's just gotten so crazy”. And this does help. It's surrounded by 
city. Yeah, the restricted access onto Prairie, he doesn't like that either. That they won't let us come in 
and out. He thinks that that's for the residents there. It's not great. he just appreciates you guys listening 
to your future generation and the problems, the real problems that we're facing. And if we can find a 
solution to some of the issues brought up tonight. Thank you. 
 
Eric Sorenen introduced himself and stated that he lives right on the border in Garden Grove. One of the 
big problems he sees with the R-17 zoning is that not only is it really tall because it's going to tower over 
his property, but it also allows for the possibility to be converted to an R-34 later. He doesn't know if 
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there's going to be a hearing on that or if that's just a thing that goes on behind closed doors. So that's a 
huge concern of his. He doesn't want people staring into his backyard in the privacy of his home, and also 
the light, the effect of this that it'll have on the sunlight. He has a lot of plants that he has spent a lot of 
time cultivating, and they rely on that sunlight because we have such a short growing season already. He 
would like to see if it's possible to have a sun study if this were to go through. Plus, he has solar panels 
also on that side too. If they block that, then it's literally cost me money. Another concern he has is with 
Atlas. It sounds like, if he heard correctly, that the Parks Department is requiring a 10-foot-long path on 
the side, and Atlas Road is still only one lane. He doesn't know how they're going to accomplish that and 
also put all these people in that property and push them all through Atlas. So that's another huge concern.  
Dr. Wayne Strickland introduced himself and said he lives on Lockston Loop. He has several reasons for 
wanting to oppose this request. First of all, there are not very many details, so he is assuming R-17 multi-
family residents throughout this would be the proposal. He is concerned that the gentleman indicated that 
the bottom third of that property there would not be developed contiguous to Atlas, and that reduces the 
effect of acreage by 2.3 acres approximately. That increases the density of the remaining pieces of 
property that would be constructed. Another concern was a lack of adequate notice. Many people who 
live on his street did not receive notices. They were across the street from me, and that's a concern for 
me that we need to broaden the notice and give them opportunity to be able to testify with regard to this. 
He is also concerned about traffic, current traffic patterns and congestion on Atlas Street. If all of the 
entrances are going to be on Atlas. He is concerned with damaging the character of the neighborhood. 
The vast majority of homes are single-family homes in this particular area, and having multi-residence 
structures is going to severely impact negatively the neighborhood. He is also concerned that there may 
be substantial increased noise. He didn't hear that addressed in the planning document that you 
summarized tonight. He is concerned about the impact on schools with that kind of building of structures, 
and is wondering if that issue has been addressed. He thinks it's not inevitable that this is going to be 
developed at least at this density R-17. There may be reasons to ask for it to be reduced to an R-8 or 
something along that line, restricting it to single-family residences. Thank you very much for your attention 
to my comments. 
 
Cindy Spence introduced herself and said she lives in the Garden Grove neighborhood, right off Daylily, 
which would have tremendous impact should this be approved. She said we've heard from younger 
people in our community, but we haven't heard from the older people. Our neighborhood, Garden Grove, 
is comprised mostly of retired people, of older people that have worked their entire lives to buy a small 
property. We're not multi-million-dollar homes there. Many of us, many of our neighbors, including us, my 
husband is a retired Vietnam veteran. He depends, along with many, of our neighbors, on the safety of 
Daylily to cross the road to go to the park, or maybe to walk up and look at the horses and the mules that 
occupy this little piece of land, which is our haven in that neighborhood. We're surrounded by cement, 
and it's a haven for so many of us. For us, it's a safety issue. At any time of the day or night, you can see 
our residents walking with walkers, some are in wheelchairs, going over to the little grassy area, and they 
use Daylily, and that would make it impossible for the majority of our neighbors to safely get to where they 
want to go. Daylily is not a good place for 1000 cars a day to be going through. She can't even imagine it. 
It's absurd to think that we could safely funnel traffic through our little neighborhood to accommodate this 
development. She would respectfully ask you to consider that this has not been well studied, and ask that 
the commissioners take a closer look on how it would impact the culture of their small neighborhood and 
the surrounding neighborhoods, and to respectfully consider the older population that have fought for this 
country and have worked their entire lives to have a little piece of quiet.  
 
James Lechner introduced himself and said he lives in Coeur d’Alene. He stated that he lives on the 
corner of Daylily and Hydrangea. His  house is right up to the back of the field. He doesn't really want to 
have a three-story apartment complex behind his property. He doesn't live in a dream world where he has 
a field behind him. He did not ever hope that it would be developed anytime soon. Eight years is a little 
sooner than he liked, but he doesn't live in a dream world where he doesn't think that that's ever never 
going to get developed. His preference would be that it not be developed with three-story apartment 
buildings. He prefers single-family homes, or in the worst-case duplexes. Lower houses would be 
preferred if it ever happened. That's what he would like. Most of his neighbors probably would like neither 
of those. That part of Daylily right there that comes in that would be absorbing this traffic. It's a very 
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narrow road. He recalled when they moved in or we were looking at the property that they were originally 
told that the city wasn't even going to accept those roads, and that plowing was going to be in the 
neighborhood, not on the city. They do plow our streets, but that road right there, Daylily, is very narrow. If 
there's one car parked on the side of the road beside his house, you can't get two cars through there. 
Once you've done that, you can't get a plow through there. They have issues as is right now with some of 
renters that fill their garages with all their belongings, so their road cars are always on the road. Winter 
time it becomes a real hazard trying to get the roads plowed. But if you put one car through there, you 
can't get two cars through there at the same time, and you can't widen that because it's only the swale 
and then his house. Daylily, the road that everybody keeps talking about would be their exit, but the road 
going in and out of our neighborhood is Celebration, and that's the one that's going to catch the backup of 
traffic of people trying to go left on to Prairie if they need to, it's going to impact that street also. We do 
have a road that goes in the back of our development and exits out, but also that exits out into Sunshine 
Meadows, which they would absorb that too. Because the shallowness of our backyards and our lots are 
not that big. If you put a three-story apartment on there, they're going to be looking into house and see 
what he eats for dinner. His preference is that this gets zoned for single-family, not for apartment-type 
complexes. Thank you. 
 
Joyce Zurn introduced herself and said she lives on Hydrangea, in the Garden Grove district. She stated 
she is not behind the farm. She pays HOA dues in the complex as well as the rest of the homeowners, 
and knows that if they put in a big R-17 complex that they're going down Daylily. First, it's dangerous 
because it is so narrow, and the kids go back and forth right there. We have a park right there. You can't 
tell me that those people are not going to use our park that we pay part of the HOA dues for so, which 
means it will deteriorate faster, which means that she has to pay more HOA dues, to repair it. She knows 
that the school is down both ways on that street there, and she is just afraid that they're going to have a 
lot more accidents with the kids with Atlas Elementary and Nexa. Thank you. 
 
Josie Krahn introduced herself and said she lives in Coeur d’Alene. She stated that her mother's house 
backs up on Hydrangea, and she was the realtor that did this neighborhood that was very well thought out 
and planned out. It's 20 acres with 95 homes, and they have five parks, and it's just a pretty 
neighborhood. And yes, the residents pay for the private park there. What she is not seeing in this new 
neighborhood is really all the pictures that were presented tonight were all the other beautiful 
neighborhoods around. There's not anything that that they're offering in this neighborhood and that's a 
concern to her. And the closeness. Tonight, when Ms. Barker was talking, she pointed out other 
examples of R-17. This is Carrington Place in the Landings, and that is on 8-acres, and it is surrounded 
by streets all the way around it. And then across the street is another 8-acre park. There's plenty of buffer 
for that kind of density. Then on the other side here, this is Prairie Point. That's on 15 acres, and that is 
they have four openings to get out. Carrington has three openings to get out.  Get people moving. This 
neighborhood that they're proposing – it's just too high density. That corner is so busy, and they need to 
provide two openings on Atlas. In my opinion, if they don't get another one on Prairie Avenue, because it 
just doesn't work. There's no way they're going to be able to funnel traffic. They'll be backed up all the 
way through that neighborhood. Speaking of which, it took her about 45 minutes to get from there after 
she went up and looked at it tonight to get downtown to Coeur d’Alene. She also want to talk about the 
schools. We have Atlas, which is at capacity. We have Skyview in Coeur d’Alene Place, which is beyond 
capacity. We have Ramsey, which is also beyond capacity. Where are these kids going to go to school? 
The Landings, half of that school goes to Post Falls School District. She thinks compatibility with the other 
neighborhoods just needs to be single family.  
 
Public testimony closed 
 
Applicant rebuttal:  
 
Mr. Dobler said he wanted to clarify and provide information about the Hayden Lake Irrigation District and 
the four-inch water line. They're on record saying that it will be abandoned. It won't be dug up, and the 
easement will be vacated. The sewer main extension along Atlas Road is not going on private property. 
There's about a six-eight-foot gravel shoulder off the edge of the pavement, and it'll go there. The sewer 
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is only six feet deep, so it's not a huge trench, and it will fit within there. It must stay in the right-of-way of 
Atlas. It's not going on private property. We have no right to go on anybody's property. The R-34 that 
someone referenced would have to be approved with a special use permit. That would have to be 
approved by Planning Commission. It's not a foregone conclusion. Regarding the path on Atlas, the city is 
asking for an additional 20 feet of right of way on the piece that we're annexing. The path would be 
developed in the 20 feet of right of way and the road would be widened to 40 feet; it's about 36 right now 
to the edge of the pavement. When the curb goes in, the road gets to be 40 feet, with a swale, and a 10-
foot asphalt path. He understands the frustration with access to Daylily, but when that subdivision was 
crafted, Daylily was stubbed to this property. So clearly, the master plan was for the road to be developed 
and extended. However as this develops, it's going on Daylily, and they would have known when Garden 
Grove was developed that Post Falls Highway District was not going to allow another access. Expectation 
of no traffic is, in his humble opinion, not realistic. The amount of traffic, certainly there's an impact there, 
and we've talked about that, and that's up to you. But certainly, it's crafted that access was always going 
to be from this property. One of the accesses was always going to be on Daylily. The last one is the 
backyard views. Those homes that abut the property have minimal backyards, so even if you had a two-
story single-family, you're still going to be up against a viewshed with a 25-foot setback in an R-12 or an 
R-8. That problem isn't going to go away. Whether it's apartments or single-family, you would have to 
preclude two-story to obviate that altogether.  
 
Commissioner Fleming asked if this was evaluated with R-12 zoning. 
 
Mr. Dobler responded that R-12 in the City of Coeur d’Alene only allows duplexes. 
 
Commissioner Fleming stated yes duplexes or single-family dwellings. It's less dense. Yes, the car traffic 
may be impactful, but she was just curious to know if the numbers had ever been studied. 
 
Mr. Dobler stated that it was not the first choice, and for a few reasons. One of them is the traffic impact is 
not much less than an R-17. 
 
Commissioner Fleming stated she recognizes that, but the density is less. 
 
Mr. Dobler stated, it’s market driven too. 
 
Commissioner Fleming stated, correct. 
 
Mr. Dobler commented that the market is better for duplex versus the market for condos or townhomes.  
 
Commissioner Fleming asked if it is to purchase and home ownership foot in the door?  
 
Mr. Dobler commented that’s what cottage duplexes now are rented for rental income.  
 
Commissioner Fleming commented we didn't really look at when in fact the pumpkin patch is extricated 
out of this currently or possibly in the future, it comes in. It's being annexed in the whole, but the 
quantification of units would go down by that 2.3 acres, correct? 
 
Mr. Dobler stated that 161 units is for the whole property. If whatever isn't developed, it's 17 per acre. If 
we don't develop three acres, then you're 30 to 50 units less. 
 
Commissioner McCracken stated but you do intend to parcel it off? 
 
Mr. Dobler stated not exactly. They plan to do a boundary line, which is technically different than parcel it 
off.  
 
Commissioner McCracken asked if the pumpkin patch would this be its own parcel. 
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Mr. Dobler replied yes. It would be a smaller piece of R-17, but at a later date, it could come in and have 
all the rights of R-17. 
 
Commissioner Fleming stated it's a delay to this parcel. This would come in eventually and join the whole 
parcel.  
 
Mr. Dobler stated absolutely, and staff can extrapolate on that. But yes, they could conceivably come in 
with that smaller piece, whatever it is, 2.5 acres. It would already be zoned R-17. They can come in and 
develop it as R-17. 
 
Commissioner McCracken stated, right, it'll remain its own parcel with the full rights of R-17. 
 
Mr. Dobler stated yes.  
 
Commissioner Fleming stated if the owner currently on Atlas has a problem with us insisting on a 
roadway, would that be a deal stopper for this one? Is that a no go?  
 
Mr. Dobler stated it gives us the opportunity to go back to him and negotiate. If we're successful, then 
we've met your conditions. If we aren't successful, we haven’t.  Depending on how you were to condition 
it’s a bit of a roadblock.  
 
Commissioner Fleming raised concerns with impacts to Daylily if it's only 25 feet wide. She is not sure if 
on-street parking would be possible anymore if this were to come in because of the traffic that we would 
force through that area. 
 
Mr. Dobler stated that Daylily Street is standard street width. It's 32 feet and would allow parking on both 
sides of the street. And that happens all over the place. If you happen to have two cars parked at the 
same street on any street, Daylily on any standard city street, yeah, it narrows it, and we've all driven it. 
That's the city's standard. They've taken this into consideration. He’s sure they've considered, possibility-
wise, you would have two cars parked? And we've all driven it, so we all know. Yeah, I've driven streets 
where there's two parked cars parked. You sit and wait for the other guy to go. It’s the city’s standards. 
 
Vice Chair Ingalls asked Mr. Dobler to speak to a few of the recommended conditions. One being the 25-
foot setback. He thinks that one must stay. You'd indicated you're not wild about a traffic study. The actual 
condition says a traffic impact analysis will be required. It doesn't really define the full scope of what that 
is. Whether it's a limited, you know, just the certain legs and turns and whatnot. He would think that Mr. 
Bosley would work with you and define what an analysis means. It doesn't mean some exhaustive 
$50,000 traffic study deal. 
 
Mr. Dobler responded and said it wasn't to say that they opposed it. It was more to say, they want the 
opportunity to clarify with staff what are we focusing on. 
 
Vice Chair Ingalls stated it seems that that's not a big deal that you two could work that out. And you're 
nodding your head. He thinks there ought to be a fourth condition under engineering, something to the 
extent of requiring a second access from Atlas.  
 
Commissioner McCracken stated that Ms. Patterson alluded that fire had already made that assumption. 
She would even step that up and say that that access should be a full city street with sidewalks. We really 
tout that we have connectivity to all these great trails, and Atlas is one of them. Atlas is a main trail that 
people can ride all the way downtown to City Beach on. She thinks you put 1000 car trips a day or 
however many units, all those people would not have a way to get to get to that trail system from Daylily 
that we the city has intentionally put along Atlas both sides most of the way to connect into the Prairie 
Trail, to connect to the Kroc Center, to connect downtown. She struggles with it being not just a full 
standard access with trail connecting into what we already have as conditions to require the 10-foot. 
There's a reason why the city is requiring the 10-foot trail on both Prairie and Atlas, because we want that 
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connectivity, and then to make an entrance that doesn't have that. She feels it would be a conflict, 
especially with the density, because a lot of the people in those units will want to recreate and use the 
trail system. If it was the condition that she was adding, it would be a full street with trails connecting into 
the 10-foot trail on Atlas Road.  
 
Vice Chair Ingalls stated when you have a full street that brings in a whole maintenance agreement and 
deeding of property to the city. What we're all describing here, recognizing we don't have subdivision kind 
of data up here, this is a plot of ground. If we're going to move forward with some kind of condition, he 
thinks it could be the intent of connecting something that has some connectivity for people, cars and 
bikes, and gets people in and out of Atlas.  
 
Mr. Dobler stated that he didn’t disagree. From staff's standpoint, the staff may not want a city street that 
they have to maintain. But it doesn't mean we couldn't give the commission that opportunity. As Vice 
Chair Ingalls stated you could ask for connectivity to the paths to extend into the development, and that 
they connect and provide connectivity, pedestrian and trail connectivity in the development to Atlas and 
Prairie. That accomplishes your desire to make sure that the people in this development can get to the 
trails. Then we kind of avoid that staff hasn't had an opportunity to weigh in on this as a city street. But if 
you were going to do a city street, he would say it probably wants to go through the whole subdivision. 
Well, now you're really opening up more of a can of worms that gets more difficult to solve and really does 
not or what you want can be accomplished without a dedicated street. It can provide public access. The 
access can provide vehicle and pedestrian access to Atlas and pedestrian access to Prairie. Hopefully, 
that makes some sense to you. 
 
Commissioner McCracken commented that in general she is struggling with answering the neighborhood 
impact without knowing those things. She knows that's the order of events that we're in right now, and to 
do the zoning. It feels like there's a lot of moving parts and a lot of neighbors that want to know what's 
happening. It's a little hard to leave a bunch of loose conditions out there.  
 
Mr. Dobler suggested making it a condition, so there's no mystery about it and the project moves forward 
with the condition. 
 
Vice Chair Ingalls asked if we recommend R-17 zoning to Council, what if we had a fourth condition 
regarding this Atlas that said the annexation agreement will require connectivity to be provided for access 
to and from Atlas for vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles. 
 
Mr. Dobler responded he thinks that's a better solution than just denying an R-17 altogether, at least 
without giving us an opportunity as we move forward to address these concerns.  
 
Vice Chair Ingalls commented that he thinks that captures the essence of what we're talking about here. It 
allows future study to roll in about the time the annexation agreement and everything else is going 
forward, and before you start coming in with detailed development plans. 
 
Mr. Dobler stated fair enough. 
 
Commissioner Fleming stated, this is an annexation. You're going for R-17, which is the top of the heap. It 
could be less, and we know that. We don't know who's going to develop this. We don't know how their 
vision is forming. All we can do is try to prevent what we believe to be the most challenging aspect, which 
is that secondary egress. I think that that would be safe to add that fourth point, if you don't mind.  
 
Vice Chair Ingalls stated we are providing a recommendation. This is not an action that we have final say 
on. What we decide here goes to the City Council. They will make the final decision, and that's not the 
end of the story. There are more pieces to follow. Perhaps a subdivision, perhaps a PUD, you know, 
other pieces, building permits. 
 
Commission discussion:  
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Commissioner Jamtaas commented that he thanks the youth of Coeur d’Alene for coming and 
appropriately saying that we need badly R-17 zoning in our city for a number of reasons. He’s not 
convinced this is the right property to have R-17 zoning, particularly with the lack of information about 
road access and all of the other complications that have come up. Also he wants to remind ourselves that 
it wasn't 15, 20, 25 years ago when none of these communities out here that we live in were here. That 
was all farmland. All the trees had birds in them. All of them had deer. All of the comments from people 
that were here before us had probably the same conversations that we had today. This property is going 
to change. It's not going to stay agriculture land. He think that at this point in time, with as much thought 
has been put into it, it doesn't fit in his mind as R-17 zoning and he would not be in support of voting for it.  
 
Commissioner McCracken stated she is probably in agreement. She doesn't feel it’s appropriate to zone 
at such a high residential density without having those things figured out. She would support a deny 
without prejudice. You can come back in a month, come back and have some things sorted out, 
especially with the neighboring properties. Considering if we do want access that the auto mechanic to 
the south, and not knowing from the owner they keep saying they want a minimal access, but we don't 
really know what that means. She thinks it could come back, and we can chat about it some more. She 
would feel more supportive if it was annexed at a lower zone, but annexing at a higher density without 
kind of figuring those pieces out feels like we're not being very responsible in in our findings, because she 
doesn't feel like we could fully address neighborhood compatibility without knowing what is going in there 
when the zone next to it is two zones down on density. If it was the same density as the neighbor, you're 
like, sure, more of the same. But two zones up, we want to see the buffer. We want to see kind of what 
that might look like, because it's hard to say that the neighborhood wouldn't be adversely affected, and at 
least if we could address the majority of concerns, which she feels are still kind of loose. She would 
consider deny without prejudice 
 
Ms. Patterson commented, “Mr. Chairman if I may clarify for the commission this evening, you don't 
approve or deny. You're recommending that city council either adopt the zoning or you recommend that 
they reject the zoning, and you could provide conditions, or you could say a different zoning is appropriate 
If you need it to come back, you need to table it and be specific about what other information is needed. 
Otherwise, your recommendation goes on to City Council.” 
 
Commissioner McCracken stated my recommendation would be to reject the zoning due to what's been 
presented this evening. 
 
Commissioner Fleming stated she is looking back at our conclusions of law. We followed the guidance of 
our Future Land Use Map. This is an Urban Neighborhood designation, and so that is part of the R-17. 
We can serve it. We also have a flat site. It's very buildable, very desirable building. It is a donut in our 
current land use in our city. It's coming into our city. It'll benefit by coming into our city. My hitch is the B4 
point that the proposal would or would not adversely affect the surrounding neighborhood with regard to 
traffic, neighborhood character, or existing land uses. There will not be more horses and cattle and llamas 
or whatever on this piece of land. It is destined to become something, but right now today she is having a 
hard time not feeling comfortable with just hitting so hard an adjacent neighborhood, and yes, it's a PUD, 
and yes, they have tiny backyards that sit off their fence by maybe 10 feet off the building side of the 
building, and that's an impact. She thinks the city's gone out of its way to make sure that 25 feet from that 
fence line is the beginning, but it also could be the beginning of a 45-foot tall roof line, and that is a sun 
blocker. She guesses you won't see the red sun from the smoke. But that could be a good thing in 
Smogust. She does have an issue with not seeing enough. We do not see a development in front of our 
eyes. We see an annexation. She wishes we had a little more flesh on the bones. She just thinks it's too 
wide open right now, and she doesn't feel comfortable that we don't have good exiting. We don't have a 
good address to the congestion into that neighborhood, and it would be great if the guy up north would 
say, "Yeah, you can come through and bring, Daylily through to Atlas and give us a good exit”. But right 
now, she’s not comfortable. 
 
Vice Chair Ingalls responded and said we eventually need to get to a motion and close this up. But to the 
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applicant's credit, right out of our Comp Plan, defines the Urban Neighborhood Place Type, and it 
specifically says R-17 is appropriate for that very spot. How can we argue with our own Comp Plan? We 
sat in this very room right here, with big maps. We had tables, all kinds of community people in here, and 
we put little monopoly-like boxes on the map, saying where the high density should go. Some of it went 
on 15th at a different project of yours, on a street that's worse than Atlas, and it seems to be functioning. 
And the same Comp Plan said that's a good spot for R-17. That's good. We've crossed this bridge. He 
shares the dilemma that we face at times. This is an annexation decision and we really don't normally 
have them come in with all the details. Here's where all the buildings go. Here's what they look like. 
Here's how wide the little drive aisle looks like, and all of this to give us that warm and fuzzy. What I'm 
hearing here is, you'd be okay maybe with a recommendation if it were too cancel at R-8 or something 
because it'd be less density because I don't have those details of where things go and what the aisles 
and the and the traffic exactly looks like. He’s concerned too, and that's why he would advocate it as a 
minimum, that fourth condition if it were to go forward at R-17.  
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Motion by Commissioner Fleming, seconded by Commissioner Jamtaas, to adopt 
the foregoing Findings and Order and recommend adoption of the R-17 zoning in 
conjunction for item A-2-26 with 18 conditions, including a fourth condition under 
Engineering to Include a southerly road dedicated to the city with full access to 
Atlas Road for vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists.  

 
ROLL CALL:  
 
Commissioner Fleming  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Jamtaas  Voted Nay 
Vice Chair Ingalls                        Voted  Aye  
Commissioner McCracken Voted  Nay 
 
Motion failed by a 2 to 2 vote.  
 
Chairman Messina, Commissioners Coppes and Ward were absent. 
 
The motion tied and therefore failed. The Commission did not come up with an alternate motion. The 
annexation request will move forward to the City Council without a recommendation on zoning. 

Vice Chair Ingalls stated it's in the Comp Plan and there's other things that Ms. Barker pointed out. There 
are other examples in the vicinity and other places around town, again out in the room, we played the 
game and we indicated where in the town the higher density should be.  
 
Commissioner Jamtaas stated it doesn't mitigate. There is no access to the north, and forcing people 
through the neighborhood.  
 
Commissioner McCracken stated people would also use the neighborhood amenities.  
 
Vice Chairman Ingalls asked what happens if we are at an impasse? 
 
City Attorney Adams states the statute says that the that the Planning Commission may make a 
recommendation. At this point, it goes to City Council without a recommendation. 
 
Vice Chair Ingalls stated so be it. He thinks that's a good idea. One way or the other, for everyone in this 
room, this is going to get the benefit of a second hearing, no matter what, and that gives you know the 
applicant time to maybe shore up a few things that we know were a little bit fuzzy or needing maybe a 
little tune-up. With that, maybe that's not a bad result. Is just it going forward, correct? 
 
Mr. Adams stated correct. 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
Motion by Commissioner Fleming, seconded by Commissioner McCracken, to adjourn.  Motion carried.  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:08 p.m. 
 
Prepared by Traci Clark, Administrative Assistant 
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CALL TO ORDER: the workshop was called to order at 11:00 a.m. 
  
The meeting was called to order by Commissioner Fleming for the Planning & Zoning Commission 
The meeting was called to order by Commissioner Lundy for the Design Review Commission 
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Burns for the Historic Preservation Commission  
 
WORKSHOP DISCUSSION:  ***ITEM BELOW IS CONSIDERED TO BE AN ACTION ITEM OF THE 
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISION  
 
Downtown Core Development Regulations and Design Guidelines –  

Workshop with the three commissions and the Downtown Core Working Group to gather input on 
possible code amendments 

 
Mr. Holm stated City Council directed staff to work with the Downtown Core (DC) Working Group to 
create a recommendation for revised development codes regarding downtown building heights and 
regulation. The group has been working toward this since the Spring of 2024. Before proceeding to public 
hearings, we are seeking input from the three commissions to ensure that the recommendation is 
thoroughly discussed and vetted. We prepared an input survey that took place in fall of 2025. We had a 
total of 258 respondents. The overarching question was whether building height in downtown should be 
reviewed. It came back as an overwhelming yes with 80% of the people that took the survey saying it is 
time to look at our code and make some adjustments, and that is probably the biggest point of 
agreement. It's very difficult to come to a consensus per se, where consensus is an overwhelming 
majority of people that find the same thing appropriate. We have a lot of different groups that have 
ownership or live here, and ideas of what the ideal downtown should be can differ extensively. As part of 
this, we broke it down into the top 10 themes, and as you can see, building height regulations by an order 
of magnitude were much more important to the people that took this survey than the remaining questions. 
Preservation, Downtown Core Development, Landscape and View Protection were also very important to 
the community. Responses started to trail off related to Parking, Zoning/Regulatory Framework, Urban 
Planning, Design, Economic Development, Urban Density, and Growth. We had a follow-up meeting a 
few months after the survey with about 50 stakeholders. Staff strategized how to break up the groups and 
separated them into different interest groups at each table. We did get great feedback from this meeting. 
A lot of the feedback during that stakeholders meeting ranged across the zoning and height that we're 
looking at right now, as well as some of those other design review and parking/vehicular access topics -  
elements that will come into our future efforts. The majority of the support is to have a historic feature 
requirement so that the buildings fit into our downtown area. Walkability matters. Everybody that we 
talked to was very adamant that our large sidewalks and the intimate feeling that you get when you're 
downtown should remain. There is a consensus that heights should be limited in key areas, specifically 
where we consider our historic core along Sherman, and to protect that downtown character. There was 
also agreement that the floor area ratio (FAR) calculations and the bonuses do not necessarily bring the 
positive outcomes that the code is seeking. The feedback from stakeholders was for Sherman Avenue to 
Indiana should have a maximum height of 45 feet and there should be a residential buffer with a lower 
maximum height, and Lakeside should have a 45-foot max between Sixth and Eighth Avenues. The tower 
spacing right now is 50 feet. We'd like to see that increased to 80 feet and also increase the upper step 
backs from 10 feet to 20 feet and then re-define tower plate sizes. A tower would still be considered 
anything that is 75 feet or taller, making sure that there's no loopholes or exclusions. The Design Review 
Commission’s review would include historic design concepts and vehicular access and parking, 
considering the towers and Coeur d’Alene’s maximum building heights in the Downtown Core. The Code 
right now does allow for no maximum height for properties zoned C-17 if it's a commercial development 
with 51% or more commercial use. If 51% or more of the floor area is dedicated to residential, it does 
have a 45-foot maximum height. But there is a lot of potential in C-17 if someone really wanted to build 
something on the commercial side of things and there is currently potential for tower locations if the code 
is not revised. The negative impacts are for city utilities as well as local traffic. We looked at our region 
and compared ourselves to other cities as well as locally and nationally, and then also looked at similar 
waterfront communities. Having the ability of the 3-D modeling allowed us to address what was asked at 
the same time, "Hey, take a look at what shadows are generated by these taller buildings”. We were 
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asked to do it at extremes, at the solstice and equinox, but very rarely during those times do you have 
clear blue skies like today. We have shown what the existing conditions are under code versus what 
proposed code was imagined initially, so our first iterations of code change reflect the differences 
between what existed now and what was initially proposed at that time, so you can see what a 220-foot 
tower looks like in height, and the impacts that it would have to our downtown versus something with a 
lower height of 90 feet in height, which is what we were talking about at the time. We've currently landed 
more along the 110-foot tower height after additional input from the development community as well as 
locals, trying to balance everybody's wants and desires. 
 
It's also important to note and to point out that the DO-N, the Downtown Overlay – Northside (“Downtown 
North”) infill district does restrict height quite a bit to the north, and the Downtown Overlay – Eastside 
(DO-E) (“Downtown East”) infill district limits height, too.  
 
Since Coeur d’Alene allows up to 220’ with bonuses and architectural projections, we looked at a mixed 
height scenario. Then we looked at what our neighbors are doing. Post Falls has a maximum of 60 feet. 
This is similar to Kalispell, MT, Twin Falls, Pocatello, Idaho Falls, and Caldwell, and you can see that 
height limit is low in scale compared to Coeur d’Alene. Some areas south of us, such as Nampa, have an 
unlimited height in their business district, but limit the height to 105 feet in their downtown area. It’s 
important to look at their population. Boise also has an unlimited height in a portion of their Downtown. 
However, they must also provide parking within the footprint of the building.  
 
Cities in Region:  
Coeur d’Alene -  220’ with bonuses 
Post Falls – 60’ 
Kalispell – 60’ 
Twin Falls – 65’ 
Pocatello – 75’ or 150’ with Special Use Permit 
Idaho Falls – 90’ 
Caldwell – 65’ 
 
Cities allowing 200’ in Downtown Core: 
Nampa – Unlimited in Business District, 105’ Downtown (pop 117,000) 
Boise – Unlimited. In practice, 100-200’ and must have parking within footprint (Pop 238,500) 
 
Barbara Barker, Associate Planner, provided an overview of the communities she researched related to 
height. Ms. Barker commented that she wanted to clarify that the comparison on height is with other cities 
in the region with a similar population as Coeur d’Alene. In all of Idaho, the only other communities that 
allow 200+ feet are Nampa and Boise, as Mr. Holm already pointed out. The other thing that's interesting 
to point out is that this is for the Downtown Core. If you look at those other municipalities, they have 
business districts that are around the downtown areas that allow increased height. We are the only city 
with a population our size that allows 220 feet in the downtown core. We also looked at communities in 
other states with comparable population size, and then we also looked at waterfront communities. We 
also looked at Sarasota, Florida, which was interesting because of its similarity in terms of having the 
same population and a tourist area on the waterfront. We did some deep dives looking through how other 
municipalities have dealt with height, and some of them are very complicated. It was almost impossible to 
find out from the website what the requirements were. We liked how Kalispell, MT has taken into 
consideration the historic buildings and adjacencies. You might be able to have higher buildings, but you 
do not put it right next to a historic building that's very low. Adjacency was super important. As people 
have already attested to, trying to figure out the sweet spot is quite difficult because what you're trying to 
balance. We need to have a downtown area that has activity and has development; otherwise, there's 
nobody there. On the other hand, we do want to keep the small-town charm and protect the historic 
buildings. Trying to do that took some effort, and there were a lot of iterations that we went through.  
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August 2026 Recommendations (current):  
 

• Prospective Tower Heights: 
o Front Avenue: 110’ 
o Sherman Avenue:  

o 45’ from 2nd to 6th Streets (Historic Core) 
o 110’ from 6th to 8th Streets (East Gateway) 

o Lakeside Avenue:  
o 45’ west of 6th Street  
o 110’ from 6th to 8th Streets (East Gateway) 

o Coeur d’Alene Avenue: 110’ west of 5th Street 
o Indiana Avenue: 45’  
o Add buffer abutting Garden District and DO-E 
• No additional 220’ towers in Downtown Core 
• Grandfather in existing towers through code 
• Residential buffer is 50’ wide from street centerline 
• Tower Spacing: 80’ (increased from 50’) 
• Upper Stepback: 20’ stepback at 45’ tall from R-O-W  

 

 
 
Ms. Barker walked through the previous iterations which ended with the diagram above. She explained 
each diagram with the date it was proposed. After a lot of delibration and a lot of monthly meetings and 
speaking with the stakeholders and taking surveys, the Working Group has proposed various options for 
the height recommendations. In February 2026, we were saying, "Let's keep Indiana low and let's keep 
Sherman low,” which you see here (pointing to February iteration), then we said, "Let's do that wedding 
cake tier”. We're going to start high here and then step down. But we were stepping back up on Front 
Avenue because we thought that's a great place to have a little bit more height (pointing to that iteration 
diagram). And then notice we were stopping here at Seventh Street. Let's keep it low to the west of 
Seventh Street. Let's go high to the east of Seventh (pointing to that iteration). In the April 2026 iteration, 
what happened? We said, maybe we pull Indiana out of the Downtown Core. Now, what's interesting 
about this is you'll see everything here keeps saying 110 feet. So, you might ask yourself, where's the 
220s? Most people felt comfortable with the 110-foot limit. Some developers said, "I think we should be 
able to go to 220.” The historic people are saying, "I think we need to keep it at 45.” This just seemed like 
let's hit the median here. The 110 feet that you're going to see throughout the rest of the iterations was 
really trying to bring consensus with the groups together, with those two opposing views. In April 2026, 
you can see now we've got 110 feet almost everywhere except for Sherman. When we went to Council, 
and one of the Council members said we should be protecting the Garden District, which we thought was 
a great idea. That's the difference here, where we added this residential boundary, which gives a limit of 
45 feet. Whatever is happening up here in the 110-foot area, the single-family historic homes are going to 
have that buffer. That's where the buffer came in, and then we also buffered the DO-E area as well. That 
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was July. In August, which is our current recommendation, there was a discussion last week when we 
were looking at the results of the stakeholders, and we said, maybe we want this Downtown walkable 
area to be larger because before, if we just had it only on Sherman. It was considered ideal to expand the 
historic core up to Lakeside. Now we have two full streets for the historic core and more walkable spaces. 
We're suggesting going to go up higher on Coeur d’Alene Avenue on both sides. On Indiana, we're 
splitting it with 45 feet on the north and 110 on the south. We went back up to 110 on Front. You're also 
going to see there was an increase from the previous recommendation where we increased some areas 
of the block to 110 feet because there's already taller buildings there now. From Six Street to the east, we 
are proposing that you could also go high. That's the recommendation that we're bringing forward today. 
 
Ms. Patterson stated we have representation from the Historic Preservation Commission on the Working 
Group, but we also were able to have training here in May of this year. CAMP training, which stands for 
Commission Assistance and Mentoring Program. This is training we received for our Historic Preservation 
Commission, and we invited other historic preservation commissions, mostly from the north part of the 
state. One of trainers was an attorney, Christopher Cody with the National Trust for Historic Preservation. 
One of his talking points was about new development within historic districts and he also talked about 
design guidelines. She asked him the question about modifying height and told him about the concerns 
from a few of the property owners or developers that if we're changing height, what does that mean to 
them? Such as they bought the property with some expectation, even if maybe they bought it in the 80s 
and haven't done anything until now. Would it affect their value. She asked him that question. He has 
litigated cases across the country, and he is adamant that modifying height is not a regulatory takings. He 
said, if we get a challenge, the National Trust for Historic Preservation would be willing to assist us in that. 
He did state there is a balancing act. Just because if you're looking at modifying height, you're not taking 
away all economic development potential. There's still development opportunity. There are best practices 
across the country.  We have been studying with this Working Group and the recommendation is we want 
to allow new growth but make sure it's compatible. Zoning is largely about how we want our community to 
look moving forward. We talked about it in our Working Group as well. The view protection only exists if 
you have the easements in place. We've heard property owners are concerned with the development 
happening, and taking away their views. There are no view easements downtown, There's no view 
protection without that. We also ask the question about transfer of development rights, which is allowed in 
Idaho, and that's something that in Sarasota, Florida, a community that Ms. Barker mentioned, that has 
done that. He said it can be done, but it is very difficult to manage. A couple months ago, the Working 
Group did look into transfer of development rights. We've since said that's going to be way too complex 
because that's something that the Planning Department is going to have to manage sending and 
receiving zones. We decided to stray away from that. But as you can see on this slide and the text to the 
side shows the best practices coming from the National Trust for Historic Preservation and Secretary of 
the Interior standards for when you have development in a historic district or have historic properties on a 
block. Best practice is to have it so that the scale, the overall heights, the dimensions, and the bulk of new 
construction are consistent with the historic buildings. Then if you allow something new, that maybe that's 
up above that height to have a step back so the façade matches the historic buildings as shown in the 
image here. The best practice is for the height of the new construction to fall within the ranges seen for 
the block. We don't want to create a false history. We want to have some historic design characteristics 
as part of any changes we recommend; but we don't want people to create buildings that look like they 
were built in 1905. We want them to have similar fenestrations, and incorporate similar massing or 
cornices, to reflect the old but with newer styles, so that they are more compatible. We have gone back 
and forth many times over the two and a half years that the Working Group's been working on this, and 
it's because it's not easy. There is not a simple, straightforward answer to this, and so we have really 
been studying communities in the region across Idaho, across the U.S. and into Canada. We have been 
seeking input from community members of all different perspectives, from property owners and 
developers, and trying to come up with what makes sense for Coeur d’Alene moving forward. As noted, 
we said at first we want everything low. We don't want any towers, and 45 feet is a maximum height, and 
then we have gone up from there. The latest recommendation is the August 2026 recommendation that 
Ms. Barker just presented where we would expand that historic core one street further to the north. Ms. 
Boyd can talk about this, but the Downtown Association has been trying to work on this for years to have 
it so that the walkability for the downtown goes beyond Sherman Avenue. Looking at that, but then also 
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pulling back, allowing a little bit more height to the west on Sherman and Lakeside.  
 
Ms. Patterson said the goal today is to get some guidance from the commissions on the following:  

• Modify boundary to remove Indiana Avenue from DC boundary? 
• Establish maximum building heights per diagram?  
• Add residential buffer for 110’ allowable height areas?  
• Remove F.A.R. calculations and bonuses? 
• Maximize bulk and massing below 45’ before going up? 
• Increase tower spacing to 80’? 
• Increase stepbacks to 20’ above 45’ height along roadway frontages? 
• Other? 

 
We would love to come out of here with some actual recommendations for what we can do. The first step 
that we're proposing is amendments to the zoning code and looking at the height and the bulk and tower 
spacing and step backs, and then if we can get that through, it'd be a public hearing with the Planning and 
Zoning Commission, and then a public hearing with City Council. Then we would come in quick order with 
amendments to the design guidelines. Are you good at modifying that boundary to remove Indiana 
Avenue from the downtown core boundary? This is something that resoundingly we heard from all the 
stakeholder participants at the stakeholder meeting last year, and we actually hadn't even had it as a 
survey question. The goal would be to removed it from the Downtown Core and cap that at 45 feet.  
 
Commissioner McCracken asked where does the Midtown Overlay start?  
 
Mr. Holm stated it wraps around the DO-N on the northeast corner and it drops down and then runs up 
Third and Fourth Streets.  
 
Commissioner McCracken commented I know but if you take Indiana out, are you going have a gap 
before you get to the Midtown Overlay? Would it make sense whether they meet each other?  
 
Ms. Patterson stated we have talked about how we can clean up the boundaries and also make DO-N 
into a separate zoning district instead of an overlay. We currently have three different standards because 
the DO-N overlays DC and R-17 zoning.  
 
Commissioner McCracken stated agreed. She feels we need to be cognizant of that Midtown zoning too, 
so that there that you don't have going up Third and Fourth Streets like a gap of nothing. It would make 
that corridor consistent.  
 
Ms. Patterson stated that the group wasn’t looking at changing the Midtown boundary. The group was 
looking at the Downtown North, Downtown East and Downtown Core to make sure the boundaries 
matched up.  
 
Commissioner Ward asked if there were any buildings over four stories along Lakeside Avenue. 
 
Ms. Patterson stated that one of the things is that the code would be written to grandfathering in existing 
buildings so that it is clear they would be able to rebuild at that height. She believes the majority of the 
buildings are two stories in that swath. 
 
Commissioner Ward asked what are we buffering from and to along Lakeside Avenue.   
 
Ms. Patterson stated there's a historic district, the Garden District to the north. That's the reason for the 
buffer. City Council asked us to create a historic buffer and this is something that Ms. Barker had come 
up with in the graphic based on our discussions to have the buffer be 50 feet wide from the street center 
line. It would just be the portion of that building that's 110 feet tall would have that kind of inherent step 
back to address the compatibility. They'd still be able to gain the height. They just would have the buffer 
as it's shown along this street. 
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Commissioner Ward asked if we limit the height on Sherman to under 220 feet, is there any need for that 
buffer? 
 
Ms. Patterson stated no. If you limit the height to 45 feet, there wouldn't be the need for a buffer. The 
buffer would depend on what you are lowering it to. Is everything 45 feet ,or is everything 75 or 90 feet or 
some other height? If everything was 45, like our first recommendation, there would be no need for a 
buffer.  
 
Ms. Stroud wanted to clarify that Midtown goes up to 45 feet and that allows a single-family home to be 
45 feet tall, whereas the DO-N. is 38 feet if you have a residential commercial blend. Otherwise, it's 35 
feet tall. Not a huge difference.  
 
Commissioner McCracken asked if we are talking about simplifying the code, could the Midtown district 
be expanded and Downtown North removed.  
 
Ms. Patterson replied we could look at that, and that would be a separate round of amendments anyway. 
She asked the commissions to provide input on establishing maximum building heights per the diagram. 
This is our latest round of recommendations. How are you feeling about this? If any of the working group 
members want to chime in on why we landed on this and why the different iterations, please chime in.  
 
Chairman Burns stated one of the things he wanted to mention is that early on the Working Group was 
looking at all aspects of zoning in the Downtown Core area, but over time realized that the real lightning 
bolt is building heights. That's really what everybody is focused on. All the other things we were 
discussing were kind of secondary in terms of people's perceptions of things, particularly with all the 
cranes around at the time. We have on our radar to talk about Downtown North and Downtown East in 
the future. But right now, we're just focusing on the Downtown Core because that's what's of interest to 
most people.  
 
Commissioner Harro asked how the area is zoned right now and if it is all commercial or is it residential. If 
somebody wants to build a condo, is that considered residential and would it be permitted.  
 
Ms. Patterson stated residential use is permitted, but it's still based on the Downtown Core. Within the 
Downtown Core boundaries, you can build up to 220 feet, even on Indiana Avenue. That's the current 
zoning. Pretty much all uses are allowed unless they're restricted, and then it would be treated based on 
the uses and the floor area ratio. The larger the property, the bigger floor area ratio and allowed height. If 
you have a bigger parcel, you would be able to go taller. As an example, the Thomas George is just about 
220 feet tall. They had a larger parcel, and they were able to get taller by meeting the floor area ratio with 
the bonuses. 
 
Commissioner Harro commented that the demand right now is for condos.  
 
Ms. Patterson stated that the demand is for higher-end condos. We're seeing that across the city and 
across the whole region with sales above a million dollars. This is where the demand has been. One of 
the things that we've had as a bonus for doing development downtown is to do workforce housing. We've 
heard some property owners downtown say that we would be taking away workforce housing by taking 
away height. But we have not had one project since this code came into effect that has taken advantage 
of that bonus by doing workforce housing either in the Downtown Core or elsewhere. That was a 
consideration of the Working Group to try to incentivize workforce housing. After the latest round of 
discussions and surveys, the group said to take away the incentives and bonuses and simplify the code. 
The residential would still be allowed. It was just on which streets would additional height be granted. 
 
Commissioner McCracken asked about parking and if it would still be provided.  
 
Ms. Patterson stated that with the current code, the parking would need to be within the project or pay the 
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fee in lieu of. That's something we've been asked to look at – the parking ratios for downtown. That's not 
in this first round, but it will be looked at. Some of council have said they don't love the fee in lieu of and 
they may want to take that away. We have increased the fees for that so that if we have projects that 
move forward before this is amended, or if we if council says to keep the parking fee in lieu of, then those 
fees have been adjusted to address the actual cost. It's very expensive to do structured parking. 
 
City Administrator Dominquez asked why the Working Group changed their recommendation from nothing 
over 45 feet to the current recommendation of the 110. 
 
Ms. Patterson stated that the group was hearing from some property owners and also looked at the 
likelihood of new construction being homogenous with a lower height. The group wanted diversity and 
different architectural styles. She asked Jeff Lemmon if he wanted to weigh in because he had spoken 
about how if everything was capped at 75 feet then it could look like big refrigerator boxes. We wanted to 
allow a little bit more variation. If there is a recommendation from this group, or if Council decides to lower 
it, there still is support and justification to do that. Looking at the input from different community members 
and responding to some of the development community and allowing a little bit of height on some of the 
streets seemed to make sense for having that economic development potential but still meeting the goals 
of addressing the towers, historic preservation, and keeping the character of downtown. 
 
Commissioner Jester responded and said these recommendations are the result of listening to the 
stakeholders and listening to Council and starting with a presumption that you're not going to make 
everybody happy. What the recommendations are trying to do is to look at best practices, and then look 
at the character of the city, and then combine all of that. Our recommendations are kind of a mix of all of 
that, and we think we hit a sweet spot. He feels confident that the Working Group hit a really nice sweet 
spot. Now, is everybody going to be happy? Probably not. But generally, the feedback that he’s heard has 
been positive. That it was a good effort, and as you can see from the presentation by staff today, it was 
very comprehensive and very thorough. He feels comfortable with where we are heading. After all the 
study was done, and listening to all the different groups, he thinks that we have really consolidated this 
into a good recommendation. 
Commissioner Sardell stated the Historic Preservation Commission just finished its Downtown Core 
survey. There was a recommendation for a historic district. Has that boundary been overlaid on what the 
recommendations are to understand where that district would be or if it would change what those 
boundaries or what those recommendations might be? 
 
Ms. Patterson stated that the group loosely considered the survey area, but did not overlay the historic 
survey map over the recommendations. She and Chairman Burns had talked about it. It depends on 
Historic Preservation Commission wants to move forward to make a recommendation to City Council for a 
historic district in the downtown. The other question is if we take into consideration the recommendation 
from the consultant and SHPO in terms of having lower heights for that district. If we wanted to mirror the 
survey and recommended historic district, the consultant had recommended that the Roxy and STCU 
buildings be included. That could mean that Front Avenue should probably be lower in height one 
because it would just kind of jump down and grab that and go back up. 
 
Commissioner Sardell stated that the survey area and potential district consider contributing resources. 
Her concern would be trying to keep it as concise as possible with the idea of the historic district and to 
look at where those things sit with those heights. She would like to see a more compact historic district if 
possible. 
 
Mr. Lemmon suggested that the Working Group ended up with Lakeside having a lower height because 
of a possible historic district. There are a lot of historic resources on Lakeside Avenue. 
 
Commissioner Lundy asked if there's been any shadow modeling done on the impacts of buildings up to 
110 feet tall on Coeur d’Alene Avenue to the properties to the north if they're limited to 45 feet. She 
supports lower heights on Indiana, but it curious how that would look. 
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Ms. Barker responded that the team looked at about 30 different model scenarios for height and shadows 
for different times of the year. We just grabbed a few for the presentation to give an idea of the analysis 
that was done.  
 
Commissioner Fleming stated that the Working Group is also recommending increased spacing. We 
widened the space between towers from 50 to 80 feet. We've also increased the step back, which was 
currently 10 feet, which is barely a balcony, to 20 feet. You're getting that wedding cake effect, and you're 
going to get light through crossing back and forth. We have tried to simplify the code by removing the 
bonuses. We want to make it easy and amenable to all parties, and not harm the landowners and the 
developers, but also not harm the Downtown Core, which is such a big part of our city, and open up 
because we're crushed on Sherman in the summer. If we expand the walkable streets to Lakeside, you 
encourage more street side businesses. She believes this is a very even balance that doesn't harm 
anyone, but everyone takes a hit in some mild fashion, and that we open up the possibilities. We want 
downtown businesses to come here and set up shop. The cost to build right now is off the charts, and it's 
more economical as you go up. But at some point, is a developer spending 200 million or 75 million? 
We're at that proximity right now, where steel is more costly, glass, everything is more costly. We looked 
at everything. She thinks this is probably the kindest to all parties, and the kindest to our city. We can't 
handle the water if everyone flushed the toilet at the same time and built up to 220 feet, there would be no 
water in the tank. We can't provide enough parking. We can't get enough cars down to these areas if 
we're fully occupied. She thinks we're at that point where our sewer can't handle it, our water can't handle 
it, our streets can't handle it. She believes this is a good compromise, and she thinks we need to move it 
forward to City Council. We've reached out to everybody; we've gotten it all the feedback. We have to 
keep everybody in balance. She thinks we're there.  
 
Commissioner McCracken stated that she likes the height recommendation. It feels more balanced on 
both sides and providing development opportunity on different sides of Downtown. She said the 
residential buffer seemed thin and asked if the step back on a property would achieve the same thing. 
 
Ms. Patterson stated the buffer is based on the distance of 50 feet from the street center line. In essence 
it would kind of achieve that same thing as the step back.  
 
Commissioner McCracken said she agrees with what others have said about just making clean lines and 
getting rid of some double overlay districts.  
 
Chairman Burns stated one of the things that came out of our meeting with the stakeholders, and this is 
kind of where the 110 feet came from because we were looking really strongly at 45 feet for a lot of 
places, but in that discussion from some of the developers and the landowners, etc. they're saying, "Well, 
that would just completely stifle all development in Downtown.” That's not a goal that we can really 
embrace because we do need to keep growing and developing and things of that nature. The 110 feet 
gives the opportunity for that to still happen without building us into a city skyline all the way across with 
buildings that are 100 or 220 feet tall. 
 
Commissioner Ward said that the presentation referred to Miami as one of the cities that had been 
studied. He’s somewhat familiar with Miami. He wouldn't recommend using it, but Miami has a shadow 
ordinance that he believes refers to the longest shadow of the year being on December 21st and the 
concern isn't the shadow falling on the building next door but on the beach. He has no problem with 
shadow study but wants to know what we're protecting by imposing that. 
 
Ms. Patterson said that she would let the Working Group chime in on that. If we were to keep the current 
code and if we were to see the worst-case scenario that Mr. Holm showed you with towers throughout the 
Downtown, then you might feel a dark wind tunnel with shadows throughout, especially in the fall to spring 
months. The group looked at how the shadows affect the walkability and property owners if a building was 
always in the shadows. It was just one of the things we looked at as directed by City Council. We also 
talked about wind tunnels.  
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Mr. Holm responded that unlike Miami that doesn't have winter, some of these larger structures can cast 
a shadow and keep an entire streetscape in the shadow during winter, and it doesn't thaw at all which 
means you have icy sidewalks. It depends on time of year and you're going to have those outcomes 
anyway depending on the weather but you don't necessarily want to encourage that. 
 
Commissioner Lundy stated that by going up and then coming back down again, it creates a great 
opportunity between First and Fifth to the north for increased density in the form of townhomes, which she 
thinks is a more compatible way to bring density downtown.  
 
Ms. Patterson asked the group if they like the increased height on the south side of Indiana. 
 
Commissioner Lundy replied yes. She’s just getting her head wrapped around 110 feet to 45 feet, but she 
does see the great opportunity there for townhomes and whatnot to the north that would fit that height. If it 
was more town homes and similar projects that would probably withstand better than single-family houses 
next to 110-foot-tall buildings. We're starting to see townhouses coming online right now. 
 
Mr. Lemmon stated that the Working Group also discussed that the topography actually starts going up 
there. It's not going to feel as bad as it looks like on paper.  
 
Commissioner Jester stated when we talk about shadow studies that there's a real subtle difference with 
shadows and daylight. Shadows of course are relative to the sun and the time of year and how it throws a 
shadow. However, when you've got a corridor of tall buildings, what you're losing is daylight, and so it's 
just dark all the time. That's one of the things you want to protect against, as much as shadows, is to have 
that daylight penetrate into the core.  
 
Ms. Patterson asked the group if they are good with this height recommendation. The group was 
agreeable. 
 
Ms. Patterson asked how everyone feels about the residential buffer for the 110-foot allowable height?  Is 
everyone comfortable with that recommendation? 
 
Commissioner Harro asked if it is a one block buffer.  
 
Mr. Lemmon stated the towers would have to do the step back anyway.  
 
Ms. Patterson replied, yes at 45 feet tall you would have to step back 20 feet anyway. Right now it is only 
10 feet. This would probably be redundant to have the buffer in addition to the step back. This is really the 
area where there’s additional protection next to the historical district.  
 
Commissioner Harro commented on Fifth and Indiana, on the northeast corner, there's a little house with 
a circular porch, and it's got a little Statue of Liberty on the porch. Right now, you're talking about allowing 
a 110-foot condo kitty corner from that historic home. 
 
Ms. Patterson stated It would allow for a 110-foot building, depending on if a parcel was large enough to 
do that. As mentioned, the parking would need to be within the project or pay the fee in lieu of parking. If 
that fee option goes away, all the parking would need to be within the project. Depending on the size of a 
parcel that someone owns, or if they own multiple parcels, it would allow them to go taller. If you had just 
a standard 50 x 110 lot, you're not going to get to 110 feet tall.  
 
Commissioner Harro stated the feeling he gets in the neighborhood is that it's not just the building rights. 
It's the people who live there. It's the part-timers who just live there part-time and then split. He thinks in 
some ways we're missing the point here that there's a lot of animosity for people coming in buying these 
million-dollar condos, and then not really supporting the community. He asked why we're not pushing all 
this height east on Sherman Avenue. 
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Ms. Patterson stated that's something we've also talked about, in conjunction with looking at this is 
looking at the other areas of the city where heights are already allowed. As Mr. Holm mentioned, in the C-
17 zoning district, there’s no height limit if you have more than 50% of the building as commercial use. 
This applies to a mixed-use building with commercial and residential. Parking and setbacks requirements 
would apply. There is a revitalization plan for East Sherman that has recommendations on looking at 
some changes to zoning. There might be other steps to this, right? We're looking at the Downtown Core 
regulations and design guidelines. But we expect iterative changes to the code to look at the Downtown 
North and Midtown. We have talked about other areas where we could encourage more height and 
residential potential. 
 
Commissioner McCracken said she wanted to speak on behalf of the Planning Commission members that 
hear a lot about parking. She would be in favor of getting rid of the fee in lieu of parking option in this 
zone. Paying a fee pushes people parking in the neighborhoods, and that is one of the biggest 
complaints, especially when you're abutting the Garden District.  
 
Mr. Lemmon responded that right now with the current code, someone could build a 220-foot tower on 
that parcel that you're talking about. 
 
Ms. Patterson replied that’s true.  
 
Mr. Lemmon stated that's kind of a happy medium and gets that compromise.  
 
Commissioner Harro stated what we're trying get is that distinction without a difference. Whether it's 11 
stories or 20 stories, it's still really high and really huge.  
 
Ms. Patterson asked if he would propose an increased buffer around the Garden District. That's one way, 
because you could increase the buffer on the west side of it. 
 
Commissioner Harro responded that he doesn't think anybody's losing money in this town and asked are 
we wanting for developers.  
 
Commissioner Fleming stated they have power and they have a phone, and they talk to council. That's 
where they react, and they send us back to do another workshop where we keep retreading the same 
thing. The big developers and the big landowners want to go up with no restriction, versus those who are 
humble, the older homes who want to stay low. So somewhere we must hit a happy medium for all 
parties. She doesn't know any other way to preserve a city that is a tourist mecca.  
 
Commissioner Harro stated we have got to think about the property values of the homeowners near 
there. He would support a wider buffer. That is something that should be on the table, otherwise you’re 
going to take away a lot of value from that home. 
 
Commissioner Fleming stated that you're preserving one home and impacting somebody else's 
ownership by increasing that 50 feet. You could take an entire residential home out of their pocket by 
doing 100 feet. 
 
Mr. Holm stated that cuts both ways too. The residential areas aren't always exclusively lived in by locals 
either. A number of those are short-term rentals.  
 
Ms. Patterson asked the group about the recommendation to remove the floor area ratio calculations and 
bonuses. Is there any concern with that and simplifying the code? There were no concerns with the 
group.  
 
Ms. Patterson asked about the maximizing bulk and massing below 45 feet before going up. She stated 
this is one of the things that we thought if we're changing this code and taking away the bonuses, that we 
would kind of force some of that bulk to happen between the first three levels before you hit the 45 feet, 
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so that you can't just go automatically into a tower and go up to the 110 feet. You would force that into the 
lower levels, and then you can taper up, so that's the goal of that.  There were no concerns with the 
group.  
 
Ms. Patterson next asked about the increased tower spacing to 80 feet. She stated currently, it's 50 feet. 
Are there any concerns with that? We did hear from the development community that they were 
supportive of increasing the tower spacing and step back. There were no concerns with the group.  
 
Ms. Patterson asked about the increase stepback to 20 feet above the 45-foot height along roadway 
frontages. Again, at 45 feet on any building that goes above that, you have a step back. It's currently 10 
feet. We looked at what exists for the towers and the 20 foot is consistent with what has been built. Just 
to clarify, that's along roadway frontages. That would not be interior property boundaries, and that would 
not be from the alley right of way. There were no concerns with the group.  
 
Ms. Patterson commented on the fee in lieu of parking option. We're trying to take bite-sized pieces of this 
code to bring forward amendments. We will go Planning and Zoning Commission and City Council with 
the first amendments and hopefully get something adopted. Then we'll come back and address some 
other things. The first round is specifically for the Downtown Core. 
 
Ms. Patterson stated we have discussed some changes to the design guidelines and to change vehicular-
oriented streets to pedestrian-oriented streets. There have been a lot of the changes in the downtown 
from when this was adopted in 2008. We want to make sure that any development that's on a street 
frontage is focused on pedestrians. We might have to address the access and circulation and achieve the 
aesthetics as well. 
 
Mr. Holm stated that's something that the Thomas George really did well. Initially that was designed as 
concrete facing the resort shops. They really did step up, and it's a beautiful building on that side.  
 
Ms. Patterson replied yes that building really does incorporate the pedestrian safety and inviting elements 
and features. Even though they have vehicular access, they have really done that. She showed examples 
of photos on the screen incorporating historic design concepts and explained that the goal is not to create 
a false history, but just maybe do a bit more in our design guidelines to say this is what we want a vibrant 
downtown, and then showing examples of Kalispell, MT where it shows how do you incorporate a modern 
building next to a historic building, and how it works together. We would like to require ground floor design 
to support retail uses. It may not be retail initially, or at some point in the future, but as long as it's 
designed to be activated, that's something that was really important to the Working Group. The other 
items are to address vehicular access, circulation, and loading zones. We've heard that Design Review 
Commission members and the public have said we want this to be part of the Design Review 
considerations. 
 
Guidance Requested on Expanded: DRC Review:  

• DRC to review all new projects in DC boundary? 
• Pedestrian-oriented versus vehicle-oriented streets? 
• Incorporate ground-floor design to support retail uses? 
• Preserve and incorporate Historic Design concepts? 
• Materials and architectural features that relate to other buildings in Downtown Core? 
• Other? 

 
Ms. Patterson stated the Working Group’s recommendation is for the Design Review Commission to 
review all new projects in the Downtown Core boundary. Mr. Holm shared that you can go 220 feet tall 
right now, but part of that isn't even reviewed by the Design Review Commission. That's kind of a big miss 
in our current code, and we want to fix that. We want to have whatever our new Downtown Core 
boundary is to have any new construction project or significant facade improvement that's not under 
staff's purview go to the Design Review Commission rather than potentially having a 220-foot tower not 
reviewed by the commission. There were no concerns with the group.   
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Ms. Patterson stated pedestrian-oriented versus vehicular-oriented streets. She asked if the 
commissioners had any heartburn over that. There were no concerns with the group.  
 
Ms. Patterson asked about incorporating ground-floor design to support retail-uses as a requirement. 
There were no concerns with the group.  
 
Ms. Patterson asked to preserve and incorporate historic design concepts? There were no concerns with 
the group.   
 
Ms. Patterson asked about the materials and architectural features that relate to other buildings in 
Downtown Core. This is another issue we heard from residents and the Mayor and Council have said it'd 
be nice if we did a little bit more to have a project when it's coming forward for Design Review 
Commission to have the applicant developer share how the building design relates to what's already 
downtown. Now you don't have to replicate the building. You don't have to look identical to the building 
next door to you. But what are some aspects of some other buildings in the Downtown Core, and how 
does that relate to materials, architectural features, etc. One of the things we're also looking at in the 
iteration of design guideline amendments is materials. We don't want to have a whole list of approved 
materials, but we want to have a list of things that we don't like such as vinyl siding and T1-11, as well as 
fencing materials such as restricting the use of chain link. Otherwise, we looked at buildings downtown 
where they use a variety of building materials. You can do cool things with concrete and plywood and 
other things as well as the metals and we didn't want to restrict that, but we did want to have this line item 
where does it relate to something that exists in Coeur d’Alene and it feels unique to Coeur d’Alene. 
 
Commissioner McCracken asked how that would be captured.  
 
Ms. Stroud replied right now during Design Review, when the applicant submits their documentation, they 
need to describe the materials they're using and then give us a little snip of the material samples that 
they're going to use, and the need to bring the samples to the hearing. They also currently need to show 
an example of how they will use the samples on the buildings.  
 
Commissioner McCracken asked how do you define it so that someone can read if they did not relate 
enough to the neighboring property.   
 
Ms. Patterson replied that's something the Design Review Commissioners could weigh in on and let staff 
know what they would like to see. We do not want this to be subjective. It needs to be achieved. It can't 
be someone's opinion of how it relates.  
 
Ms. Boyd asked about paint colors since that was discussed at the last Working Group meeting. Does 
that apply to this?  
 
Ms. Patterson stated we talked about paint colors as a group and determined we don't want to dictate 
color like we don't dictate architectural styles. But with paint the one thing that we do need to bring up to 
this group, and it'll probably need to be something the Historic Preservation Commission addresses, is if 
you put paint on a historic brick, your brick will corrode. That is kind of a separate thing. We aren't going 
to say what color you can or can't do, but there are examples downtown that you can see where the brick 
is corroding because it was painted, and it's not designed to be painted. We probably need to address 
that maybe in some other manner, but that wouldn't be something I don't think the Design Review 
Commission would weigh in on. 
 
Commissioner Fleming commented that her big beef is LED lighting. There is strip lighting everywhere, 
and everyone wants to light everything up. She thinks the DRC should weigh-in on lighting and see a 
proposal on how they're going to illuminate this building and the impact to the adjacencies. She thinks the 
new courthouse looks great. It has up lighting, has down lighting, and the uplighting stops at the soffit. It's 
not going up into the sky. There are examples of good lighting, and the DRC needs to weigh in on that.  
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Mr. Lemmon stated there are some lighting standards in the DRC already. Again, with the Design Review 
Commission, we just have no teeth. We may not like a certain element, but they meet the code or the 
ordinance, and there's not really much we can say about it. He thinks that the biggest thing that we are 
looking for is the ability to require a change to the design if it is bad.  
 
Commissioner McCracken stated that she’s not opposed to that. She’s just wondering in practice how 
that is achieved, or if that is maybe like a rubric point system, and you get some points for lighting, being 
compatible with or relating to neighboring buildings, etc. It should be something that is achievable and 
measurable, and not subject to just the opinion of whoever is there that day to vote on it.  
 
Commissioner Jester stated that there must be some ordinances out there with this type of point system 
that we could find. Even some dark sky guidelines should be considered so the commission can decide 
what fits here and require a change to the lighting.  
 
Commissioner McCracken stated that she liked some of the examples from Kalispell, MT. Maybe their 
zoning has some examples of a point system. It looks like they're doing a good job with the design.  
 
Commissioner Fleming stated the DRC should follow more of an HOA approach.  
 
Commissioner Lundy stated part of the packet though is the lighting, and they show us actual examples 
of the lighting they're going to do, and it must be down lighting. As long as it meets code, there's not really 
a lot we can do. Could lighting be more a part of the applicant's presentation, where they show different 
buildings that they've pulled some inspiration from or that they feel they're compatible with.  
 
Ms. Patterson asked are we feeling good about the materials and architecture if we can figure out how to 
verbalize it? The group was agreeable.  
 
FUTURE AMENDMENTS:  

• Adequate/feasible parking for proposed development with City Engineer review?  
• Traffic impacts, access, circulation and loading considerations with City Engineer review?  
• Construction impacts? 

 
Ms. Patterson stated we've been tasked with looking at parking, current parking ratios downtown, and the 
fee in lieu of parking. Obviously, we'd make sure that Mr. Bosley, our City Engineer, gets involved early in 
the process with that, as well as the next bullet point, which is another thing we've heard from the 
commission. They want to look at how a project is affecting circulation, traffic, pedestrian safety, loading-
all those things. That would be an important consideration.  
 
Mr. Bosley stated that pedestrian safety needs to be added, depending on where the vehicular access is 
for that building. That's what made the Thomas George nice in that area. They opened it all up to see 
people on the sidewalk when they came in and out of the building.  
 
Ms. Patterson stated construction impacts is another thing the City has been experiencing as growing 
pains with the development in Downtown. Ms. Boyd from the Downtown Association has heard a lot from 
some of the businesses where it is difficult to have new construction, especially a tower that's happening 
over multiple years and the impacts such as alleys getting blocked, affecting trash collection, parking 
being removed temporarily, etc. 
 
Mr. Bosley commented on the impact of cranes. When One Lakeside building was constructed, the crane 
was inside the building, and the crane shaft became the elevator shaft or the stairwell. Then the next 
couple of buildings that came in, they had to bury the crane footings in our street, and he asked, "Well, 
can't you just put the crane inside the building structure?” They said no, we've already designed it. It's 
done. We can't. It'll cost too much to change it at this point. They come into it with the cheaper design of 
putting the crane outside the structure. But that's a huge impact to us because some of these footings go 
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25 feet down into the ground, and then we ask them to chip them off 10 feet below, and they push back, 
and we settle on five feet, and so we've got all these piers stuck under our pavement, and it would just be 
nice if we just did not allow that. He doesn't know how feasible that is, but we know it can be done. If they 
knew ahead of time and they just designed them that way, right out of the gate, then maybe it's not a big 
deal. But these cranes taking up our right of way has huge impacts. 
 
Ms. Patterson asked if there are other things the commissions would like to see that are critical for this 
first round of amendments to the design guidelines, or can even the code in general that's expanding the 
review of Design Review Commission? 
 
Commissioner Harro asked if the design review has a written definition for what Downtown character is. 
 
Ms. Patterson stated we have looked at that with some draft amendments we've been playing with for the 
design guidelines. She asked the group if they are comfortable with the list as is. The group was 
comfortable.  
 
Ms. Patterson asked the group if there is consensus that the proposed recommendations should be 
presented to the Council for modification to the development code and guidelines and increased DRC 
role?  
 
Commissioner Ward stated from what he has heard and what he has seen, the height of 220 feet on 
Sherman Avenue is horrendous. We would have approved that in Miami. He understands we need to do 
something. He understands what Commissioner McCracken said about the need to keep it simple. The 
first thing to do is to try to stop any additional height on Sherman Avenue. Now the building moratorium 
creates a lot of heartburn for a lot of people, but an ordinance prohibiting demolition may not, because 
everything on Sherman is either a four-story building or an occupied lot. They're not vacant. On Front 
Avenue, he thinks there is one lot that is vacant, and it's a parking lot. We can impose the same 
requirement there, and he has great trust in the planners. He just thinks at this point it'd be good if the 
planners would start looking at some ordinances that address the concepts we're dealing with here. He’s 
not saying Sherman shouldn't be higher, and he started to think Front should be higher. To be honest with 
you, he thinks we need to look at what we want to be. We like the ground floors to be retail and business, 
so they orient to requiring a pedestrian use. If they're building housing, how about putting some 
regulations in that say you're going to build housing? If you're going to make something affordable, that 
means some type of restriction to ensure it remains affordable. Some places that have some type of 
accessibility for residential units, not compliance with fair housing, but an effort to go in that direction, with 
some accessible units. Maybe it's not all the units if you want to build an eight-story building. You can do 
it, provided everything above four floors are affordable units. Now they don't have to be above the fourth 
level. Just whatever number of units are at that level, should mainly be made affordable. He would rather 
see some ordinance language at the next meeting so that we understand we're dealing with height and 
can look at whatever overspill there is on Lakeside. On final thing, the Development Review Committee 
has a certain amount of authority, and the right to land use is governed or granted through the police 
powers. Now, the fact that I don't like the doorway in a house is not grounds to deny that. Wanting historic 
elements to be incorporated is perfectly legitimate, and we can do that. He just thinks we need to be a 
little careful of what we thoroughly we’re giving to the Design Review Commission.  
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Commissioner McCracken motioned to direct staff to incorporate the discussion in the workshop 
today for a Zoning Code amendment, seconded by Commissioner Jamtaas. Motion carried.  
 
Commissioner Jamtaas     Voted    Aye 
Commissioner Fleming      Voted    Aye 
Commissioner McCracken Voted   Aye 
Commissioner Ward           Voted   Nay  
 
Commissioner Fleming stated we are trying to move this forward to the Council, and there will be a lot to 
iron out of all those things that you've talked about, that will be the next stage. This is the trigger that we 
can then move back into all the ordinances and all the rules and regs. There are so many codes in the 
nation that we must adhere to. The architects and engineers have to adhere to. She’s not worried about 
that. We have come to the conclusion that we're going to move this as it stands, and she’s assuming we 
are signing off and moving. Let me move the August 2026 recommendation of that particular plan forward 
to council for their review with all of this that we put into this.  
 
Commissioner Harro asked if that effort will include the discussions that we've had here.  
 
Commissioner McCracken stated, yes, it will include the discussion that we have had today.  
 
Ms. Patterson stated that the commissioners will see the actual draft code, and that'll be scheduled as a 
public hearing with the Planning and Zoning Commission. We would love to hear committee feedback 
because you guys have spent so much time on it. This will then go on to City Council.  
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
Motion by Commissioner McCracken, seconded by Commissioner Jamtaas to adjourn the meeting for the 
Planning and Zoning Commission.  Motion carried.  
 
Motion by Chairman Burns, seconded by Commissioner Sardell, to adjourn the meeting for the Historic 
Preservation Commission.  Motion carried.  
 
Motion by Commissioner Lundy, seconded by Commissioner Jester, to adjourn the meeting for the 
Design Review Commission.  Motion carried.  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 12:52 p.m.  
 
Prepared by Traci Clark, Administrative Assistant 
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 PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION  
 STAFF REPORT 
 
 
FROM:                    BARBARA BARKER, ASSOCIATE PLANNER  

DATE: NOVEMBER 10, 2026 

SUBJECT:               I-1-26: INTERPRETATION OF THE “JUNCTION AT 
KATHLEEN” PRELIMINARY PLAT (S-3-25) 

LOCATION: +/- 15.8 ACRES ZONED C-17 LOCATED AT THE 
NORTHWEST CORNER OF KATHLEEN AVENUE AND 
HIGHWAY 95 IN COEUR D’ALENE  

 
OWNER:     APPLICANT: 
Glacier 505, LLC (Parkwood)  JUB Engineers, Inc.,Cole Henderson 
2100 NW Blvd, Ste. 350   7825 Meadowlark Way 
Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814   Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815 
 
 
DECISION POINT: 
Should the Planning and Zoning Commission determine that the requested 
revisions to the Junction at Kathleen Preliminary Plat regarding lot layout and 
internal circulation are consistent with the Preliminary Plat which was approved on 
December 9, 2025?  
 
SITE CONTEXT:  
 
Area Map NO CHANGE 
 

 

Kathleen Ave 

Parker Toyota 

Govt. Way 

Subject 
Property 

Charter 
Academy  

Super 1 
Foods 

Dalton Ave 

Highway 95 

Ramsey Road 
Nissan Dealer 
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Property Boundaries Map NO CHANGE 
 

 
 
Current Imagery (NEW) Phase 1 infrastructure under construction 
 

 
 
 

Subject 
Property 
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PROPOSED LOT LAYOUTS AND TRACTS: NEW 
 
Phase 1 infrastructure, with Lots 1-3, is currently under construction per the 
approved drawings.  
 

 
 
As noted in the applicant’s letter requesting interpretation, with Phase 2 the 
owner intends to remove the second circulation driveway that accessed Lots 
3,4,5 and 6 in the previously approved plat. The remaining private roadway 
“Junction Way” has been shortened and creates abutment for Lot 6 to the right-
of-way at US95. This was driven by a potential dealership to be located on that 
lot which desires visibility to US95. Junction Way has migrated to the south but 
still has direct access to Building Center Drive providing a north access point to 
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the properties (same as previous).  The lots have been adjusted so that all are 
now accessed by Junction Way, simplifying the circulation patterns. Phase 2 will 
incorporate Lots 4,5 and 6 as well as the Tract C for stormwater management.  
 
Tract A is the portion of Junction Way that is in Phase 1. Tract B is the portion of 
Junction Way in Phase 2. Tract C is the swale that captures the stormwater for 
the entire site. Future phases will incorporate Lots 7,8,9 and 10 as well as a 
secondary access to Kathleen as needed for traffic mitigation.  
 
The revised lot layout has 10 lots as did the preliminary plat approved prior.  
 

 REVISED LOT LAYOUT WITH PHASING 
(Junction Way/Bldg.Center Dr. intersection migrated south of original) 
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SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON NEW 

 

Revised Preliminary Plat (November 2026)  

 

 Approved Preliminary Plat (December 2025) 

 

Lot 1 

Lot 6 Lot 5 Lot 4 

Lot 3 

Lot 2 

Lot 8 Lot 7 

Lot 9 

Lot 10 

Lot 7 

Lot 6 

Lot 5 Lot 4 

Lot 2 

Lot 3 

Lot 1 

Lot 9 

Lot 10 

Lot 8 

Swale Tract 

Swale Tract 
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SUMMARY OF FACTS:  
The following facts are from the December 9, 2025 public hearing.  
 
Some points have been updated to integrate development progress. Those 
changes are shown in red italics below. They have been reviewed by staff and 
found to be consistent with the revised Preliminary Plat in consideration for 
interpretation by the Commission.  
 
 
REQUIRED SUBDIVISION FACTS: 
 
A1.   All public hearing requirements have been met for item S-3-25. 

• Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official 
newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. 
Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on November 22, 
2025, seventeen days prior to the hearing.  

• Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less 
than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). 
The Notice was posted on the property on December 2, 2025 seven 
days prior to the hearing.  

• Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property 
owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and 
within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land 
being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). Fifty (50) notices were 
mailed to all property owners of record within three hundred feet (300') 
of the subject property on November 21, 2025. 

• Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions 
providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school 
districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public 
airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior to the public hearing. Idaho Code 
§ 67-6509(a). The Notice was sent to all political subdivisions providing 
services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts on 
November 21, 2025.  

• Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company 
operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or 
interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline 
and hazardous materials safety administration, with a center point 
within one thousand (1,000) feet of the external boundaries of the land 
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being considered, provided that the pipeline company is in compliance 
with section 62-1104, Idaho Code. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The 
Notice was sent to pipeline companies providing services within 1,000 
feet of the subject property on November 21, 2025. 

• The Planning and Zoning Commission held a public hearing on this 
matter on December 9, 2025. 
 

• The Planning and Zoning Commission will hold an Interpretation 
meeting on the question of a revised preliminary plat drawing on 
November 10, 2026. 
 

A2.     Glacier 505, LLC is requesting a ten (10) lot Preliminary Plat known as the 
“Junction at Kathleen” subdivision on +/- 15.8 acres. The project would 
allow for ten commercial lots with uses as allowed in the C-17 zoning 
district. No deviations from the Subdivision Code or Zoning Code have 
been requested. This is a phased project and the first phase for Lots 1 
through 3.  For Phase 1, access will be off Kathleen Avenue alone. For 
Phase 2, access will be off Kathleen Avenue to the south and Building 
Center Drive to the north.  

A3. The subject property is currently comprised of five (5) existing lots. The 
property is located at the northwest corner of Kathleen Avenue and US95 
and has access from Kathleen Avenue and is adjacent to Building Center 
Drive. With Phase 2, the owner intends to vacate a portion of the bulb 
turnaround at the north end of existing Building Center Drive. The internal 
private roadway “Junction Way”, will have both north and south access 
from Building Center Drive. There is an existing 50,000 square foot 
building on the property that has been used for warehouse and distribution 
services since it was constructed in 1979. The remainder of the site is 
undeveloped.  The existing building has been demolished as part of this 
project.  

 
A4. As attested by the City Engineer, the preliminary plans submitted contain 

all the general preliminary plat elements required by the Municipal Code. 
NO CHANGE 

A5. City staff have reviewed and provided comments concerning the 
adequacy of provisions for sidewalks, streets, alleys, rights-of- way, 
easements, street lighting, fire protection, planting, drainage, pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities, and utilities for particular consideration by the 
Planning and Zoning Commission. City staff have also provided 
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recommended conditions to ensure code compliance for each phase of 
the project. NO CHANGE 

A6.      The City Engineer has indicated that for the purposes of the preliminary 
plans, both subdivision design standards and improvement standards 
comply with municipal code. NO CHANGE 

A7.     Planning staff have reviewed the applicable zoning district (C-17) for the 
lots proposed in the Preliminary Plat. There are no requested PUD 
deviations or Special Use Permit requests made in conjunction with the 
Subdivision application, and as such, the lots must meet the minimum 
standards of municipal code for the stated zoning. NO CHANGE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The following are findings to be evaluated from review of the Revised Preliminary 
Plat drawings provided with the request for interpretation.   
 
They have been reviewed by staff and found to be consistent with the original 
Preliminary Plat approved by the Commission in December 2025.   
Review notes are in RED. 
 
THE COMMENT AND CONDITION REGARDING TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS 
HAVE BEEN UPDATED BASED ON DEVELOPMENT PROGRESS. 
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Finding B1: That all the general preliminary plat requirements (have) (have 
not) been met as attested to by the City Engineer.  

 
Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make this 
finding. This corresponds with Statement of Facts A4. 

 
Revised Preliminary Plat (see enlarged image on the following page) 
 

 
 
 
 

 
As attested by Chris Bosley, City Engineer, the “Junction at Kathleen” Preliminary 
Plat submitted for consideration contains all of the general preliminary plat 
elements required by the Municipal Code. NO CHANGE 

 
 

Evaluation: The Planning and Zoning Commission must determine, based on 
the information before them, whether or not all of the general 
preliminary plat requirements have been met as attested to by the 
City Engineer. 
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Finding B2: That the provisions for sidewalks, streets, alleys, rights-of-
way, easements, street lighting, fire protection, planting, 
drainage, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and utilities (are) 
(are not) adequate. 

 
Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make this 
finding. This corresponds with Statement of Facts A5. 

 

Applicant has worked with the City for integration of existing utility networks as 
well as new water mains down Junction Way.  Fire hydrant locations are 
coordinated during infrastructure construction drawing review. NO CHANGE 

 
UTILITIES:   
 

 
 
 
The strategy for stormwater management remains the same with all drainage 
piped to the Tract C swale along Duncan Drive and Building Center Drive. NO 
CHANGE 
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DRAINAGE: (Stormwater Management):  
 
 

   
 

 
 
 
STREET LIGHTING:  (Included along Junction Way) NO CHANGE 
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The private road (Tract A and B) is planned with 26’ curb-to-curb width (total of 
55’ width) including 8’ planting strips (for parking screening and street trees) as 
well as 6’ sidewalks on both sides for connectivity.  NO CHANGE 
 
 
STREETS & SIDEWALKS:  
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EASEMENTS:  
 
Sewer and water easements provided per City Code. 5’ wide street tree 
easement provided along US95 and Kathleen. NO CHANGE  
 

 
 
 
LANDSCAPING:  
 
Street trees are shown along private roadway, Junction Way, along Building 
Center Dr and Duncan Dr., and along Kathleen Avenue and US95.  Trees along 
US95 will be installed at time of development of individual lots. NO CHANGE 
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RELEVANT DEPARTMENTS, COMMENTS ON PROPOSAL: 
 
STORMWATER:  NO CHANGE 
City Code requires a stormwater management plan to be submitted and 
approved prior to any construction activity on the site. Development of the 
subject property will require that all storm drainage be retained on site. This issue 
will be addressed at the time of plan review and site development of the subject 
property.  

 
-Submitted by Chris Bosley, City Engineer 

 
STREETS: NO CHANGE 
The subject property is bordered by Kathleen Ave to the south, US-95 to the 
east, and Duncan Drive and Building Center Drive to the west. Any sidewalks 
bordering the property must be brought into ADA compliance at the time of site 
development. 

 
-Submitted by Chris Bosley, City Engineer 

 
TRAFFIC: UPDATED  
A Traffic Impact Memorandum was completed by CivTech for Phases 1 and 2 of 
the proposed development. No mitigation measures will be required for Phases 1 
and 2. A future Traffic Impact Analysis will be required prior to bringing forward 
final plats for the remaining lots that are expected in future phases.   

 
-Submitted by Chris Bosley, City Engineer 

 
WATER:   NO CHANGE 
There is adequate capacity in the public water system to serve this project with 
appropriate domestic, irrigation, and fire flow demands. There is currently an 8” 
water main stubbed into the property with 4 fire hydrants, 1-2” service, and 1-1” 
service tied into the main. There is a 12” AC water main on W Kathleen Ave and 
8” water mains bordering both the NW and NE side of the property. 

 
-Submitted by Glen Poelstra, Water Assistant Director 

 
WASTEWATER:  NO CHANGE 
The City's Wastewater Utility presently has the wastewater system capacity and 
willingness to serve this request as proposed. City Sewer is available to the 
subject properties within the city utility easements to the East and the North.  
Sewer Policy #716 requires all legally recognized parcels within the City to 
individually connect and discharge into (1) sewer connection. One Lot, One 
Lateral. Appropriate sewer CAP fees will need to be paid at the time of building 
permit. 

-Submitted by Torri Green, Assistant Office Project Manager 
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FIRE: NO CHANGE 
The fire department  has discussed this project with the applicant and the water 
department for water supply requirements.  There are no concerns with serving 
this proposed subdivision. 

 
-Submitted by Craig Etherton, Deputy Fire Marshal 
 

 
POLICE: NO CHANGE 
Deferring potential traffic concerns to Engineering review. 

 
-Submitted by Jeff Walther, Police Captain 

 
 
Evaluation: The Planning and Zoning Commission must determine, based on 

the information before them, whether (or not) the public facilities 
and utilities are adequate for the request. 

 
 
Finding B3: That the proposed Preliminary Plat (does) (does not) comply 

with all of the subdivision design standards (Ref. Chapter 
16.15.) and all of the subdivision improvement standards (Ref. 
Chapter 16.40.)   

  
Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make this 
finding. This corresponds with Statement of Facts A6. 

 
Per Engineering and Planning review, for the purposes of the “Junction at 
Kathleen” Preliminary Plat, both subdivision design standards (chapter 16.15) 
and improvement standards (chapter 16.40) have been vetted for compliance. 
NO CHANGE 
 
 
Evaluation: The Planning and Zoning Commission must determine, based on 

the information before them, whether the proposed Preliminary Plat 
does (or does not) comply with all of the subdivision design 
standards (contained in chapter 16.15) and all of the subdivision 
improvement standards (contained in chapter 16.40) requirements. 
Specific ways in which the policy is/is not supported by this request 
should be stated in the finding.  
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Finding B4: The lots proposed in the Preliminary Plat (do) (do not) meet 
the requirements of the applicable zoning district.  
 

 
Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make this 
finding. This corresponds with Statement of Facts A7. 

 
The applicant has proposed a total of ten (10) commercial lots on the subject 
property, which is zoned C-17. At the subdivision level, minimum site 
performance standards must be met. There is no current request for a Planned 
Unit Development (PUD). Development associated with this subdivision will be 
subject to all Municipal Code requirements and the Commercial Design 
Guidelines. NO CHANGE 
 
 
 

Existing Zoning Map: 

 
 
 

C-17L 

C-17 
Toyota 

C-17  

LM  

Subject 
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R-8 

R-12 
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17.05.490: GENERALLY: 
   A.   The C-17 district is intended as a broad spectrum commercial district that 
permits limited service, wholesale/retail and heavy commercial in addition to 
allowing residential development at a density of seventeen (17) units per gross 
acre. 
   B.   This district should be located adjacent to arterials, however, joint access 
developments are encouraged. 
   C.   A variance may be granted to partially waive off street parking and/or lot 
coverage requirements for commercial developments utilizing common parking 
facilities. 
   D.   Residential developments in this district are permitted as specified by the 
R-17 district. 
 
 
17.05.520: PERMITTED USES; SPECIAL USE PERMIT: 
Residential density of the R-34 district as specified. 
 
17.05.550: SITE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS; MINIMUM LOT: 
Minimum lot requirements in a C-17 district shall be as follows: 
   A.   Residential lot requirements are as specified for the R-17 district. 
   B.   For the remaining uses, there are no minimum lot requirements except as 
required by state or federal laws. (Ord. 1691 §1(part), 1982) 
 
17.05.560: SITE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS; MINIMUM YARD: 
Minimum yard requirements in a C-17 district shall be as follows: 
   A.   Single-family and duplex structures must meet the minimum yard 
requirements for a single-family structure established by the R-3 district. 
   B.   For multiple-family housing, see the R-17 district. 
   C.   For remaining uses: 
      1.   Front: The front yard requirement shall be ten feet (10') except where a 
majority of the property of the same block is already developed to the property 
line, in which case the front yard setback is zero feet (0'). 
      2.   Side And Rear: The side and rear yard requirements shall be zero feet 
(0') except as required by life safety or uniform building codes and except when 
the side or rear abuts a lot in a different district that requires rear or side yards, in 
which case the property in this district shall have setbacks as specified in 
section 17.06.475 of this title. In no circumstance shall an eave extend over a 
property line or result in stormwater impacts offsite. The building shall be set 
back five feet (5') minimum from the eave to the property line where the roof 
slopes towards the property line. If a metal roof is being used, the setback or 
installation of snow brakes shall be determined by the Building Department. 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/coeurdaleneid/latest/coeurdalene_id/0-0-0-11077#JD_17.06.475
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   D.   For horizontal mixed-use projects with both multiple-family housing and 
commercial uses, the setbacks shall be those which are applicable to the 
individual use in that portion of the project. 
   E.   There will be no permanent structures constructed within the corner cutoff. 
(Ord. 3674 §5, 2021: Ord. 3560, 2017) 
C-17 Commercial Design Guidelines:  
At the time of building permit, proposed development must meet the additional 
standards listed in the Design Guidelines as follows:  
 
Site Design:  

A. Approaches: Width and Spacing 
B. Sidewalks along street frontages 
C. Street Trees (Tree easement on US95 and Kathleen) 
D. Grand Scale Trees (as noted at the Pre-Application meeting, no grand 

scale trees have been identified) 
E. Walkways 
F. Residential screening and Parking Lot Screening (tree easement on 

US95 and Kathleen Avenue) 
G. Parking Lot Landscaping 
H. Lighting 
I. Screening for Service and Trash Areas 

 
Building Design:  

A. Screening of Rooftop Equipment 
B. Entrance Visible from Street 
C. Windows Facing Street 
D. Treatment of Blank Walls 

 
 
Evaluation: The Planning and Zoning Commission must determine, based on 

the information before them, whether or not the lots proposed in the 
Preliminary Plat do or do not meet the requirements of the 
applicable zoning district. 

 
 
City staff has determined that an interpretation of the revised preliminary plat, 
instead of a modification of the subdivision, is appropriate in this case. We agree 
with the applicant that the revisions do not substantively change the original 
subdivision. The original facts and findings have been reviewed, in light of the 
revised preliminary plat, and have been found to remain valid.  
 
The Commission is being asked to decide if the revised preliminary plat is 
substantially consistent with the preliminary plat approved in December 2025 so 
that the applicant may proceed with final plat of the remaining phases, subject to 
all applicable conditions, codes and policies.  
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_______________________________________________________________ 
 
ORDINANCES & STANDARDS USED FOR EVALUATION: 

2022-2042 Comprehensive Plan 
Transportation 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 
2021 Parks Master Plan 
2017 Coeur d'Alene Trails Master Plan 

 
APPLICABLE CODES AND POLICIES:  
 

Utilities: 
1. All proposed utilities within the project shall be installed underground. 
2. All water and sewer facilities shall be designed and constructed to the 

requirements of the City of Coeur d’Alene.  Improvement plans 
conforming to City guidelines shall be submitted and approved by the 
City Engineer prior to construction. 

3. All water and sewer facilities servicing the project shall be installed and 
approved prior to issuance of building permits. 

4. All required utility easements shall be dedicated on the final plat. 
 
Streets: 

5. All new streets or alleys shall be dedicated and constructed to City of 
Coeur d’Alene standards. 

6. Street or alley improvement plans conforming to City guidelines shall 
be submitted and approved by the City Engineer prior to construction. 

7. All required street or alley improvements shall be constructed prior to 
issuance of building permits. 

8. An encroachment permit shall be obtained prior to any work being 
performed in the existing right-of-way. 

 
Stormwater: 

9. A stormwater management plan shall be submitted and approved prior 
to start of any construction.  The plan shall conform to all requirements 
of the City. 
 

Fire Protection: 
10. Fire hydrant(s) shall be installed at all locations as determined by the 

City Fire Inspectors. Hydrant placement shown on the exhibit is 
acceptable for FD. 
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11. Minimum Street width is 26 feet. 
12. Turning radiuses are: 25’ interior, 50’ exterior. 
13. Fire Code requires the minimum dimension for a dead-end cul-de-sac 

is 96’. 
 

General: 
14. The final plat shall conform to the requirements of the City. 
15. Prior to approval of the final plat, all required improvements must be 

installed and accepted by the City. The developer may enter into an 
agreement with the City guaranteeing installation of the improvements 
and shall provide security acceptable to the City in an amount equal to 
150 percent of the cost of installation of the improvements as 
determined by the City Engineer. The agreement and security shall be 
approved by the City Council prior to recording the final plat. 

 
 
APPROVED CONDITIONS: (Updates noted in red) 
 

Engineering:  
 

1. Any future development of this property and/or final plat(s) 
requested after the development of Lots 1 through 6, shall 
require additional traffic impact studies which will be reviewed by 
City staff and an independent 3rd-party reviewer selected by the 
City at the expense of the developer.   If approved, any resulting 
recommended mitigation will be completed at the expense of the 
owner for the proposed phase of development.  
 

2. The final plat for Phase 1 shall include dedication of 
approximately 12 feet of right-of-way along the north side of 
Kathleen Avenue for the length of the subject property from the 
SE corner to the east edge of the new approach to create a 
uniform right-of-way for future road widening.  

 
 

 
Planning: 

 
3. Demolition of the existing building shall be completed prior to the 

Final Plat for Phase 1.  
 

 
Water: 
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4. Any additional main extensions and/or fire hydrants and services 
will be the responsibility of the developer at their expense. Any 
additional services will have cap fees due at building permitting.  

 
5. The existing watermain will need to be abandoned at the 

southern property line prior to approval of any building permits. It 
may be utilized to serve one fire hydrant if desired.  

 
6. All mains and fire hydrants for Phase 1 will be required to be 

installed prior to approval of any building permits. Services lines 
may be installed later as sizing requirements may change at 
timing of development.  

 
7. Sizing of the water main infrastructure is contingent on a 

hydraulic study of the project through JUB Engineering. 12” 
water main will be required to be installed throughout the project 
unless the hydraulic study states otherwise. 
 

8. An automatic flushing station will be required to be installed at 
the end of the 12” main with an adequate and approved place for 
drainage.  

9. Any future development plats (beyond Lots 1 through 4) brought 
forward shall provide main lines and fire hydrants for the water 
connecting loop to the north and west of this property.  

10. Each commercial lot will be required to have its own dedicated 
irrigation service as required per our standard specifications.  

 
Wastewater: 
 

11. Sewer policy requires a 20’ wide sewer easement (30’ if shared 
with City water) to be dedicated to the City for all City sewers in 
private roadways.  

 
12. An unobstructed City approved “all-weather” access shall be 

required over all City sewers. 
 

13. Proposed subdivision shall be required to comply with Sewer 
Policy requiring all legally recognized parcels to be assigned with 
a single (1) sewer connection complying with “One Lot, One 
Lateral” policy.   
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14. DEQ or QLPE to review and approve public infrastructure plans 

for construction as required by Idaho state code.  
 

15. Cap any unused sewer laterals at the public main. 
 
Trails and Urban Forestry: 
 

16.  If sidewalk along Kathleen is to be replaced, it shall be 
constructed as a 10’ wide asphalt shared-use pathway. 
 

17. Final plats shall include street tree easements along Kathleen 
Avenue and US95 as referenced in PP-02 Easement Note #5. 
Street trees shall be provided and maintained by owners. 
Species and spacing to be reviewed and approved by the City’s 
Urban Forester and included in property CCRs for consistency 
throughout the development.  

 
 
 
DECISION POINT: 
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission should determine if the requested revisions 
to the Junction at Kathleen Preliminary Plat regarding lot layout and internal 
circulation are consistent with the Preliminary Plat which was approved on 
December 9, 2025, and approve or deny the interpretation request.  
 
If approved, the applicant may proceed with final platting of phases 2 and 3 
consistent with the revised subdivision layout, which would replace the 
preliminary plat drawings approved by the Commission in December 2025. They 
would be subject to all applicable conditions, codes and policies.  
 
If denied, the applicant would need to submit a formal request to modify the 
preliminary plat, which would trigger a public hearing.  

 
 
 

Attachments: 
- Applicant’s Request for interpretation 

 
- Coeur d’Alene Planning and Zoning Commission’s signed Findings and 

Order for S-3-25 from December 9, 2025 
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505 Kathleen Revised Narrative 

Glacier 505 Kathleen, LLC requests an interpretation that its revised 10-lot Junction at 
Kathleen subdivision plat is substantively the same as the plat approved on December 9, 
2025. The minor changes resulted from a development opportunity that arose several 
months ago. Eve Knudtsen, owner of Knudtsen Chevrolet in Post Falls, expressed interest 
in relocating her Spokane Lincoln dealership to our property at Kathleen and Hwy 95, 
specifically the north part of our 16-acre subdivision. To meet the Lincoln building 
prototype and site requirements, we adjusted the Junction Way road and lot configurations. 

The revisions improve on the plat approved on December 9, 2025. Junction Way is now 
shorter and more efficient, with better circulation and access to our lots. The original 
design included a second arterial through shared parking lots via an easement, which has 
been deleted. The change also lets the Lincoln dealership park cars along the Hwy 95 right-
of-way, which is critical to its business. 

The lot configuration is also better. Some lots in the original design fronted a shared 
easement arterial; now every lot has access off Junction Way. 

These revisions strengthen the project without changing our master plan. We still have 10 
lots, as in the original preliminary plat, and the revised plan keeps the same three 
approaches: two onto Kathleen Avenue and one onto Building Center Drive. Provisions for 
sidewalks, streets, alleys, rights-of-way, easements, street lighting, fire protection, 
planting, drainage, pedestrian facilities, and utilities will remain adequate. We have 
maintained our tree easement along Kathleen and Hwy 95, and we still plan for generous 
landscaping and trees along our private Junction Way road. 

We are working with City staff to approve Phase 2, which would allow development of lots 
4, 5, and 6. Phase 2 follows the previously approved Phase 1, which includes an STCU 
branch on Lot 2. We are making this request now so we can move forward with the Lincoln 
dealership on Lot 6. Although we have not yet completed financial feasibility for this deal, 
we are committed to making it a reality. The dealership would be new to North Idaho, 
creating jobs and considerable tax revenue for our community. 

Our updated Traffic Impact Study shows that Phases 1 and 2 have minimal impact on the 
level of service of nearby roads and intersections, so no traffic mitigation is required. 

Phase 3 would develop lots 7-10. We understand that, depending on use, Phase 3 may 
require traffic mitigation, and planning for it is already underway. ITD denied our Hwy 95 
Right In / Right Out (RIRO) approach permit request on the northern part of the property 
earlier this year.  After discussions with ITD and the City of Coeur d’Alene, we believe a 
RIRO permit connecting to Clayton Avenue, a public city road just north of our property, has 



a better chance of approval. The City plans to submit that permit this week with our 
assistance. If it is approved, Parkwood is prepared to share in the construction costs. 
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COEUR D'ALENE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
FINDINGS AND ORDER 

 

S-3-25 
INTRODUCTION 

This matter came before the Planning and Zoning Commission on December 9, 2025 to consider S-3-25, 

a ten (10) lot preliminary plat known as “Junction at Kathleen” Subdivision.     

  

 APPLICANT:  JUB Engineers, INC., Geremy Russell   
  
 OWNER: Glacier 505 Kathleen, LLC (Parkwood Business Properties) 
 

LOCATION: +/- 15.8 Acres Zoned C-17 located at the northwest corner of Kathleen Avenue 
and Highway 95 in Coeur d’Alene  

 
A. FINDINGS OF FACT: 

 
            The Planning and Zoning Commission finds that the following facts, A1 through A7, have been 

established on a more probable than not basis, as shown on the record before it and on the 
testimony exhibits presented at the public hearing. The testimony was conflicting and the 
Commission determined that the more credible and convincing evidence establishes the 
following. 

 
A1.  All public hearing requirements have been met for item S-3-25. 

• Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the 
City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The 
Notice was published on November 22, 2025, seventeen days prior to the 
hearing.  

• Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) 
week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted 
on the property on December 2, 2025 seven days prior to the hearing.  

• Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or 
purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred 
(300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 
67-6511(2)(b). Fifty (50) notices were mailed to all property owners of record 
within three hundred feet (300') of the subject property on November 21, 2025 

• Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing 
services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the 
manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days 
prior to the public hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was sent to all 
political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including 
school districts on November 21, 2025.  
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• Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any 
existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum 
products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety 
administration, with a center point within one thousand (1,000) feet of the 
external boundaries of the land being considered, provided that the pipeline 
company is in compliance with section 62-1104, Idaho Code. Idaho Code § 67-
6511(2)(b). The Notice was sent to pipeline companies providing services within 
1,000 feet of the subject property on November 21, 2025. 

• The Planning and Zoning Commission held a public hearing on this matter on 
December 9, 2025. 

A2.      Glacier 505, LLC is requesting a ten (10) lot Preliminary Plat known as the “Junction 
at Kathleen” subdivision on +/- 15.8 acres. The project would allow for ten commercial 
lots with uses as allowed in the C-17 zoning district. No deviations from the 
Subdivision Code or Zoning Code have been requested. The owner anticipates this 
will be a phased project and the first phase will include Lots 1 through 4.  For Phase 1, 
access will be off Kathleen Avenue alone. For future phases, access will be off 
Kathleen Avenue to the south and Building Center Drive to the south. 

A3. The subject property is currently comprised of five (5) existing lots. The property is 
located at the northwest corner of Kathleen Avenue and US95 and has access from 
Kathleen Avenue and is adjacent to Building Center Drive. With a future phase, the 
owner intends to vacate a portion of the bulb turnaround at the north end of existing 
Building Center Drive which will create a continuous loop, thus providing north 
access to the site from Building Center Drive. There is an existing 50,000 square foot 
building on the property that has been used for warehouse and distribution services 
since it was constructed in 1979. The remainder of the site is undeveloped. It will be 
demolished as part of this project.  

A4. As attested by the City Engineer, the preliminary plans submitted contain all the 
general preliminary plat elements required by the Municipal Code. 

A5. City staff have reviewed and provided comments concerning the adequacy of 
provisions for sidewalks, streets, alleys, rights-of- way, easements, street lighting, 
fire protection, planting, drainage, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and utilities for 
particular consideration by the Planning and Zoning Commission. City staff have also 
provided recommended conditions to ensure code compliance for each phase of the 
project. 

A6.      The City Engineer has indicated that for the purposes of the preliminary plans, both 
subdivision design standards and improvement standards comply with municipal 
code. 

A7.      Planning staff have reviewed the applicable zoning district (C-17) for the lots 
proposed in the Preliminary Plat. There are no requested PUD deviations or Special 
Use Permit requests made in conjunction with the Subdivision application, and as 
such, the lots must meet the minimum standards of municipal code for the stated 
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zoning. 

 
B. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 
 
Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact, the Planning and Zoning Commission makes the 
following Conclusions of Law.   

 
B1. That all of the general preliminary plat requirements have been met as attested to by the City 

Engineer. 
 
B2. That the provision for sidewalks, streets, alleys, rights-of-way, easements, street lighting, fire 

protection, planting, drainage, pedestrian and bicycle facilities are adequate.  
  
B3. That the proposed preliminary plat does comply with all of the subdivision design standards 

(contained in chapter 16.15) and all of the subdivision improvement standards (contained in 
chapter 16.40) requirements. 
 

B4. The lots proposed in the preliminary plat do meet the requirements of the applicable zoning 
district. 
 

C. DECISION 
 

The Planning and Zoning Commission, pursuant to the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of 
Law, has determined that the proposed preliminary plat does comply with the required evaluation criteria, 
and the request should be approved with the following conditions.   
 
Engineering: 

1. Any future development of this property and/or final plat(s) requested after the development 
of Lots 1 through 4, shall require additional traffic impact studies which will be reviewed by 
City staff. If approved, any resulting recommended mitigation will be completed at the 
expense of the owner for the proposed phase of development. 

2. The final plat for Phase 1 shall include dedication of approximately 12 feet of right-of-way 
along   the north side of Kathleen Avenue for the length of the subject property from the SE 
corner to the east edge of the new approach to create a uniform right-of-way for future road 
widening.  

Planning: 
3. Demolition of the existing building shall be completed prior to the Final Plat for Phase 1.  

Water: 
4. Any additional main extensions and/or fire hydrants and services will be the responsibility of 

the developer at their expense. Any additional services will have cap fees due at building 
permitting.  

5. The existing watermain will need to be abandoned at the southern property line prior to 
approval of any building permits. It may be utilized to serve one fire hydrant if desired.  

6. All mains and fire hydrants for Phase 1 will be required to be installed prior to approval of any 
building permits. Services lines may be installed later as sizing requirements may change of 
time of development.  

7. Sizing of the water main infrastructure is contingent on a hydraulic study of the project 
through JUB Engineering. 12” water main will be required to be installed throughout the 
project unless the hydraulic study states otherwise 

8. An automatic flushing station will be required to be installed at the end of the 12” main with an 
adequate and approved place for drainage.  

9. Any future development plats (beyond Lots 1 through 4) brought forward shall provide main 
lines and fire hydrants for the water connecting loop to the north and west of this property.  
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10. Each commercial lot will be required to have its own dedicated irrigation service as required 
per our standard specifications.  

Wastewater: 
11. Sewer policy requires a 20’ wide sewer easement (30’ if shared with City water) to be 

dedicated to the City for all City sewers in private roadways.  
12. An unobstructed City approved “all-weather” access shall be required over all City sewers. 
13. Proposed subdivision shall be required to comply with Sewer Policy requiring all legally 

recognized parcels to be assigned with a single (1) sewer connection complying with “One 
Lot, One Lateral” policy.   

14. DEQ or QLPE to review and approve public infrastructure plans for construction as required 
by Idaho state code.  

15. Cap any unused sewer laterals at the public main. 
Trails and Urban Forestry: 

16.  If sidewalk along Kathleen is to be replaced, it shall be constructed as a 10’ wide asphalt 
shared use pathway. 

17. Final plats shall include street tree easements along Kathleen Avenue and US95 as 
referenced in PP-02 Easement Note #5. Street trees shall be provided and maintained by 
owners. Species and spacing to be reviewed and approved by the City’s Urban Forester and 
included in property CCRs for consistency throughout the development.  

 
 
Motion by McCracken, seconded by Fleming, to adopt the foregoing Findings and Order approve the 

request with conditions.  

 
ROLL CALL:  

 
 COMMISSION MEMBER INGALLS  Voted    Aye  
 
 COMMISSION MEMBER WARD  Voted    Aye  
 
 COMMISSION MEMBER JAMTAAS  Voted    Aye  
 
 COMMISSION MEMBER COPPESS  Voted    Aye   
 

COMMISSION MEMBER MCCRACKEN  Voted    Aye  
 
 COMMISSION MEMBER FLEMING  Voted    Aye    
  
 CHAIRMAN MESSINA    Voted      Aye 

 

Motion to approve with conditions carried by a 7 to 0 vote. 
  
 

 

 
          Date: December 15, 2025 
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	The intent of this district is to create a lively, neighborhood business district with a mixture of uses, including retail, services, and residential. Storefronts would be relatively continuous along the street within the core of the district. Housing...
	17.07.915: Permitted Activity Groups/Uses:
	A. Activity Groups/Uses Allowed in the Underlying Zoning District Generally Permitted:
	All Activity Groups/Uses permitted within the underlying zoning district shall be allowed, unless otherwise noted in this section.
	B. Activity Groups/Uses Expressly Prohibited in All Three Overlay Districts:
	The following Activity Groups/Uses are expressly prohibited in all infill overlay districts:
	1. Criminal Transitional Facilities.
	2. Juvenile Offenders Facilities.
	3. Adult Entertainment.
	4. Adult Entertainment Retail Sales.
	5. All other uses that includes the outdoor storage of inventory, materials, or supplies.
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	FINDINGS AND ORDER
	A. INTRODUCTION

	APPLICANT:   AZZARDO, LLC
	C. ORDER:   CONCLUSION AND DECISION
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	APPLICANT:  15th STREET INVESTMENTS, LLC
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	APPLICANT:  15th STREET INVESTMENTS, LLC
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	FINDINGS AND ORDER
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	THE PLANNING COMMISSION’S VISION OF ITS ROLE IN THE COMMUNITY
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	THE PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION’S VISION OF ITS ROLE IN THE COMMUNITY
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	The site is generally flat as is the over-all location. Midtown has seen significant change and investment over the last decade, from public corridor improvements, rehab of several out-of-date storefronts, to a substantial under construction mixed-use...
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	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A18. The Police Department does not have an issue with the proposed zone change.
	A19. The site is general flat and has a slight slope to the east. The site is vacant of buildings and is in a natural state with grass and trees located on it.
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	PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	FROM:                           MIKE BEHARY, ASSOCIATE PLANNER
	DECISION POINT:
	The applicant is requesting approval of a zone change from NC (Neighborhood Commercial) to C-17.
	BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
	The subject property is vacant and is located on the southeast corner of the intersection of 15PthP Street and Best Avenue.  The subject site is .93 acres in area and is relatively flat. The site is adjacent to two duplexes and one single family dwell...
	The subject site is currently zoned Neighborhood Commercial (NC) and was annexed into the city in 2011 in item A-1-11.  The applicant is now requesting that the C-17 zoning district be applied to the subject site.
	The applicant has indicated that if this zone change request is approved, then they intend to build a gas station with a mini mart and a quick serve restaurant on the subject site.  However, it should be noted that if the zone change is approved all u...
	The applicant has submitted a site plan and a narrative as part of this request.  See the attached site plan and narrative by the applicant at the end of this report for a complete overview of their annexation request.
	PROPERTY LOCATION MAP:
	AERIAL PHOTO:
	BIRDS EYE AERIAL:  Looking North
	BIRDS EYE AERIAL:  Looking Southeast
	PRIOR ZONE CHANGE REQUESTS
	UHearing  Request   City Council
	ZC-2-82  R-12 to C-17   Approved
	ZC-1-24   ZONE CHANGE FINDINGS:
	REQUIRED FINDINGS FOR A ZONE CHANGE:
	A.         UFinding #B8:U That this proposal (is) (is not) in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan goals, objectives and policies.
	2042 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE:
	2042 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE MAP:
	2042 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE MAP:  Mixed-Use Low
	2042 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE MAP: Mixed-Use Low
	The subject site lies within the Mixed Use Low place type as designated in the 2042 Comprehensive Plan.
	PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS:
	The site is general flat and has a slight slope to the east. (See topography map below).  The site is vacant of buildings and is in a natural state with grass and trees located on it.  Site photos are provided on the next few pages showing the existin...
	TOPOGRAPHIC MAP:
	SITE PHOTO - 1:  View from the northeast corner of property looking south.
	SITE PHOTO - 2:  View from the northeast corner of property looking west along Best Avenue.
	SITE PHOTO - 3:  View from the north central part of property looking south.
	SITE PHOTO - 4:  View from the northwest corner of property looking east.
	SITE PHOTO - 5:  View from the center of property looking northwest.
	SITE PHOTO - 6:  View from the southwest corner of property looking north along 15PthP Street.
	PROPOSED ZONING MAP:
	Existing Neighborhood Commercial (NC) Zoning District:
	The neighborhood commercial district is intended to allow for the location of enterprises that mainly serve the immediate surrounding residential area and that provide a scale and character that are compatible with residential buildings. It is expecte...
	Proposed C-17 Zoning District:
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	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A18. The Police Department does not have concerns with the proposed zone change.
	A19. The site is generally flat and has a slight slope to the east. The site is vacant, and is in a natural state with grass and trees located on it.
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	PCagenda 4-9-24.pdf
	5:30 P.M. CALL TO ORDER:
	PLEDGE:
	PUBLIC COMMENTS:
	STAFF COMMENTS:
	Presented by: Mike Behary, Associate Planner

	pc min 3-12-24 final.pdf
	The PUD Amendment #4 for the Atlas Waterfront project would revise the final Development Standards for the project to incorporate minor changes to address development conditions for the property and to make the setbacks more consistent throughout the ...
	The requested amendments to the Development Standards with PUD Amendment #4 include:
	Justification:
	As an example, if Area 5A was developed with 84 multifamily units (three (3) studio units, 72 1- bedroom units, and nine (9) 2-bedroom units) with DO-N parking requirements, they would be required to provide 89 off-street parking spaces for residentia...
	If Area 5A were developed with the same 84 multifamily units (three (3) studio units, 72 1-bedroom units, and nine (9) 2-bedroom units) with base city code parking requirements in C-17/R-17, they would be required to provide 129 off-street parking spa...
	Finding B7:          That the proposal (does) (does not) provide for an acceptable method for the                                     perpetual maintenance of all common property.

	pc min 3-12-24 final.pdf
	The PUD Amendment #4 for the Atlas Waterfront project would revise the final Development Standards for the project to incorporate minor changes to address development conditions for the property and to make the setbacks more consistent throughout the ...
	The requested amendments to the Development Standards with PUD Amendment #4 include:
	Justification:
	As an example, if Area 5A was developed with 84 multifamily units (three (3) studio units, 72 1- bedroom units, and nine (9) 2-bedroom units) with DO-N parking requirements, they would be required to provide 89 off-street parking spaces for residentia...
	If Area 5A were developed with the same 84 multifamily units (three (3) studio units, 72 1-bedroom units, and nine (9) 2-bedroom units) with base city code parking requirements in C-17/R-17, they would be required to provide 129 off-street parking spa...
	Finding B7:          That the proposal (does) (does not) provide for an acceptable method for the                                     perpetual maintenance of all common property.

	PCagenda 4-9-24.pdf
	5:30 P.M. CALL TO ORDER:
	PLEDGE:
	PUBLIC COMMENTS:
	STAFF COMMENTS:
	Presented by: Mike Behary, Associate Planner

	S-1-24-PZ-FINDINGS-page4.pdf
	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A1.   All public hearing notice requirements have been met for item S-1-24.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on March 23, 2024, seventeen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on April 1, 2024, eight days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A2.   The total area of the subject property is 2.3 acres and is zoned R-12.
	A3.   The subject property is proposed to be developed as a residential neighborhood that will allow duplex and single family housing types. The subject property is bound by single family homes to the north, east, and south.  To the west is 17th stree...
	A5. City departments have reviewed the preliminary formal plat for potential impact on public facilities and utilities and have determined that conditions are required to bring the plat into full compliance with code requirements and performance stand...
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	5:30 P.M. CALL TO ORDER:
	PLEDGE:
	PUBLIC COMMENTS:
	STAFF COMMENTS:

	PC minutes 5-12-24.pdf
	Mr. Holm provided background information and shared information about prior requests of a similar nature.

	4PUD-4-04m.3.pdf
	PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	DECISION POINT:
	HISTORY & BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
	PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT MODIFICATION REQUESTS:

	BIRDS EYE AERIAL PHOTOS (Courtesy of Google Earth Pro):
	Looking north by northwest into Mill River:
	Looking south toward the Spokane River and wooded backdrop in the county:
	Looking southeast along the Spokane River toward Riverstone:
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	A9. The natural features of the site and adjoining properties would not be negatively impacted by the requested PUD amendment.
	A10. The requested modifications to the Mill River PUD would not impact the City’s ability to serve the project with facilities and services.  All departments have indicated the ability to serve the project and no additional conditions have been added...
	A11. The PUD amendment would not reduce the total open space area. The Mill River neighborhood still meets the required 10% open space requirement.
	A12. The project would provide parking sufficient for users of the development. The PUD amendment does not include a reduction in the parking required for the singe-family use.
	A13. The proposed project falls within the Mill River PUD, which is governed by the Mill River Property Owners Association.  Existing common areas within the larger Mill River neighborhood will continue to be maintained by the Mill River Property Owne...
	A15. City departments have reviewed the preliminary formal plat for potential impact on public facilities and utilities and have determined that conditions are required to bring the plat into full compliance with code requirements and performance stan...
	17.07.230: PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT REVIEW CRITERIA:
	REQUIRED FINDINGS (PUD):
	FUTURE LAND USE:  PLANNED DEVELOPMENT (CITY CONTEXT)
	FUTURE LAND USE:  PLANNED DEVELOPMENT (NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT)
	The site is at the edge of the Spokane River and is currently vacant. As with any waterfront property, topographical and flood constraints exist where water meets land. The city’s shoreline ordinance was modified with the approval of the Mill River PU...
	Proposed Single-Family Detached Home on Lot 1 (Elevations & Floor Plans):
	Proposed Single-Family Detached Home on Lot 2 (Elevations & Floor Plans):
	Proposed Single-Family Detached Home on Lot 3 (Elevations & Floor Plans):
	Proposed Single-Family Detached Home on Lot 4 (Elevations & Floor Plans):
	Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make finding A9.
	Shoreline Information:
	The city’s shoreline code governs allowable construction along the waterfront for both the lake and the river. Specifically related to this project:
	17.08.230: HEIGHT LIMITS AND YARD REQUIREMENTS:
	B.   For shoreline properties located between one hundred fifty feet (150') west of First Street easterly to Seventh Street and shoreline properties located northerly from River Avenue, the following shall apply:
	1. New structures may be erected provided that the height is not greater than thirty feet (30').
	2. There shall be a minimum side yard equal to twenty percent (20%) of the average width of the lot. (Ord. 3452, 2012)
	17.08.245: PROHIBITED CONSTRUCTION:
	Construction within forty feet (40') of the shoreline shall be prohibited except as provided for in section 17.08.250 of this chapter. (Ord. 1722 §2(part), 1982)
	*NOTE: As provided in the history & background information section near the beginning of the staff report, these limitations were approved to be modified in 2004. Maximum height of structures increased from 30’ to 32’, and, prohibited construction wit...
	Five Foot (5’) Land Elevation Contours:
	FEMA Base Flood Elevation (AE):
	*NOTE: AE flood zones are areas that present a 1% annual chance of flooding and a 26% chance over the life of a 30-year mortgage, according to FEMA. These regions are clearly defined in Flood Insurance Rate Maps and are paired with detailed informatio...
	SUBDIVISION FINDINGS:
	REQUIRED FINDINGS:
	PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR WATERFRONT C-17PUD PARCEL IN “MILL RIVER PUD”:


	Staff-Report-PUD-2-24-Planning-Commission.pdf
	PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	FROM:                           MIKE BEHARY, ASSOCIATE PLANNER
	DECISION POINT:
	Should the Planning and Zoning Commission approve a requested amendment to the Lake Villa Planned Unit Development (PUD) project to build two additional apartment buildings, creating 21 additional units within the apartment complex with the following ...
	BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
	The subject property is known as the Lake Villa Apartments and is located at the far east end of Sherman Avenue.   The subject site consists of 18 acres and has vehicle access of off of N. Lilac Lane, E. Sherman Avenue, N. Fernan Lake Road, and E. Fer...
	The subject property was annexed into the city in two phases in the following two items, A-6-76 and A-1-78, in 1976 and 1978 respectively.  As part of the annexation requests the site was approved for a multi-family planned unit development (PUD).   T...
	The construction of apartment complex was built according to the following timeline;
	1978:  100 units
	1980:      65 units
	1982:   44 units
	1984   47 units
	Total  256 Units = Existing Today
	The applicant is now proposing to add two apartment buildings that will provide for 21 additional units bringing the grand total to 277 units.
	The existing zoning of the subject site is R-17PUD.  The original PUD site plan and subsequent documents allowed for a maximum of 256 units.  This new PUD modification request will allow for 277 units on 18 acres, which equates to an overall density o...
	The proposed PUD provides garage parking, carport parking, and surface parking for its residents.  The minimum required parking for the proposed PUD is 461 parking spaces and the proposed PUD is providing 507 parking spaces.  The proposed PUD exceeds ...
	The proposed PUD modification request will also bring into compliance the setbacks of some of the apartment buildings, garages, and carports that are located within the required setbacks, as noted above.  The setback modification request will also all...
	The subject site has some significant sloping topography on the northern part of the property; however, the majority of the property is relatively flat.  The significant sloping part of the property is subject to the Hillside Ordinance regulations.  T...
	The minimum requirement for open space area to be provided in a PUD is 10%.  The applicant has provided 16.6% of the total site as open space. The open space consists of a volleyball area, swimming pool, barbecue, and grassy passive recreation areas. ...
	The applicant has indicated in their narrative that they will commit four of the new units for affordable housing.  The following is a quote from the applicant’s narrative.  “The rapid increase in real estate value witnessed in recent years has create...
	PROPERTY LOCATION MAP:
	AERIAL PHOTO:
	BIRDSEYE AERIAL:  Looking North
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	A1.  All public hearing notice requirements have been met for item PUD-2-24.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on May 25, 2024, seventeen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on May 31, 2024, eleven days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A2.  The total area of the subject property is 18 acres and is zoned R-17PUD. The R-17PUD designation was done as part of annexation of the property in 1976 and 1978. This new PUD modification request will allow for 277 units on 18 acres, which equat...
	A3.  The subject property is developed as a 256-unit multi-family apartment complex, known as the Lake Villa Apartments. The proposed PUD amendment will allow for two more apartment buildings that will add 21 additional units, bringing the grand total...
	A4.  The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation is the Planned Development Place Type. Planned Development Place Types are locations that have completed the planned unit development application process.  As part of the process, the City an...
	A5.  The Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives do support this PUD amendment.
	A6.  The subject property is bound by single-family homes to the north, single-family homes to the east, single-family homes and the U.S. Forest Service facility is located to the south across Sherman Avenue and Lilac Lane and Interstate 90 are locate...
	A7.   The natural features of the site and adjoining properties would not be negatively impacted by the requested PUD amendment.
	A8. The requested modifications would not impact the City’s ability to serve the project with facilities and services.  All departments have indicated the ability to serve the project with the additional conditions as stated at the end of the staff re...
	A10. The project would provide parking sufficient for users of the development. The applicant is not requesting a reduction in the parking requirement for muti-family housing.  The required parking for this facility is 461 parking spaces and the propo...
	A11. The applicant/owners of the property are responsible for providing perpetual maintenance of all common property.
	PUD-1-22:   PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT FINDINGS:
	17.07.230: PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT REVIEW CRITERIA:
	REQUIRED FINDINGS (PUD):
	2042 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE:
	2042 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE MAP:
	2042 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE MAP: Site Location
	Transportation Exhibits
	Existing and Planned Bicycle Network
	Existing and Planned Walking Network
	Existing Transit Network
	Comprehensive Plan Policy Framework:
	The following is staff’s assessment of applicable goals and objectives.  For a complete list of possible goals and objectives, see Attachment 2.
	Maintain the community’s friendly, welcoming atmosphere and its smalltown feel.
	Manage shoreline development to address stormwater management and improve water quality.
	SITE PHOTO 1:  View from Lilac Lane and Serman Avenue looking east.
	SITE PHOTO 2:  View from Sherman Avenue looking north toward office building.
	SITE PHOTO 3:  View from the interior of property looking north.
	SITE PHOTO 4:  View from the interior of property looking northeast toward Volleyball area.
	SITE PHOTO 5:  View from the interior of property looking west toward shuffle board court area.
	SITE PHOTO 6:  View from the interior of property looking north toward central swimming pool.
	SITE PHOTO 7:  View from the interior of property looking north toward carports and garages.
	SITE PHOTO 8:  View from the interior of property looking west toward east swimming pool.
	Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make finding A8.
	Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make finding A9.
	Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make finding A10.
	Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make finding A11.

	SP-2-24 staff report final.pdf
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	2022-2042 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN- LAND USE CATEGORY:

	2 SP-2-24. staff report.pdf
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	2022-2042 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN- LAND USE CATEGORY:

	PUD-4-04m.3pz_FINDINGS AND ORDER 1.pdf
	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A1.   All public hearing notice requirements have been met for items PUD-4-04m.3 & S-3-24.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published in the Coeur d’Alene Press on May 25, 2024, seventeen days prior ...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on May 30, 2024, twelve days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to any pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administra...
	A2.   Public testimony was received at a public hearing on June 11, 2024
	A3.   The subject property is vacant and is located to the south of the terminus of N. Grandmill Ln. and W. Shoreview Ln. The subject site is 0.7125 acres in area, is waterfront property along the Spokane River, subject to the shoreline ordinance and ...
	A5.   The Mill River PUD is a mix of commercial and residential uses.
	A7.    The Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives do support this PUD amendment request.
	Maintain the community’s friendly, welcoming atmosphere and its smalltown feel.
	Manage shoreline development to address stormwater management and improve water quality.
	Foster a pro-business culture that supports economic growth.
	A9. The natural features of the site and adjoining properties would not be negatively impacted by the requested PUD amendment.
	A10. The requested modifications to the Mill River PUD would not impact the City’s ability to serve the project with facilities and services.  All departments have indicated the ability to serve the project and no additional conditions have been added...
	A11.  The PUD amendment would not reduce the total open space area. The Mill River neighborhood still meets the required 10% open space requirement.
	A12. The project would provide parking sufficient for users of the development. The PUD amendment does not include a reduction in the parking required for the singe-family use.
	A13. The proposed project falls within the Mill River PUD, which is governed by the Mill River Property Owners Association.  Existing common areas within the larger Mill River neighborhood will continue to be maintained by the Mill River Property Owne...

	S-3-24 pz_FINDINGS AND ORDER 1.pdf
	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A1.   All public hearing notice requirements have been met for items PUD-4-04m.3 & S-3-24.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published in the Coeur d’Alene Press on May 25, 2024, seventeen days prior ...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on May 30, 2024, twelve days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to any pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administra...
	A2.   Public testimony was received at a public hearing on June 11, 2024
	A3.   The subject property is vacant and is located to the south of the terminus of N. Grandmill Ln. and W. Shoreview Ln. The subject site is 0.7125 acres in area, is waterfront property along the Spokane River, subject to the shoreline ordinance and ...
	A5.   The Mill River PUD is a mix of commercial and residential uses.
	Note Facts A6 through 13 from the staff report apply to the associated Planned Unit Development Amendment request and do not apply to the Subdivision Findings and Order.
	A15.     City departments have reviewed the preliminary formal plat for potential impact on public facilities and utilities and have determined that conditions are required to bring the plat into full compliance with code requirements and performance ...
	A18. City staff has proposed fourteen (14) conditions for the preliminary plat to ensure compliance with City Code and performance standards

	PUD-2-24-PZ-FINDINGS-AND-ORDER.pdf
	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A1.   All public hearing notice requirements have been met for item PUD-2-24
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published in the Coeur d’Alene Press on May 25, 2024, seventeen days prior ...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on May 31, 2024, eleven days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to any pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administra...
	A2.   The total area of the subject property is 18 acres and is zoned R-17PUD. The R-17PUD designation was done as part of annexation of the property in 1976 and 1978. This new PUD modification request will allow for 277 units on 18 acres, which equat...
	A3.   The subject property is developed as a 256-unit multi-family apartment complex, known as the Lake Villa Apartments. The proposed PUD amendment will allow for two more apartment buildings that will add 21 additional units, bringing the grand tota...
	A4.   The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation is the Planned Development Place Type. Planned Development Place Types are locations that have completed the planned unit development application process.  As part of the process, the City a...
	A5.   The Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives do support this PUD amendment request with the following applicable Goals and Objectives:
	Maintain the community’s friendly, welcoming atmosphere and its smalltown feel.
	Manage shoreline development to address stormwater management and improve water quality.
	Foster a pro-business culture that supports economic growth.
	A6.   The subject property is bound by single-family homes to the north, single-family homes to the east, single-family homes and the U.S. Forest Service facility is located to the south across Sherman Avenue and Lilac Lane and Interstate 90 are locat...
	A7.  The natural features of the site and adjoining properties would not be negatively impacted by the requested PUD amendment.
	A8.  The requested modifications would not impact the City’s ability to serve the project with facilities and services.  All departments have indicated the ability to serve the project with the additional conditions as stated at the end of the staff r...
	A10.   The project would provide parking sufficient for users of the development. The applicant is not requesting a reduction in the parking requirement for muti-family housing.  The required parking for this facility is 461 parking spaces and the pro...
	A11.    The applicant/owners of the property are responsible for providing perpetual maintenance of all  common property.

	SP-2-24 P&Z findings.pdf
	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A1.   All public hearing notice requirements have been met for item SP-2-24.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on May 25, 2024, seventeen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on May 31, 2024, eleven days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A2.       Public testimony was received at a public hearing on June 11, 2024.

	SP-2-24 P&Z findings.pdf
	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A1.   All public hearing notice requirements have been met for item SP-2-24.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on May 25, 2024, seventeen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on May 31, 2024, eleven days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A2.       Public testimony was received at a public hearing on June 11, 2024.

	PCagenda 7-9-24.pdf
	5:30 P.M. CALL TO ORDER:
	PLEDGE:
	PUBLIC COMMENTS:
	STAFF COMMENTS:
	Presented by: Mike Behary, Associate Planner

	1 PC minutes 6-11-24_revised.pdf
	He noted the decision point is should the Planning and Zoning Commission approve a proposed Planned Unit Development modification in the Mill River PUD and a four (4) lot, one (1) tract subdivision request, to allow for the construction of waterfront ...
	Mr. Holm provided the following background and project history. The Mill River Planned Unit Development is a mixed-use master planned community situated on the former Crown Pacific Mill site. On May 11, 2004, Planning and Zoning Commission held a publ...
	Mr. Holm noted the requested deviations from existing standards in the approved PUD:

	The decision point is should the Planning and Zoning Commission approve a requested amendment to the Lake Villa Planned Unit Development (PUD) project to build two additional apartment buildings, creating 21 additional units within the apartment compl...
	Mr. Behary provided background information on the Lake Villa Apartments. He noted that the subject property is known as the Lake Villa Apartments and is located at the far east end of Sherman Avenue.   The subject site consists of 18 acres and has veh...
	The subject property was annexed into the city in two phases in the following two items, A-6-76 and A-1-78, in 1976 and 1978 respectively.  As part of the annexation requests the site was approved for a multi-family planned unit development (PUD).   T...
	The construction of apartment complex was built according to the following timeline;
	 1978:  100 units
	 1980:  65 units
	 1982:  44 units
	 1984:  47 units
	The existing number of units today 256 apartments. The applicant is now proposing to add two apartment buildings that will provide for 21 additional units bringing the grand total to 277 units.
	The existing zoning of the subject site is R-17PUD.  The original PUD site plan and subsequent documents allowed for a maximum of 256 units.  This new PUD modification request will allow for 277 units on 18 acres, which equates to an overall density o...
	The proposed PUD provides garage parking, carport parking, and surface parking for its residents.  The minimum required parking for the proposed PUD is 461 parking spaces and the proposed PUD is providing 507 parking spaces.  The proposed PUD exceeds ...
	The proposed PUD modification request will also bring into compliance the setbacks of some of the apartment buildings, garages, and carports that are located within the required setbacks, as noted above. The setback modification request will also allo...
	The subject site has some significant sloping topography on the northern part of the property; however, the majority of the property is relatively flat.  The significant sloping part of the property is subject to the Hillside Ordinance regulations.  T...
	The minimum requirement for open space area to be provided in a PUD is 10%.  The applicant has provided 16.6% of the total site as open space. The open space consists of a volleyball area, swimming pool, barbecue, and grassy passive recreation areas. ...
	The applicant has indicated in their narrative that they will commit four of the new units for affordable housing.  The following is a quote from the applicant’s narrative.  “The rapid increase in real estate value witnessed in recent years has create...
	The applicant has requested the following modifications:
	Principal Buildings: Apartments
	 Front setback of 14’ rather then 20’ as required – existing structures
	 Side street setback of 5’ rather then 20’ as required – existing and proposed structure
	Accessory Buildings: Carports and Garages
	 Side Interior setback of 2’ rather then 5’ as required – existing structures
	 Side street setback of 2’ rather then 20’ as required – existing structures
	The proposed PUD modification request will bring into compliance the backs of the existing apartment buildings, garages, and carports and are located within the required setbacks, as noted above.
	There are seven findings that must be made for a PUD modification, B1-B7:
	Finding B1: The proposal (is) (is not) in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan.
	Mr. Behary noted that building design and scale, transportation, open space, and other elements are approved through the city of Coeur d’Alene’s PUD evaluation process. He provided an overview of the applicable sections of the Comprehensive Plan, incl...
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	S-1-24-PZ-FINDINGS 7-9-24.pdf
	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A1.   All public hearing notice requirements have been met for item S-1-24.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on June 22, 2024, seventeen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on June 24, 2024, fifteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...

	SP-1-24-PZ-FINDINGS 7-9-24.pdf
	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A1.   All public hearing notice requirements have been met for item SP-1-24.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on June 22, 2024, seventeen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on June 25, 2024, fourteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A2.   Public testimony was received at a public hearing on July 9, 2024.
	A3.  A grand total of thirty-seven (37) parcels are included. The subject properties are mostly developed as single-family homes with the exception of four (4) duplexes and a large vacant parcel obtaining access from N. 17th Street.
	A4.   The subject area is currently zoned residential at twelve units per gross acre (R-12).
	A6.   The broader neighborhood is made up of a mix of residential zones and residential uses that include cluster/pocket housing projects to the west. To the east, the site is adjacent to single family development, located in the county, along with R-...
	A7.   The 2022-2042 Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map Place Type is Compact  Neighborhood. The Comprehensive Plan states that compatible zones in a Compact Neighborhood include: R-12, R-17, MH-8, NC and CC.
	A8.  The staff report includes applicable Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives. The commission will determine if there are other applicable goals and objectives to support their decision from the attached Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives wor...
	A9.   Further, the key characteristics of a Compact Neighborhood are medium density residential areas located in primarily older locations of Coeur d’Alene where there is an established street grid with bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Typical uses ...
	A10.   If this request for a Single-Family Detached (SFD) Only Special Use Permit request is approved, all future construction must be SFD. Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU’s) would also be permitted. However, it should be noted that the existing duplexe...
	A11.    City departments reviewed the request for a special use permit that limits development to single-family detached and found that the existing streets, public facilities and services would adequately serve development at the allowable density an...
	A12. Staff has proposed one condition to clarify that Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU’s) would be permitted with the requested special use permit:

	SP-3-24 P&Z findings.pdf
	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A1.   All public hearing notice requirements have been met for item SP-3-24.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on June 22, 2024, seventeen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on June 21, 2024, eighteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A2.       Public testimony was received at a public hearing on July 9, 2024.
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	Staff-Report-S-1-24-July-9-2024.pdf
	PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	THE DECISION POINT:
	BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
	The subject property is primarily vacant with one existing storage building located on it.  The property is gently sloping. Access to the site will be from 17th Street.  The proposed subdivision will include a public street with a cul-de-sac that has ...
	The property is zoned R-12, which allows for single family and duplex housing types.  The applicant is proposing four single family size lots and five duplex sized lots within this subdivision.   The proposed subdivision will allow for nine single fam...
	The applicant has indicated that storm drainage will be facilitated through swales located adjacent to the road right-of-way (ROW).  The public street is 28 feet in width and allows for parking on one side of the street.  The water main service will b...
	The applicant is proposing to install the streets and the subdivision infrastructure for this project in one phase.  If this item is approved, the applicant will have 12 months to complete the final plat process.  The Subdivision Code allows for the P...
	BIRDS EYE AERIAL PHOTO:
	BIRDS EYE AERIAL PHOTO:
	SUMMARY OF FACTS:
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	A1.  All public hearing notice requirements have been met for item S-1-24.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on June 22, 2024, seventeen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on June 24, 2024, fifteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A2.  The Planning and Zoning Commission opened the initial hearing on this item on April 9, 2024. After the staff presentation and discussions with the City Engineer and the applicant’s representative, it was decided to continue the hearing to a date ...
	A3.  The total area of the subject property is 2.3 acres and is zoned R-12.
	A4.  The subject property is proposed to be developed as a residential neighborhood that will allow duplex and single-family housing types. The subject property is bound by single family homes to the north, east, and south.  To the west is 17th street...
	A6. City departments have reviewed the preliminary formal plat for potential impact on public facilities and utilities, and provided an analysis of compliance with code requirements related to sidewalks, streets, rights-of-way, easements, street light...
	SUBDIVISION FINDINGS:
	REQUIRED FINDINGS (Subdivision):
	PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR “KAUFMAN ESTATES”:

	The applicant has proposed a total of 9-lots on the subject property, which is zoned R-12. At the subdivision level, minimum site performance standards must be met.
	Because this request is not a Planned Unit Development (PUD), there is no opportunity to alter the subdivision standards, no requirement for open space, and no private streets or vehicular gates allowed. As such, density calculations are made by inclu...
	The R-12 zoning district allows for maximum density of 12 units per acre, the density of the proposed subdivision is 9.5 units per acres.  The R-12 would allow for a total of 18 units and the applicant is proposing a total of 14 units, four single fam...
	All proposed lots meet the minimum lot frontage and lot area requirements for the R-12 zoning district. Four of the lots are under 7,000 square feet and would only allow a single family dwelling with an ADU to be built on them.
	Five of the lots are over 7,000 square feet in area and will meet the minimum lot area required for duplex housing.  The five larger lots may or may not be built as duplexes, and the owner(s) could instead build a single-family home with or without an...

	SP-1-24_re-notice.pdf
	LOCATION: A 16.5 +/- ACRE AREA EAST OF 17TH, WEST OF 19TH, SOUTH OF SATRE AVE., AND NORTH OF HAYCRAFT AVE.
	BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
	SUMMARY OF FACTS:
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	A1.   All public hearing notice requirements have been met for Item SP-1-24.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing per Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on June 22, 2024, seventeen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing per Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on June 25, 2024, fourteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered per Idaho Code § 67-6511(2...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A3.  A grand total of thirty-seven (37) parcels are included. The subject properties are mostly developed as single-family homes with the exception of four (4) duplexes and a large vacant parcel obtaining access from N. 17th Street.
	A4.   The subject area is currently zoned residential at twelve units per gross acre (R-12).
	A6.   The broader neighborhood is made up of a mix of residential zones and residential uses that include cluster/pocket housing projects to the west. To the east, the site is adjacent to single family development, located in the county, along with R-...
	A7.   The 2022-2042 Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map place type is Compact  Neighborhood. The Comprehensive Plan states that compatible zones in a Compact Neighborhood include: R-12, R-17, MH-8, NC and CC.
	A8.  The staff report includes applicable Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives. The commission will determine if there are other applicable goals and objectives to support their decision from the attached Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives wor...
	A9.   Further, the key characteristics of a Compact Neighborhood are medium density residential areas located in primarily older locations of Coeur d’Alene where there is an established street grid with bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Typical uses ...
	A10.   If this request for a Single-Family Detached (SFD) Only Special Use Permit request is approved, all future construction must be SFD. Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU’s) would also be permitted. However, it should be noted that the existing duplexe...
	A12. Staff has proposed one condition to clarify that Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU’s) would be permitted with the requested special use permit.
	GENERAL INFORMATION:
	Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make finding A8 in the findings and order worksheet.

	FINAL Staff-Report-SP-3-24-Planning-Commission.pdf
	PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	FROM:                           TAMI STROUD, PLANNER
	DECISION POINT:
	The applicant is requesting approval for a special use permit to allow a food and beverage on/off site consumption that will allow a coffee shop/baked good sales in a portion of an existing structure on property located in the LM (Light Manufacturing)...
	HISTORY AND 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 also previously used for boat sales.
	In September of 2019, the applicant requested the approval of a special use permit (SP-5-19) to allow a specialty retail sales facility to allow a retail flooring store and professional service business in an existing structure on the subject property...
	The applicant has indicated that they are not proposing any additions to the existing building at this time and intend to renovate the interior space. The existing building is +/- 12,500 SF. The applicant intends to use approximately 5,000 SF of the f...
	There is currently an access easement at the rear of the property with the adjoining property owner to the west.  The easement is between the two property owners does not affect the access to the applicant’s property from the public road or the abilit...
	PROPERTY LOCATION MAP:
	AERIAL PHOTO:
	BIRDS EYE AERIAL PHOTO LOOKING WEST: (Note: Google imagery shows former boat sales use)
	APPLICANT’S FLOOR PLAN:
	APPLICANT’S FLOOR PLAN
	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. The applicant’s proposed use would be conducted primarily within the existing struct...
	17.05.800: SITE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS; MINIMUM YARD:
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	Future Land Use Map:  Retail Center/Corridor Place Type
	APPLICANT’S SITE PLAN:
	PREVIOUSLY APPROVED SITE PLAN FOR ITEM: SP-5-19 SPECIALTY RETAIL SALES SUP:
	ZONING MAP:
	GENERALIZED LAND USE MAP:
	To the northeast of the subject property, along Lacross 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 prope...
	SITE PHOTO - 1:  View of the subject property from the east side of Northwest Boulevard looking west at the existing building and display and parking lot to the south.
	SITE PHOTO - 2:  View of the subject property from the east side of Northwest Boulevard looking west at the existing building and a portion of the parking lot.
	SITE PHOTO - 3:  View from across Northwest Boulevard looking southwest at the subject property.
	SITE PHOTO - 4:  View from the northeast part of property looking southwest at the existing building. The area in the foreground is where the coffee shop is proposed.
	SITE PHOTO – 5: Interior view of the NW Trends showroom looking north at the drive aisle to access the parking area located to the south and west.  Overhead doors allow access.
	SITE PHOTO – 6  View from across Northwest Boulevard looking west at the property located north of the subject property and a portion of the parking lot on the subject property.

	final SP-1-24_re-notice.pdf
	LOCATION: A 16.5 +/- ACRE AREA EAST OF 17TH, WEST OF 19TH, SOUTH OF SATRE AVE., AND NORTH OF HAYCRAFT AVE.
	BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
	SUMMARY OF FACTS:
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	A1.   All public hearing notice requirements have been met for Item SP-1-24.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing per Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on June 22, 2024, seventeen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing per Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on June 25, 2024, fourteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered per Idaho Code § 67-6511(2...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A3.  A grand total of thirty-seven (37) parcels are included. The subject properties are mostly developed as single-family homes with the exception of four (4) duplexes and a large vacant parcel obtaining access from N. 17th Street.
	A4.   The subject area is currently zoned residential at twelve units per gross acre (R-12).
	A6.   The broader neighborhood is made up of a mix of residential zones and residential uses that include cluster/pocket housing projects to the west. To the east, the site is adjacent to single family development, located in the county, along with R-...
	A7.   The 2022-2042 Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map place type is Compact  Neighborhood. The Comprehensive Plan states that compatible zones in a Compact Neighborhood include: R-12, R-17, MH-8, NC and CC.
	A8.  The staff report includes applicable Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives. The commission will determine if there are other applicable goals and objectives to support their decision from the attached Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives wor...
	A9.   Further, the key characteristics of a Compact Neighborhood are medium density residential areas located in primarily older locations of Coeur d’Alene where there is an established street grid with bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Typical uses ...
	A10.   If this request for a Single-Family Detached (SFD) Only Special Use Permit request is approved, all future construction must be SFD. Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU’s) would also be permitted. However, it should be noted that the existing duplexe...
	A12. Staff has proposed one condition to clarify that Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU’s) would be permitted with the requested special use permit.
	GENERAL INFORMATION:
	Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make finding A8 in the findings and order worksheet.

	PCagenda 11-12-24.pdf
	5:30 P.M. CALL TO ORDER:
	PLEDGE:
	PUBLIC COMMENTS:
	STAFF COMMENTS:
	Presented by: Mike Behary, Associate Planner
	Presented by: Mike Behary, Associate Planner
	Presented by: Tami Stroud, Associate Planner
	Presented by: Sean Holm, Senior Planner
	Presented by: Hilary Patterson, Community Planning Director
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	PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEMORANDUM
	DECISION POINT:

	SP-4-24-Hemmingson Senior Living.  11.12.24 Planning-Commission.pdf
	PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	FROM:                           TAMI STROUD, PLANNER
	DECISION POINT:
	The applicant is requesting approval for a special use permit to develop a minimal care facility to provide five (5) Residential Care Facilities with 16 beds each, 24 Senior Living Cottages to accommodate up to 48 additional residents, and one (1) add...
	BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
	The subject site is located north of Hanley Avenue and West of Coeur Terre Boulevard. The 6.016-acre property is zoned R-8 (Residential at 8 units/acre) zoning district and is currently vacant. The property is described at Lot 2, block 37, at the Trai...
	The Residential Care Homes will provide (24) hour care and include group dining and supervision for physically or mentally handicapped or infirm and who are in need of residential care.  The Senior Cottages will be for 55+ residents, capable to taking...
	PROPERTY LOCATION MAP:
	AERIAL PHOTO:
	BIRDS EYE AERIAL PHOTO LOOKING NORTH:
	ZONING MAP:
	R-8 –RESIDENTIAL AT 8 UNITS/ACRE ZONING DISTRICT:
	17.05.090: GENERALLY:
	A. The R-8 district is intended as a residential area that permits a mix of housing types at a density not greater than eight (8) units per gross acre.
	B. In this district a special use permit, as prescribed in section 17.09.205 of this title may be requested by neighborhood sponsor to restrict development for a specific area to single-family detached housing only at eight (8) units per gross acre. T...
	C. In this district a special use permit may be requested by the developer for a two (2) unit per gross acre density increase for each gross acre included in a pocket residential development. This density increase provision is established to reflect t...
	D. Project review (see sections 17.07.305 through 17.07.330 of this title) is required for all subdivisions and for all residential, civic, commercial, service and industry uses, except residential uses for four (4) or fewer dwellings.
	17.05.100: PERMITTED USES; PRINCIPAL:
	Principal permitted uses in an R-8 district shall be as follows:
	 Administrative
	 Duplex housing
	 Essential service (underground)
	 "Home occupation", as defined in this title
	 Neighborhood recreation
	 Pocket residential development
	 Public recreation
	 Single-family detached housing
	17.05.110: PERMITTED USES; ACCESSORY:
	Accessory permitted uses in an R-8 district shall be as follows:
	 Accessory dwelling units
	 Garage or carport (attached or detached)
	 Private recreation facility (enclosed or unenclosed).
	17.05.120: PERMITTED USES; SPECIAL USE PERMIT:
	Permitted uses by special use permit in an R-8 district shall be as follows:
	 A two (2) unit per gross acre density increase
	 Boarding house
	 Childcare facility
	 Commercial film production
	 Community assembly
	 Community education
	 Community organization
	 Convenience sales
	 Essential service (aboveground)
	 Group dwelling - detached housing
	 Handicapped or minimal care facility
	 Juvenile offenders’ facility
	 Noncommercial kennel
	 Religious assembly
	 Restriction to single-family only
	17.05.165: NONRESIDENTIAL SITE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS; MINIMUM YARD:
	APPLICANT’S FLOOR PLAN: HOUSE ONE- 16 BEDS EACH HOME
	EXTERIOR VIEWS: HOUSE ONE- 16 RESIDENTS (SOUTH VIEW)
	EXTERIOR VIEWS: HOUSE ONE- 16 RESIDENTS (SOUTHWEST VIEW)
	EXTERIOR VIEWS: HOUSE ONE- 16 RESIDENTS (NORTH VIEW)
	(EAST VIEW)                                                                                     (WEST VIEW)
	EXTERIOR VIEWS:  TYPICAL COTTAGE FRONT VIEW AND FLOOR PLAN:
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	Future Land Use Map: Single-Family Neighborhood / Place Type
	GENERALIZED LAND USE MAP:
	There has only been one requested Special Use Permit in the vicinity of the subject property which is located to the northwest of the subject property.  A special use permit request was approved for an Essential Service (Above Ground) Special Use Perm...
	SITE PHOTO - 1:  View of a portion of the subject property within The Trails 6th Addition, looking north from the bike trail along Hanley Avenue.
	SITE PHOTO - 2:  View of the subject property looking west toward Huetter Road.  Parcels surrounding the project site have not been developed.
	SITE PHOTO- 3:  View looking west along the bike trail parallel to Hanley Avenue with the subject property on the right in the photo.
	SITE PHOTO - 4:  View from the southeastern edge of the subject property looking north. The Trails development is in the background.
	SITE PHOTO - 5:  View from the south side of Hanley Avenue looking northeast at a portion of the subject property. The area in the foreground is a neighboring residential development.
	SITE PHOTO – 6: View near the interior portion of the subject property looking southwest across Hanley Avenue toward and the vacant property to the south and Huetter Road further west.
	SITE PHOTO – 7:  View from the south side of Hanley Avenue bike trail looking west along Hanley Avenue.  The subject property would be on the left.

	SP-4-24 P&Z findings.pdf
	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A1.   All public hearing notice requirements have been met for item SP-4-24.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...

	PUD-3-24_PC.pdf
	PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	FROM:  SEAN E. HOLM, SENIOR PLANNER
	DECISION POINT:
	Should the Planning and Zoning Commission approve of the following two decision points?
	BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
	The subject site is relatively flat with a treed area to the rear. The site is adjacent to 15th Street along its east property line.
	The applicant is requesting a PUD and subdivision on 2.12 gross acres. This PUD will consist of four (4) lots, and two (2) tracts.  Three of the lots will have frontage on the private road that is part of the Juniper Ridge subdivision/PUD, with the ea...
	In recent years, there have been two annexations and R-12PUD approvals in the immediate area, commonly known as “Birkdale Commons” and “Birkdale Commons North” in 2022 and 2023, respectively.
	The applicant specified that this project will be completed in one phase that may include saving the existing home on the easternmost lot and would be removed/replaced with a six-plex toward the end of the project timeline.
	In tandem with this request, the applicant seeks annexation of the subject property (A-2-24). The Planning & Zoning Commission will hear all three requests tonight and make a recommendation to City Council with R-12 zoning.  Since annexation also goes...
	PROPERTY LOCATION MAP:
	AERIAL PHOTO:
	BIRD’S EYE AERIAL:
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	A1.  All public hearing notice requirements have been met for items PUD-3-24.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on October 26, 2024, eighteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on October 29, 2024, fifteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A2. The total area of the subject property is 2.12 acres and is currently located in Kootenai County, zoned AG-Suburban.
	A3.  The subject property is currently developed as a large lot single family home. If approved, the project would include four (4) six-plexes on four (4) lots and an open space tract along a private street.
	A4.  The 2042 Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation is Mixed Use-Low. Mixed-Use Low places are described as highly walkable areas typically up to four-stories. Development types are primarily mixed-use buildings, with retail, restaurants ...
	A6.  The subject property is bound by a large lot single-family home to the north, single-family homes to the west, and predominately multi-family units to the south with two single-family homes on the corner of 15th Street and Lunceford Lane. East of...
	A7.  The property is flat and a multitude of residential housing types are located within the vicinity of the subject site. The natural features of the site are consistent with the natural features of the surrounding properties.
	A8. The requested modifications would not impact the City’s ability to serve the project with facilities and services.  All departments have indicated the ability to serve the project with the additional conditions as stated at the end of the staff re...
	A10.The project would provide parking sufficient for users of the development. The applicant is not requesting a reduction in the parking requirement for muti-family housing.  The required parking stalls for this project, per city code, is forty-eight...
	A11.The applicant/owners of the property are responsible for providing perpetual maintenance of all common property.
	PUD-3-24 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT: “Juniper Ridge”
	17.07.230: PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT REVIEW CRITERIA:
	Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make this finding. This corresponds with PUD Statement of Facts A4 and A5.
	2042 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE:
	2042 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: FUTURE LAND USE MAP
	Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make this finding. This corresponds with PUD Statement of Facts A6.
	Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make this finding. This corresponds with PUD Statement of Facts A7.
	Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make this finding. This corresponds with PUD Statement of Facts A8.
	Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make this finding. This corresponds with PUD Statement of Facts A9.
	The applicant is proposing ten percent (10%) open space that will be located in one tract.  The private open space amenities will include: an asphalt trail, a picnic table, a bench, and a dog park. The applicant has indicated that the open space area ...
	Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make this finding. This corresponds with PUD Statement of Facts A10.
	Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make this finding. This corresponds with PUD Statement of Facts A11.
	S-4-24 SUBDIVISION: “Juniper Ridge”
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	A1.  All public hearing notice requirements have been met for item S-4-24.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on October 26, 2024, eighteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on October 29, 2024, fifteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A2. As attested by the City Engineer, the preliminary plans submitted contain all of the general preliminary plat elements required by the Municipal Code.
	A3.  Staff has reviewed and provided comments concerning the adequacy of provisions for sidewalks, streets, alleys, rights-of- way, easements, street lighting, fire protection, planting, drainage, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and utilities for p...
	A4.  The City Engineer has indicated that for the purposes of the preliminary plans, both subdivision design standards and improvement standards comply with municipal code, subject to the approval of the PUD deviations requested by the applicant.
	A5.  Planning staff has reviewed the applicable zoning district (anticipated R-12) for the lots proposed in the preliminary plat. Subject to the approval of the requested PUD deviations and the annexation in conjunction with zoning request (by City Co...
	REQUIRED SUBDIVISION FINDINGS:
	PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR “JUNIPER RIDGE”:

	The applicant specified that this project will be completed in one phase that may include saving the existing home on the easternmost lot and would be removed/replaced with a six-plex toward the end of the project timeline (see yellow highlighted home...
	PROPOSED PUD AND SUBDIVISION CONDITIONS:
	Engineering:
	1. Approximately 10 feet of right-of-way along 15th Street shall be deeded to the City to create the required 40-foot half-width.
	2. The on-site sidewalk should be concrete rather than asphalt as it will be poorly defined across the frontages of the garages and is likely to be blocked by parked cars. Additionally, the proposed asphalt surface is more susceptible than concrete to...
	Fire:
	3. Must meet fire flow requirements of 2018 IFC and fire hydrants spacing requirements.
	4. FD access minimum 20’.  Minimum at fire hydrant locations is 26’.
	5. Proposed turn around appears to meet fire code requirements.
	6. All other Fire policies will be met at time of building permit.
	Planning:
	Wastewater:
	11. Sewer Policy #719 requires a 20’ wide “All-Weather” surface permitting unobstructed O&M access in a utility easement (30’ if shared with Public Water) to be dedicated to the city for all city sewers.
	12. An unobstructed City approved “all-weather” access shall be required over all city sewers.
	13. This PUD shall be required to comply with Sewer Policy #716 requires all legally recognized parcels within the City to be assigned with a single (1) city sewer connection. “One Lot, One Lateral”.
	14. City sewer shall be run to and through this project and installed to all city specifications and standards.
	16. WW would ask that sewer lateral for Lot #4 be installed into dead-end manhole.
	17. Cap any unused sewer laterals at the city main (In 15th Street)
	Water:
	18. Any additional main extensions and/or fire hydrants and services will be the responsibility of the developer at their expense. Any additional service will have cap fees due at building permit.
	19. Any unused water services currently serving this property must be abandoned.

	PUD-4-19m5_staff report.pdf
	PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	Riverfest LLC
	Ann Beutler
	1836 Northwest Boulevard
	Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814
	DECISION POINT:
	READER’S NOTE:
	This staff report is largely unchanged from the versions that the Planning and Zoning Commission has seen with the initial request and subsequent amendments. It is noted below where there are changes or no changes to the information and/or analysis. S...
	PUD AMENDMENT OVERVIEW:
	PUD Amendment #5  NEW
	The PUD Amendment #5 for the Atlas Waterfront project would revise the final Development Standards for the project to incorporate minor changes to make the setbacks more consistent in Area 8 (north of the alley) with the rest of the project, and to re...
	This information is also found in table form, supplemental exhibits, and amended pages of the Development Standards in Attachment 1.
	HISTORY:
	BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
	The approximately 64-acre site is actively under construction in phases 1 and 2. The former railroad right-of-way that runs through the property was acquired by and annexed into the City in 2015 to provide opportunities for parkland, a trail, and publ...
	The Atlas Waterfront PUD development will include three different frontage types: Residential fronting Riverfront Drive (rear-loaded); Residential fronting interior streets (rear-loaded); and Residential fronting interior streets (front-loaded), with ...
	The “Development Areas Key Plan” notes the area of development on the Atlas Mill Site property and the standards that apply to each of those areas including the use, building types, lots (width, depth, area) for the townhouses and duplexes, setbacks, ...
	The development currently has dedicated the entire waterfront to the public including a 12-acre waterfront park. The waterfront park provides a grassy open play area, playground, picnic shelter, food truck parking, separate pedestrian and bicycle wate...
	PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENT REQUESTS:

	SUMMARY OF FACTS:  UPDATED
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	A1.  All public hearing notice requirements have been met for item PUD-4-19m.5.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on October 26, 2024, seventeen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on October 29, 2024, fourteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A2.  The total Atlas Waterfront project site is approximately 64 acres that is zoned C-17 PUD. Atlas Waterfront is a mixed-use neighborhood with a mix of housing types, commercial nodes and open space.
	A3.  The property that is the subject of this PUD amendment includes Development Area 8 (north of the alley), 11 and 20.  The portion of Area 8 south of the alley is nearly built out with a few lots still under construction. The portion of Area 8 nort...
	A4.  The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation is the Planned Development Place Type. Planned Development Place Types are locations that have completed the planned unit development application process.  As part of the process, the City an...
	A5.  Staff identified Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives for particular consideration by the Planning and Zoning Commission on pages 16 and 17 of this staff report. The commission will determine if there are other applicable goals and objectives ...
	A6.  The Atlas Waterfront property is bound by the Spokane River to the south, Seltice Way to the north, Riverstone to the east, and the River’s Edge apartments to the west. Surrounding land uses include multi-family, single-family, open space, recrea...
	A7.  The natural features of the site and adjoining properties would not be negatively impacted by the requested PUD amendment.
	A8. The requested modifications to Development Areas 8, 11 and 20 would not impact the City’s ability to serve the project with facilities and services.  All departments have indicated the ability to serve the project. There are three new conditions f...
	A9. The PUD amendment #5 would not impact the total open space area, which is 25% and exceeds the required 10% open space requirement.
	A10.The project would provide parking sufficient for users of the development. This PUD amendment does not change parking.
	A11.The Atlas Waterfront Master Association would be responsible for providing perpetual maintenance of all common property.
	17.07.230: PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT REVIEW CRITERIA:
	REQUIRED FINDINGS (PUD):
	Use the following information as well as the attached Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives worksheet to make this finding.  This corresponds with Statement of Facts A4 and A5.
	2022-2042 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN- LAND USE CATEGORY:
	 The subject property is within the existing city limits.
	 The Future Land Use Map designates this area as Planned Development.
	Future Land Use Map (Neighborhood Context):
	Place Types
	The Place Types in this plan represent the form of future development, as envisioned by the residents of Coeur d’Alene. These Place Types will in turn provide the policy level guidance that will inform the City’s Development Ordinance. Each Place Type...
	Planned Unit Development Neighborhood Map & Key Characteristics
	Transportation Exhibits
	Existing & Planned Bicycle Network Existing & Planned Walking Network
	Existing Transit Network
	Comprehensive Plan Policy Framework:
	The following is staff’s assessment of applicable goals and objectives.  For a complete list of possible goals and objectives, see Attachment 2.
	Maintain the community’s friendly, welcoming atmosphere and its smalltown feel.
	Manage shoreline development to address stormwater management and improve water quality.
	Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make this finding. This corresponds with Statement of Facts A6.
	The subject property is higher along Seltice Way and slopes downward toward the Spokane River to the south.  The pre-existing grade had an approximately forty-five-foot (45’) elevation drop on the subject site as shown on the Topographic Map.  Signifi...
	SITE PHOTO 8: Townhouse Construction on Development Areas 3, 4, and 5B and Vacant Areas 5A and 13
	SITE PHOTO 9: Looking northwest toward Development Areas 5B, 6, 7, 11 and 20

	Application_Narrative_Exhibits attachment for staff report.pdf
	Attachment 1.pdf
	Sheets and Views
	PH3 OVERVIEW



	A-2-24 pc findings.pdf
	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A1. All public hearing notice requirements have been met for item A-2-24.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on October 26, 2024, eighteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on October 29, 2024, fifteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A2. The subject site is located in an unincorporated area of Kootenai County, with the total area of the subject property measuring 2.12 acres, and is currently zoned AG-Suburban.
	A3.  The subject property is currently developed as a large lot single family home. If approved, the project would include four (4) six-plexes on four (4) lots and two (2) tracts, one as open space and the other a private street.
	A4.  The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation is the Mixed Use-Low. Mixed-Use Low places are highly walkable areas typically up to four-stories. Development types are primarily mixed-use buildings, with retail, restaurants on corners or ...
	Maintain the community’s friendly, welcoming atmosphere and its smalltown feel.
	A6.  The Comprehensive Plan is a guide for annexations and land use decisions, and the Future Land Use Map in conjunction with the Goals and Policies shall be used by the Planning and Zoning Commission to make a recommendation on zoning in conjunction...
	A7.    The property is flat and a multitude of residential housing types are located within the vicinity of the subject site. The natural features of the site are consistent with the natural features of the surrounding properties.
	A9.    The subject property is bordered by 15th Street to the east which is a major collector street but is being reclassified as a minor arterial through the Kootenai Metropolitan Planning Organization (KMPO). Using the Land Use Code 231 – Low-Rise R...
	Engineering:
	1. Approximately 10 feet of right-of-way along 15th Street shall be deeded to the City to create the required 40-foot half-width.
	2. The on-site sidewalk should be concrete rather than asphalt as it will be poorly defined across the frontages of the garages and is likely to be blocked by parked cars. Additionally, the proposed asphalt surface is more susceptible than concrete to...
	Fire:
	3. Must meet fire flow requirements of 2018 IFC and fire hydrants spacing requirements.
	4. FD access minimum 20’.  Minimum at fire hydrant locations is 26’.
	5. Proposed turn around appears to meet fire code requirements.
	6. All other Fire policies will be met at time of building permit.
	Planning:
	Wastewater:
	11. Sewer Policy #719 requires a 20’ wide “All-Weather” surface permitting unobstructed O&M access in a utility easement (30’ if shared with Public Water) to be dedicated to the city for all city sewers.
	12. An unobstructed City approved “all-weather” access shall be required over all city sewers.
	13. This PUD shall be required to comply with Sewer Policy #716 requires all legally recognized parcels within the City to be assigned with a single (1) city sewer connection. “One Lot, One Lateral”.
	14. City sewer shall be run to and through this project and installed to all city specifications and standards.
	16. WW would ask that sewer lateral for Lot #4 be installed into dead-end manhole.
	17. Cap any unused sewer laterals at the city main(In 15th St.)
	Water:
	18. Any additional main extensions and/or fire hydrants and services will be the responsibility of the developer at their expense. Any additional service will have cap fees due at building permit.
	19. Any unused water services currently serving this property must be abandoned.

	PUD-3-24 findings.pdf
	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A1.   All public hearing notice requirements have been met for items PUD-3-24.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on October 26, 2024, eighteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on October 29, 2024, fifteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A2.    The subject site is located in an unincorporated area of Kootenai County, with the total area of the subject property measuring 2.12 acres, and is currently zoned AG-Suburban.
	A3.    The subject property is currently developed as a large lot single family home. If approved, the project would include four (4) six-plexes on four (4) lots and an open space tract along a private street.
	A4.   The 2042 Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation is the Mixed Use-Low. Mixed-Use Low places are highly walkable areas typically up to four-stories. Development types are primarily mixed-use buildings, with retail, restaurants on corne...
	Maintain the community’s friendly, welcoming atmosphere and its smalltown feel.
	Manage shoreline development to address stormwater management and improve water quality.
	Foster a pro-business culture that supports economic growth.
	A6.   The subject property is bound by a large lot single-family home to the north, single-family homes to the west, and predominately multi-family units to the south with two single-family homes on the corner of 15th Street and Lunceford Lane. East o...
	A7.    The property is flat and a multitude of residential housing types are located within the vicinity of the subject site. The natural features of the site are consistent with the natural features of the surrounding properties.
	A8.    The requested modifications would not impact the City’s ability to serve the project with facilities and services.  All departments have indicated the ability to serve the project with the additional conditions as stated at the end of the staff...
	A9.    The project provides 10% private open space for its users, comprised of 8,696 square feet of open grassy area, a fenced dog park, pathway, bench, picnic table, and landscaping.
	A10. The project would provide parking sufficient for users of the development. The applicant is not requesting a reduction in the parking requirement for muti-family housing.  The required parking stalls for this project, per city code, is forty-eigh...
	A11. The applicant/owners of the property are responsible for providing perpetual maintenance of all common property.

	S-4-24 pz_FINDINGS AND ORDER WORKSHEET.pdf
	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A1.   All public hearing notice requirements have been met for items S-4-24.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on October 26, 2024, eighteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on October 29, 2024, fifteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A2. As attested by the City Engineer, the preliminary plans submitted contain all of the general preliminary plat elements required by the Municipal Code.
	A3.  Staff has reviewed and provided comments concerning the adequacy of provisions for sidewalks, streets, alleys, rights-of- way, easements, street lighting, fire protection, planting, drainage, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and utilities for p...
	A4.   The City Engineer has indicated that for the purposes of the preliminary plans, both subdivision design standards and improvement standards comply with municipal code, subject to the approval of the PUD deviations requested by the applicant.
	A5.   Planning staff has reviewed the applicable zoning district (anticipated R-12) for the lots proposed in the preliminary plat. Subject to the approval of the requested PUD deviations and the annexation in conjunction with zoning request (by City C...

	PUD-4-19m5 pz_FINDINGS AND ORDER.pdf
	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A1.   All public hearing notice requirements have been met for item PUD-4-19m.5.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on October 26, 2024, seventeen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on October 29, 2024, fourteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A2.   The total Atlas Waterfront project site is approximately 64 acres that is zoned C-17 PUD. Atlas Waterfront is a mixed-use neighborhood with a mix of housing types, commercial nodes and open space.
	A3.   The property that is the subject of this PUD amendment includes Development Area 8 (north of the alley), 11 and 20.  The portion of Area 8 south of the alley is nearly built out with a few lots still under construction. The portion of Area 8 nor...
	A4.   The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation is the Planned Development Place Type. Planned Development Place Types are locations that have completed the planned unit development application process.  As part of the process, the City a...
	A5.   Staff identified Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives for particular consideration by the Planning and Zoning Commission on pages 16 and 17 of the staff report and the full list of Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives has been provided in ...
	Maintain the community’s friendly, welcoming atmosphere and its smalltown feel.
	Manage shoreline development to address stormwater management and improve water quality.
	Foster a pro-business culture that supports economic growth.
	A6.   The Atlas Waterfront property is bound by the Spokane River to the south, Seltice Way to the north, Riverstone to the east, and the River’s Edge apartments to the west. Surrounding land uses include multi-family, single-family, open space, recre...
	A7.   The natural features of the site and adjoining properties would not be negatively impacted by the requested PUD amendment.
	A8. The requested modifications to Development Areas 8, 11 and 20 would not impact the City’s ability to serve the project with facilities and services.  All departments have indicated the ability to serve the project. There are three new conditions f...
	A9. The PUD amendment #5 would not impact the total open space area, which is 25% and exceeds the required 10% open space requirement.
	A10. The project would provide parking sufficient for users of the development. This PUD amendment does not change parking.
	A11. The Atlas Waterfront Master Association would be responsible for providing perpetual maintenance of all common property.

	A-2-24_PC.pdf
	PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	FROM:    SEAN E. HOLM, SENIOR PLANNER
	DECISION POINT:
	Should the Planning and Zoning Commission recommend adoption or rejection of the requested R-12 zoning in conjunction with annexation of 2.12 acres from County Agricultural-Suburban to City R-12?
	BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
	Currently the subject property is located in the unincorporated area of the county and consists of one parcel that has a single-family dwelling located on it.  The subject site is 2.12 acres in area and is relatively flat. The site is adjacent to the ...
	The property is currently zoned Agricultural-Suburban in the county. As part of the annexation request, the applicant is proposing the R-12 zoning district be applied to the subject site.  The subject site is located within the City’s Area of City Imp...
	The applicant has submitted an Annexation Map (see page 4) and a narrative as part of this request.  See the attached narrative by the applicant at the end of this report for a complete overview of their annexation request.
	In tandem with this request, the applicant seeks Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Subdivision approval for the subject property (PUD-3-24 & S-4-24). The Planning & Zoning Commission will hear all three requests tonight and make a recommendation to C...
	PROPERTY LOCATION MAP:
	AERIAL PHOTO:
	AERIAL PHOTO:
	BIRD’S EYE AERIAL:
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	A1. All public hearing notice requirements have been met for item A-2-24.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on October 26, 2024, eighteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on October 29, 2024, fifteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A2. The subject site is located in an unincorporated area of Kootenai County, with the total area of the subject property measuring 2.12 acres, and is currently zoned AG-Suburban.
	A3.  The subject property is currently developed as a large lot single family home. If approved, the project would include four (4) six-plexes on four (4) lots and two (2) tracts, one as open space and the other a private street.
	A4.  The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation is the Mixed Use-Low. Mixed-Use Low places are highly walkable areas typically up to four-stories. Development types are primarily mixed-use buildings, with retail, restaurants on corners or ...
	A6. The Comprehensive Plan is a guide for annexations and land use decisions, and the Future Land Use Map, in conjunction with the Goals and Policies, shall be used by the Planning and Zoning Commission to make recommendation(s) on zoning in conjuncti...
	A7.   The property is flat and a multitude of residential housing types are located within the vicinity of the subject site. The natural features of the site are consistent with the natural features of the surrounding properties.
	A9.  The subject property is bordered by 15th Street to the east which is a major collector street but is being reclassified as a minor arterial through the Kootenai Metropolitan Planning Organization (KMPO). Using the Land Use Code 231 – Low-Rise Res...
	ANNEXATION MAP:
	Proposed R-12 Zoning District:
	The R-12 district is intended as a residential area that permits a mix of housing types at a density not greater of twelve (12) units per gross acre.
	17.05.180: PERMITTED USES; PRINCIPAL:
	17.05.190: PERMITTED USES; ACCESSORY:
	Accessory permitted uses in an R-12 district shall be as follows:
	 Accessory dwelling unit.
	 Garage or carport (attached or detached).
	 Private recreation facility (enclosed or unenclosed).
	A-2-24   REQUIRED ANNEXATION FINDINGS:
	Finding B1: That this proposal (is) (is not) in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan.
	Use the following information as well as the attached Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives worksheet to make this finding.  This corresponds with Statement of Facts A4, A5, and A6.
	2042 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE:
	AREA OF CITY IMPACT MAP (ACI):
	2042 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE MAP:
	Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make this finding. This corresponds with Statement of Facts A9.
	Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make this finding. This corresponds with Statement of Facts A7.
	PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS:
	The subject site is relatively flat with a treed area to the rear. The site is adjacent to 15th Street along its east property line (see topography map below).  There is a single-family dwelling located on the eastern portion of the site. Site photos ...
	TOPOGRAPHIC MAP:
	Use the following information as well as testimony from the hearing to make this finding. This corresponds with Statement of Facts A2, A3, A7, and A9.
	Recommendations for items to Include annexation agreement:
	Engineering:
	1. Approximately 10 feet of right-of-way along 15th Street shall be deeded to the City to create the required 40-foot half-width.
	2. The on-site sidewalk should be concrete rather than asphalt as it will be poorly defined across the frontages of the garages and is likely to be blocked by parked cars. Additionally, the proposed asphalt surface is more susceptible than concrete to...
	Fire:
	3. Must meet fire flow requirements of 2018 IFC and fire hydrants spacing requirements.
	4. FD access minimum 20’.  Minimum at fire hydrant locations is 26’.
	5. Proposed turn around appears to meet fire code requirements.
	6. All other Fire policies will be met at time of building permit.
	Planning:
	Wastewater:
	11. Sewer Policy #719 requires a 20’ wide “All-Weather” surface permitting unobstructed O&M access in a utility easement (30’ if shared with Public Water) to be dedicated to the city for all city sewers.
	12. An unobstructed City approved “all-weather” access shall be required over all city sewers.
	13. This PUD shall be required to comply with Sewer Policy #716 requires all legally recognized parcels within the City to be assigned with a single (1) city sewer connection. “One Lot, One Lateral”.
	14. City sewer shall be run to and through this project and installed to all city specifications and standards.
	16. WW would ask that sewer lateral for Lot #4 be installed into dead-end manhole.
	17. Cap any unused sewer laterals at the city main(In 15th St.)
	Water:
	18. Any additional main extensions and/or fire hydrants and services will be the responsibility of the developer at their expense. Any additional service will have cap fees due at building permit.
	19. Any unused water services currently serving this property must be abandoned.
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	PLANNING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	FROM:                        SEAN E. HOLM, SENIOR PLANNER
	DECISION POINT:
	Should the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council approval or denial of Aaron Mote’s request for a zone change from C-17 PUD to C-17 for property within city limits?
	AERIAL PHOTO (AREA CONTEXT):
	AERIAL PHOTO (SITE CONTEXT):
	BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
	Summary of Past Actions on 213 Harrison Avenue (ZC-3-80):
	The applicants, Frank K. Myers and Julie A. Clovis, sought to rezone the property from R-1 (Residential One) to C-1aL-PUD (Commercial One-A Limited / Planned Unit Development) to remodel the existing residence into an insurance/real-estate office.
	Public Hearing Highlights:
	Planning Commission Recommendation (February 12, 1980):
	The Planning Commission unanimously recommended approval of the zone change, subject to the condition that the structure be retained in a residential style.
	Justifications for the recommendation included:
	 The Comprehensive Plan designated the property as suitable for Neighborhood Service.
	 The requested use aligned with the Neighborhood Service designation.
	 The existing curb cut on Harrison Avenue, though not ideal, was the best alternative to encroaching on a residential street (2nd St.).
	City Council Review (March 4 and April 1, 1980):
	The initial hearing on March 4, 1980, was continued to April 1, 1980, to allow the Traffic Safety Committee to explore one-way traffic feasibility on Harrison Avenue. The Traffic Safety Committee ultimately recommended against the one-way street.
	On April 1, 1980, the City Council approved the zone change (4-2 vote) with the condition that the structure retain a residential appearance.
	Conditions of Approval- As detailed in Ordinance No. 1611, the zone change approval included the following conditions:
	 The property was rezoned to C-1aL-PUD with the specific limitation that the site layout and use be restricted to remodeling the existing house into an insurance/real estate office.
	 The structure had to maintain its residential style.
	 The development was required to install 8-foot sidewalks along street frontages to comply with commercial site improvement standards.
	NOTE: As near as staff can tell, this specific PUD was allowed even though the property is less than 1.5 acres, due to the building moratorium on development in the late 1970s because of wastewater limitations. The structure was never converted to an ...
	PRIOR ZONE CHANGE REQUESTS NEAR SUBJECT PROPERTY (MAP/LIST):
	Hearing  Request  City Council
	ZC-3-87  R-12 to C-17L  Approved
	ZC-5-87  R-12 to C-17L  Approved
	ZC-1-89  R-12 to C-17L  Approved
	ZC-12-89  R-12 to C-17L  Approved
	ZC-9-92  R-12 to C-17L  Approved
	ZC-12-93  C-17L to R-12  Approved
	ZC-3-02  R-12 to C-17L  Denied
	ZC-4-03  R-12 to C-17L  Approved
	ZC-3-07   R-12 to C-17  Withdrawn
	ZC-8-07  R-12 to NC  Approved
	ZC-1-18  R-17 to C-17  Approved
	STATEMENT OF FACTS
	A1.  Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on January 25, 2025.
	A2.  Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on January 31, 2025.
	A3.  Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2...
	A4.  Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days pr...
	A5.  Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administr...
	A6.  The subject property contains a single-family home located on the northwest corner of the intersection of Harrison Ave. and 2nd St. The subject site measures 0.213 acres in area and is relatively flat.
	A7.  The subject site is currently zoned Commercial Planned Unit Development (C-17PUD).
	A8.  The neighborhood surrounding 213 E Harrison Avenue is characterized by a mix of historical development and gradual transformation. The area is predominantly residential, featuring early to mid-20th-century homes in a variety of architectural styl...
	A9.  The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation is the Compact Neighborhood place type. The Comprehensive Plan states that the compatible zoning districts are listed as R-12, R-17, MH-8, NC, and CC.
	A10.  According to the Comprehensive Plan, the Compact Neighborhood place type is described as places that are medium density residential areas located primarily in older locations of Coeur d’Alene where there is an established street grid with bicycl...
	A11.  Staff has identified the following Comprehensive Plan Goals and Objectives as being applicable to this matter.
	A12. The applicant has indicated that, if this zone change request is approved, it intends to use the property for a professional management office in the existing residential structure and build a Caretaker’s Unit with additional space on the ground ...
	REQUIRED ZONE CHANGE FINDINGS:
	Finding #B1: That this proposal (is) (is not) in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan policies.
	Use the following information, as well as the attached Comprehensive Plan goals, objectives, and policies to make finding A9 & A10.
	Use the following information as well as public testimony to make finding A12.
	Use the following information as well as public testimony to make finding A13.
	PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS:
	The immediate area is characterized by a mix of small-scale residential and commercial development on a relatively flat elevation. The parcel itself sits at the northwest corner of Harrison Avenue and 2nd Street and is approximately 9,411 square feet ...
	The surrounding streets are primarily residential in character, with single-family homes situated on modestly sized lots. West of the subject property is St. Vincent de Paul HELP Center. Harrison Avenue serves as a key east-west corridor with limited ...
	SITE PHOTOS:
	Use the following information and public testimony to make finding A14.
	ACTION ALTERNATIVES:
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	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A1.   Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on January 25, 2025.
	A2.   Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on January 31, 2025.
	A3.   Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(...
	A4.   Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days p...
	A5.   Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administ...
	A6.   The subject property contains a single-family home located on the northwest corner of the intersection of Harrison Ave. and 2nd St. The subject site measures 0.213 acres in area and is relatively flat.
	A7.   The subject site is currently zoned Commercial Planned Unit Development (C-17PUD).
	A8.   The neighborhood surrounding 213 E Harrison Avenue is characterized by a mix of historical development and gradual transformation. The area is predominantly residential, featuring early to mid-20th-century homes in a variety of architectural st...
	A9.   The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation is the Compact Neighborhood place type. The Comprehensive Plan states that the compatible zoning districts are listed as R-12, R-17, MH-8, NC, and CC.
	A10.   According to the Comprehensive Plan, the Compact Neighborhood place type is described as places that are medium density residential areas located primarily in older locations of Coeur d’Alene where there is an established street grid with bicyc...
	A11.   Staff has identified the following Comprehensive Plan Goals and Objectives as being applicable to this matter.
	A12.   The applicant has indicated that, if this zone change request is approved, it intends to use the property for a professional management office in the existing residential structure and build a Caretaker’s Unit with additional space on the groun...
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	DECISION:
	Should the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council to adopt or not to adopt the requested zone change from R-12 to C-17L for property owned by Melrose Properties, LLC?
	BACKGROUND INFORMATION (PROVIDED BY APPLICANT):
	ln 2015 Parkwood, in partnership with Kootenai Health, acquired the former church building at 521 W. Emma Ave and remodeled it into a daycare facility. This relocation and expansion of daycare services doubled the number of childcare slots that were a...
	Seeing this emerging need, Parkwood made strategic acquisitions of the three houses to
	the east of the daycare facility to prepare for expansion. ln 2019 we worked with the Idaho Transportation Department to install a signal at US 95 and Emma to ease congestion in the medical corridor and provide improved pedestrian safety across Lincol...
	Findings B#1:  That this proposal (is) (is not) in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan policies.
	2042 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE:
	 The City’s 2022-2042 Comprehensive Plan categorizes this area as a “Compact         Neighborhood” Place Type
	Mr. Holm described the physical characteristics of the site and immediate area, which is characterized by rectangular lots with a combined frontage of approximately 194 feet along W. Emma Avenue and depth of approximately 215 feet. Existing structures...
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	Commissioner Ingalls commented that he wanted to give a quick update on the work of the Downtown Core/Infill Working Group to evaluate the Downtown Development Regulations and Design Guidelines. There's been kind of a perfect storm of towers popping u...
	Ms. Patterson stated she will be presenting to Council on April 15, 2025. She will check in and let them know where we are at. Also, staff will do a check-in with the Design Review Commission and do some stakeholder updates. We will be working with th...
	UHistoric Preservation Commission Efforts
	Chairman Burns stated there is a new demolition code for historic properties that was put into effect last November. This allows us the opportunity to identify and review anything that is going to be knocked down that was built before 1960. There have...
	Ms. Patterson replied she wanted to recap some of the feedback from the neighbors on Government Way. They really like the character of the neighborhood and are concerned with the pole barns and new construction being out of scale. The focus of today’s...
	Feedback from Government Way Corridor Stakeholders:
	 They like the old character, landscaped islands with trees, the walkability, that the neighborhood is identifiable, and the proximity to downtown, Tubbs
	 They are concerned about losing “gateway houses” – the ones that are historic and significantly contribute to the neighborhood
	 They would like to have protections in place in older neighborhoods to generally protect the character. They would like to prevent pole barns, as they don’t match the character of the neighborhood.
	 They also have concerns with additions and new construction that do not fit.
	Chairman Burns stated the Garden District’s listing in the National Registration of Historic Places is imminent. This was a grassroots effort going back to 2018. There is a lot of neighborhood support of maintaining the character and integrity of the ...
	UZoning Code Challenges in Historic Neighborhoods & Desired Outcomes to Address Compatibility
	Chairman Burns stated there are two pieces to this discussion – the Zoning Code and the design review issue that might be addressed with a historic overlay.
	Commissioner Ingalls stated if we can do some tweaks to the codes, that would be great.
	Ms. Patterson showed images from a PowerPoint of structures that were constructed under the Zoning Code. The first is a structure at First and Foster that could no longer be built under the code. It shows the incompatibility of some infill development...
	Commissioner Ingalls asked what could be some of the code amendments if we used those as some examples of what we do not want?
	Ms. Patterson replied that the code could specify a visible front door and that the structure has to appear residential in nature. This would live in the Zoning Code. Moving forward some things that would need to be changed would be you cannot have a ...
	She provided a list of possible code considerations including:
	 Possible expansion of existing infill districts
	Commissioner Sarah McCracken stated that the City of Hayden has an ordinance that a shop could not exceed a certain amount of square footage. She said she thinks the County has a similar code. It would be worth looking at those codes as possible examp...
	Commissioner Ingalls asked if there could be a green space requirement in the front yard so that the entire front yard isn’t consumed with pavement for parking areas.
	Ms. Patterson replied the only time that applies now in the code is if you are building an ADU, you will have a pervious surface requirement. This can be achieved with existing setbacks.  As we are seeing, many homeowners are wanting to maximize the u...
	She presented a list of possible code amendments related to ADUS including:
	 Increase setbacks instead of step backs
	 Increase pervious surface requirement to reduce lot coverage
	 Consider detached ADUs to be in the rear yard, not side or front yards
	Commissioner Ingalls asked for clarification on the lot coverage. If he wanted to put a shop in his big back yard, those rules about pervious surface don’t apply unless he had an ADU, correct?
	Ms. Patterson replied, correct.
	Commissioner Ingalls stated, so he can go to the setback lines and doesn’t have a separate green space percentage?
	Chairman Burns asked can we apply the ADU’s rules to shops and other separate buildings?
	Commissioner Anderson asked if we should make the 30% pervious requirement in addition to set backs?
	Ms. Patterson replied in order to achieve that, we would need to increase the pervious surface percentage and setbacks to achieve that.
	Chairman Burns stated we could also suggest some things like using alley access and setbacks.
	Commissioner Dan McCracken stated there is also concern about knocking down other older buildings to make room for that ADU.
	Ms. Patterson stated the Planning and Zoning Commission has been discussing twin homes that would have similar standards as duplexes. They would look like a duplex, but there is a lot line in between the units. There are a couple of hiccups with utili...
	Chairman Burns stated if we could get some restrictions on the zoning side it would help the older neighborhoods. Using the tool we have in our historic code for demolition review we can require a meeting simply just to discuss the replacement structu...
	Commissioner Emerson stated as we work through these historic neighborhoods part of our mission is to focus on consistency and compatibility. That is important, but he’s not sure how the enforcement is meant but if we're going to say you can't have a ...
	Ms. Patterson commented that Chairman Messina wanted to speak about possible expansion of existing Infill Districts. This is something that the Downtown Core/Infill Working Group is looking at in terms of what are the boundaries of the Downtown Core a...
	Chairman Burns stated he is very encouraged by some of the things that have been discussed today and that there seems to be so some willingness and some appetite to look at the existing code and maybe make some tweaks that would be beneficial to the o...
	Commissioner Ward stated there are two separate issues. If he is a homeowner and he wants to renovate his home, he will probably listen to the City. But if he is a developer, he will want to maximize his money on this piece of property and will build ...
	Ms. Patterson stated the challenge with having items go through the Design Review Commission would be keeping up with it. There is also a push in the State Legislation that we require turn around building permits and complete within 10 days for resid...
	City Council Liaison Miller stated you need to something sooner than later. You are all on the right track. Let’s tweak what you all ready have to get something done quickly. The loop holes have been found and the lawsuits will follow. What is happeni...
	Chairman Burns asked what do we do next with the discussions we have had today?
	Ms. Patterson replied that this has been great input and staff will communicate with other city departments that weigh in on other development review and then report back to both commissions. She noted that she Chairman Burns had spoken previously abo...
	The commissions summarized the items they would like to be part of the code amendments:
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	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	2022-2042 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN- LAND USE CATEGORY:
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	DECISION POINT:
	LOCATION:
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	DFrom dEPARTMENT COMMENTSinput:

	SP-1-25 P&Z findings.pdf
	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
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	PLANNING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	FROM:   SEAN E. HOLM, SENIOR PLANNER
	DECISION POINT:
	Should the Planning and Zoning Commission recommend adoption or rejection of the requested R-3 zoning in conjunction with annexation of 3.19 acres from County Agricultural-Suburban to City R-3 in the Hillside Overlay?
	BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
	The 3.19-acre property is currently zoned Agricultural-Suburban in Kootenai County and is proposed for annexation with R-3 zoning and Hillside Overlay (A-1-25). The site contains a single-family residence and is within the City’s Area of City Impact (...
	The applicant proposes to subdivide the property into five lots, ranging from 0.26 to 0.43 acres, with the existing residence on a 1.40-acre lot, resulting in a density of 1.57 units per acre. The proposed lot with the existing residence to the north ...
	A new public street connecting the east and west terminus of Lilly Drive will provide access, along with city water and sewer extensions.
	This is the third annexation attempt. Previous requests in 2005 (A-7-05) and 2021 (A-2-21, PUD-2-21, S-2-21) were denied. In 2021, the applicant requested annexation of the 3.19-acre subject property with R-3 zoning, a Planned Unit Development (PUD), ...
	On June 8, 2021, the Planning Commission held a public hearing for the proposal.
	The 2021 request included a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with private driveways and open space, whereas the current request proposes a public street and no PUD.
	The Planning Commission adopted the following annexation findings (condensed):
	 Finding #B8:   That this proposal is in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan policies as follows:
	o Objective 1.06 Urban Forests: Enforce minimal tree removal, substantial tree replacement, and suppress topping trees for new and existing development.
	o Objective 1.10 – Hillside Protection: Protect the natural and topographic character, identity, and aesthetic quality of hillsides.
	o Objective 1.13 Open Space: Encourage all participants to make open space a priority with every development and annexation.
	o Objective 1.14 Efficiency: Promote the efficient use of existing infrastructure, thereby reducing impacts to undeveloped areas.
	o Objective 3.05 Neighborhoods: Protect and preserve existing neighborhoods from incompatible land uses and developments.
	o Objective 4.01 City Services: Make decisions based on the needs and desires of the citizenry.
	 Finding #B9:   That public facilities and utilities are available and adequate for the proposed use.  This is based on input from all city departments and adequate sewer and water available at the most southern lot.
	 Finding #B10:   That the physical characteristics of the site do make it suitable for the request at this time because with the dedication of the Hillside Ordinance which will protect that hillside area.
	 Finding #B11:   That the proposal would not adversely affect the surrounding neighborhood with regard to traffic, neighborhood character, or existing land uses because its compatible with the surrounding properties and that traffic will be minimal b...
	The Planning Commission’s annexation recommendation was forwarded to the City Council, to which they denied the annexation on July 20, 2021. By default, the PUD and subdivision requests were also denied as they were dependent on approval of the annexa...
	City Council’s findings:
	 Finding #B8:   That this proposal is not in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan policies as follows:
	o Objective 3.05 Neighborhoods: Protect and preserve existing neighborhoods from incompatible land uses and developments.
	 Neighborhood development and the development pattern are not compatible with adjacent land uses.
	o Objective 4.01 City Services: Make decisions based on the needs and desires of the citizenry.
	 The request is not in compliance with the previously stated reasons.
	o Note: A new Comprehensive Plan (2022) has been adopted since this decision. This new information is provided below in the “Required Findings” section of this staff report.
	 Finding #B9:   Those public facilities and utilities are available and adequate for the proposed use.  This is based on that the subject property is adjacent to City water, sewer and streets.
	 Finding #B10:   That the physical characteristics of the site do not make it suitable for the request at this time because of the steep topography, stormwater drainage, and existing spring on the property make the subject property unsuitable for R-3...
	o Note: The “spring” has been discovered to be a cistern(s) with a pipe for drainage (see photos).
	 Finding #B11:   That the proposal would adversely affect the surrounding neighborhood with regard to traffic, neighborhood character, existing land uses because if the property were developed to its full potential, R-3 zoning would be detrimental to...
	o Note: The applicant’s current request has now proposed extending Lilly Drive to connect the two dead ends on either side of the parcel.
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	A1. All public hearing notice requirements have been met for item A-1-25.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on August 23, 2025, seventeen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on August 22, 2025, eighteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A2. Public testimony was received at a public hearing on September 9, 2025.
	A3. The subject site is located in an unincorporated area of Kootenai County, with the total area of the subject property measuring 3.19 acres and is currently zoned AG-Suburban.
	A4.  The subject property is currently developed as a large lot single family home. If approved, the project would include the existing home on a lot, four (4) hillside residential lots, and a future public street connection and dedication of Lilly Dr...
	A7. The Comprehensive Plan lists the area under consideration as Hillside. Hillsides are important due to their scenic qualities and provide recreational opportunities. In 2003, the City enacted a Hillside Ordinance to protect the hillsides and preser...
	A8.   The property is sloped, and single-family homes are the dominant land use nearby. The natural features of the site are consistent with the natural features of the surrounding properties. Hillside code will apply to four of the five proposed lots.
	PROPERTY LOCATION MAP:
	AERIAL PHOTO:
	BIRDS EYE AERIAL:
	ANNEXATION MAP:
	PROPOSED ZONING MAP:
	PROPOSED R-3 ZONING DISTRICT:
	Accessory Uses:
	PROPOSED HILLSIDE OVERLAY:
	A-1-25 ANNEXATION FINDINGS:
	REQUIRED FINDINGS FOR ANNEXATION:
	Finding B1: That this proposal (is) (is not) in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan policies.
	Using the information provided below, the summary of facts in item A4, A5, and A6, and the testimony from the hearing, make finding B1 using the attached findings worksheet.
	2022-2042 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN- LAND USE CATEGORY:
	 The subject property is within city limits.
	 The City’s 2022-2042 Comprehensive Plan categorizes this parcel as Single-Family Neighborhood Place Type.
	Place Types:
	Place types in this plan represent the form of future development, as envisioned by the residents of Coeur d’Alene. These place-types will in turn provide the policy-level guidance that will inform the City’s Development Ordinance. Each Place Type cor...
	Transportation
	Existing and Planned Bicycle Network:                       Existing and Planned Walking Network:
	Existing Transit Network:
	Recreation and Natural Areas
	These areas have specific goals and policies that encourage the preservation of Coeur d’Alene’s unique natural resources.
	Hillsides
	The terrain surrounding the City frames the unique setting of Coeur d’Alene and helps define the physical image. Best Hill, Canfield Mountain, and Tubbs Hill are recognized as unique landmarks for the City of Coeur d’Alene and its neighbors. Lakeview ...
	Policy Framework (Goals and Objectives)
	The following goals and objectives are a curated list picked by staff. The full list from the 2022 Comprehensive Plan is attached for review:
	Community & Identity
	Goal CI 1: Coeur d’Alene citizens are well informed, responsive, and involved in community discussions.
	Objective CI 1.1: Foster broad-based and inclusive community involvement for actions affecting businesses and residents to promote community unity and involvement.
	Environment & Recreation
	Growth & Development
	Goal GD 1: Develop a mix of land uses throughout the city that balance housing and employment while preserving the qualities that make Coeur d’Alene a great place to live.
	Objective GD 1.1: Achieve a balance of housing product types and price points, including affordable housing, to meet city needs.
	Goal GD 2: Ensure appropriate, high-quality infrastructure to accommodate community needs and future growth.
	Objective GD 2.1: Ensure appropriate, high-quality infrastructure to accommodate growth and redevelopment.
	Using the information provided below, the summary of facts in A8, and the testimony from the hearing, make finding B2 using the attached findings worksheet.
	Using the information provided below, the summary of facts in item A7, and the testimony from the hearing, make finding B3 using the attached findings worksheet.
	PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS:
	The site slopes to the south and there is an approximately one-hundred and twenty-foot drop in elevation on the subject property (See topography map on the following page).  Site photos are provided on the next few pages showing the existing condition...
	The subject property would be annexed into the city under the city’s Hillside Regulations with potential development requiring average lot slope for determination of validity. The site is currently densely treed.
	TOPOGRAPHIC MAP:
	SITE PHOTO - 1:  View from E. Stanley Hill Road of the home looking east. Hillside slope can be seen to the south (right side of picture).
	SITE PHOTO - 2:  Looking east into E. Lilly Dr. This is approximately 160’ prior to the edge of asphalt that terminates at the western edge of the subject property.
	SITE PHOTO - 3:  Terminus of E. Lilly Dr. on the southwestern side of the Haag property.
	SITE PHOTO - 4:  Terminus of E. Stanley Hill Road from the eastern side of the subject property.
	SITE PHOTO - 5:  Interior view from the subject property looking north showing the existing home and uphill slope.
	SITE PHOTO - 6:  Abandoned cistern on subject property (to be removed/remediated).
	Using the information provided below, the summary of facts in item A2, A3, and A7, and the testimony from the hearing, make finding B4 using the attached findings worksheet.
	Recommendations for conditions to Include IN AN annexation agreement:
	Planning:

	S-1-25pc.pdf
	PLANNING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	FROM:   SEAN E. HOLM, SENIOR PLANNER
	DECISION POINT:
	BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
	The 3.19-acre property is currently zoned Agricultural-Suburban in Kootenai County and is proposed for annexation with R-3 zoning and Hillside Overlay (A-1-25). The site contains a single-family residence and is within the City’s Area of City Impact (...
	The applicant proposes to subdivide the property into five lots, ranging from 0.26 to 0.43 acres, with the existing residence on a 1.40-acre lot, resulting in a density of 1.57 units per acre. The proposed lot with the existing residence to the north ...
	A new public street connecting the east and west termini of Lilly Drive will provide access, along with city water and sewer extensions.
	This is the third annexation attempt. Previous requests in 2005 (A-7-05) and 2021 (A-2-21, PUD-2-21, S-2-21) were denied. In 2021, the applicant requested annexation of the 3.19-acre subject property with R-3 zoning, a Planned Unit Development (PUD), ...
	On June 8, 2021, the Planning Commission held a public hearing for the proposal.
	The 2021 request included a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with private driveways and open space, whereas the current request proposes a public street and no PUD.
	The Planning Commission adopted the following subdivision findings (condensed):
	 Finding B7A: All general preliminary plat requirements were met, as determined by the City Engineer based on staff and applicant testimony.
	 Finding B7B: Provisions for sidewalks, streets, alleys, rights-of-way, easements, street lighting, fire protection, planting, drainage, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and utilities were adequate, based on the PUD meeting these standards.
	 Finding B7C: The proposed preliminary plat complied with all subdivision design standards (Municipal Code Chapter 16.15) and improvement standards (Chapter 16.40), as presented by the applicant’s engineer, Dobler Engineering.
	 Finding B7D: The proposed lots met the R-3 zoning district’s minimum size requirements but lacked the required street frontage, necessitating the PUD request.
	The Planning Commission’s annexation recommendation was forwarded to the City Council, to which they denied the annexation on July 20, 2021. By default, the PUD and subdivision requests were also denied as they were dependent on approval of the annexa...
	City Council’s findings:
	 Finding #B8:   That this proposal is not in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan policies as follows:
	o Objective 3.05 Neighborhoods: Protect and preserve existing neighborhoods from incompatible land uses and developments.
	 Neighborhood development and the development pattern are not compatible with adjacent land uses.
	o Objective 4.01 City Services: Make decisions based on the needs and desires of the citizenry.
	 The request is not in compliance with the previously stated reasons.
	o Note: A new Comprehensive Plan (2022) has been adopted since this decision. This new information is provided below in the “Required Findings” section of this staff report.
	 Finding #B9:   Those public facilities and utilities are available and adequate for the proposed use.  This is based on that the subject property is adjacent to City water, sewer and streets.
	 Finding #B10:   That the physical characteristics of the site do not make it suitable for the request at this time because of the steep topography, stormwater drainage, and existing spring on the property make the subject property unsuitable for R-3...
	o Note: The “spring” has been discovered to be a cistern(s) with a pipe for drainage (see photos).
	 Finding #B11:   That the proposal would adversely affect the surrounding neighborhood with regard to traffic, neighborhood character, existing land uses because if the property were developed to its full potential, R-3 zoning would be detrimental to...
	o Note: The applicant’s current request has now proposed extending Lilly Drive to connect the two dead ends on either side of the parcel.
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	PROPERTY LOCATION MAP:
	AERIAL PHOTO:
	B
	BIRDS EYE AERIAL:
	TOPOGRAPHIC MAP:
	S-1-25   REQUIRED SUBDIVISION FINDINGS:
	REQUIRED FINDINGS FOR SUBDIVISION:
	Using the information provided below, the summary of facts in item A3 and A5, and the testimony from the hearing, make finding B1 using the attached findings worksheet.
	PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR “HAAG ESTATES”:

	Using the information provided below, the summary of facts in item A6 and A9, and the testimony from the hearing, make finding B2 using the attached findings worksheet.
	Using the information provided below, the summary of facts in item A7, and the testimony from the hearing, make finding B3 using the attached findings worksheet.
	Using the information provided below, the summary of facts in item A8, and the testimony from the hearing, make finding B4 using the attached findings worksheet.
	Proposed R-3 Zoning District
	Accessory Uses:
	Proposed Hillside Overlay:
	Recommended SUBDIVISION CONDITIONS:
	Planning:

	ADP48F4.tmp
	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	Community & Identity
	Goal CI 1: Coeur d’Alene citizens are well informed, responsive, and involved in community discussions.
	Objective CI 1.1: Foster broad-based and inclusive community involvement for actions affecting businesses and residents to promote community unity and involvement.
	Environment & Recreation
	Growth & Development
	Goal GD 1: Develop a mix of land uses throughout the city that balance housing and employment while preserving the qualities that make Coeur d’Alene a great place to live.
	Objective GD 1.1: Achieve a balance of housing product types and price points, including affordable housing, to meet city needs.
	Goal GD 2: Ensure appropriate, high-quality infrastructure to accommodate community needs and future growth.
	Objective GD 2.1: Ensure appropriate, high-quality infrastructure to accommodate growth and redevelopment.
	Planning:
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	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A1. All public hearing notice requirements have been met for item S-1-25.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The notice was published in the Coeur d’Alene Press on August 23, 2025, seventeen days pri...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on August 22, 2025, eighteen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A2. Public testimony was received at a public hearing on September 9, 2025.
	A3.   The subject property is 3.19 acres and currently zoned Agriculture-Suburban in Kootenai county, with a request for R-3 zoning as part of a dependent annexation application.
	A4.   The subject property is proposed to be divided into five (5) single-family residential lots in the hillside overlay, with the existing home on a parcel exempt from hillside code due to a slope of less than 15%. The subject property is adjacent t...
	A5. The City Engineer has attested that the preliminary formal plat submitted contains all of the elements required by the Municipal Code.
	A6. City departments have reviewed the preliminary plat for potential impact on public facilities and utilities, and provided an analysis of compliance with code requirements. Staff from various departments have determined that conditions are required...
	A7. The City Engineer has vetted the preliminary plat for compliance with both subdivision design standards (chapter 16.15) and improvement standards (chapter 16.40).   The City Engineer has reviewed the applicant’s analysis regarding meeting subdivis...
	A8. City staff have confirmed that the proposed subdivision meets all zoning standards for the proposed R-3 zoning district. Per Planning Commission and City Council feedback of prior subdivision and annexation hearings, the applicant team provided a ...
	A9. The applicant has proposed connecting E. Lilly Dr. which terminates on either side of the subject property. This street connection would provide access to the public and emergency services as well as provide city utility extensions through the pro...
	Planning:
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	THE PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION’S VISION OF ITS ROLE IN THE COMMUNITY

	1 pc min 12-9-2025_HP edits.pdf
	From the policy and framework portion of the Comprehensive Plan, staff curated a list of goals and objectives from the Comprehensive Plan for this annexation request. Goals CI 1 under Community & Identity, Goal ER3 from Environment & Recreation and f...
	Finding B5: The proposal (does) (does not) provide adequate common open space area, as determined by the Commission, no less than 10% of gross land area, free of buildings, streets, driveways or parking areas.  The common open space shall be accessibl...
	Mr. Holm presented the proposed 28 conditions of approval.
	LS-1-25 Landscaping Plans:
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	PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	FROM:   BARBARA BARKER, ASSOCIATE PLANNER
	DECISION POINT:
	Should the Planning and Zoning Commission recommend adoption or rejection of the requested R-3 zoning prior to annexation of 1.937 acres?
	BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	A1. All public hearing notice requirements have been met for item A-1-26.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on December 27, 2025, seventeen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on January 3, 2025, ten days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A2. Public testimony will be received at a public hearing on January 13, 2026.
	A3. The subject site is located in an unincorporated area of Kootenai County, is adjacent to City limits and within Coeur d’Alene’s Area of Impact (AOI). The total area of the subject property measures 1.937 acres. It is zoned AG-Suburban and is curre...
	A4.  If approved for annexation with City R-3 zoning and subdivision under S-1-26, the project would include four (4) residential lots and a private, dead-end access drive with City utilities and access off Thomas Lane. Properties within city limits i...
	SITE CONTEXT:
	PROPERTY LOCATION MAP:
	AERIAL PHOTO:
	ANNEXATION MAP:
	PROPOSED ZONING:
	17.05.030: PERMITTED USES; ACCESSORY:
	17.05.070: SITE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS; MINIMUM LOT:
	Minimum lot requirements in an R-3 District shall be eleven thousand five hundred (11,500) square feet. All buildable lots must have seventy five feet (75') of frontage on a public street, unless an alternative is approved by the City through normal s...
	(NOTE: See Planning Condition for 75’ frontage requirement on private access driveway)
	(NOTE: See Planning Condition for setbacks to be from the frontage that abuts the private access driveway.)
	ANNEXATION FINDINGS:
	There are four required findings for annexation.
	Finding B1: That this proposal (is) (is not) in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan.
	Using the information provided below, the summary of facts in item A5 and A6, and the testimony from the hearing, make finding B1 using the attached findings worksheet.
	2022-2042 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN- LAND USE CATEGORY:
	 The subject property is within city limits.
	 The City’s 2022-2042 Comprehensive Plan categorizes this parcel as Single-Family Neighborhood Place Type.
	Place Types:
	Place types in this plan represent the form of future development, as envisioned by the residents of Coeur d’Alene. These place-types will in turn provide the policy-level guidance that will inform the City’s Development Ordinance. Each Place Type cor...
	Transportation
	Existing and Planned Bicycle Network:                       Existing and Planned Walking Network:
	Existing Transit Network:
	Policy Framework (Goals and Objectives)
	The following goals and objectives are a curated list picked by staff. The full list from the 2022 Comprehensive Plan is attached for review:
	Community & Identity
	Goal CI 1: Coeur d’Alene citizens are well informed, responsive, and involved in community discussions.
	Objective CI 1.1: Foster broad-based and inclusive community involvement for actions affecting businesses and residents to promote community unity and involvement.
	Growth & Development
	Goal GD 1: Develop a mix of land uses throughout the city that balance housing and employment while preserving the qualities that make Coeur d’Alene a great place to live.
	Objective GD 1.1: Achieve a balance of housing product types and price points, including affordable housing, to meet city needs.
	Goal GD 2: Ensure appropriate, high-quality infrastructure to accommodate community needs and future growth.
	Objective GD 2.1: Ensure appropriate, high-quality infrastructure to accommodate growth and redevelopment.
	Using the information provided below, the summary of facts in A7, and the testimony from the hearing, make finding B2 using the attached findings worksheet.
	Using the information provided below, the summary of facts in item A4 and A8, and the testimony from the hearing, make finding B3 using the attached findings worksheet.
	PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS:
	The site has very little grade change. The properties to the west are at a higher elevation, but the site itself is relatively flat.
	Site photos are provided on the next few pages showing the existing conditions.
	The site has recently been cleared and leveled. Due to prior uses on the property, an Environmental Site Assessment was performed by a third party, GeoTek, Inc.  See the report summary as Attachment 3.  In short (from the report, paragraph 2), “This P...
	SITE PHOTO – 1 : North end of property looking south to Thomas Lane
	SITE PHOTO - 2: Looking north from Thomas Lane
	SITE PHOTO – 3 : Elevation change to property on west property line
	SITE PHOTO - 4: Treed land north of property
	SITE PHOTO – 5: Adjacent property to the east in City limits
	Recommended ANNEXATION/SUBDIVISION CONDITIONS:
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	PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	FROM:   BARBARA BARKER, ASSOCIATE PLANNER
	DECISION POINT:
	BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
	The 1.937-acre property is currently zoned Agricultural-Suburban in Kootenai County and is proposed for annexation with City R-3 zoning (3 units per acre) under Item A-1-26. The site is vacant, adjacent to City limits, and is within the City’s Area of...
	A new private driveway tract is proposed providing access to the 4 lots as well as required common parking at 1 stall per residential lot.  Title 16.15.160 (regarding Lot Frontage and Access) states that lots may front, and access from, private drivew...
	City water and sewer are proposed to be extended through the property to the northern boundary and run inside the tract within a dedicated utility easement.
	The applicant has not requested a PUD for this subdivision. Per 17.06.027 gated residential development is only allowed when the property is part of a PUD.  Thus, there will be no gate at the entry to the private driveway.
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	SITE CONTEXT:
	PROPERTY LOCATION MAP:
	AERIAL PHOTO:
	OVERLAY SHOWING PROPOSED LOTS IN RELATION TO THE EXISTING HOMES TO THE WEST IN PROSPECTOR RIDGE 2ND ADDITION
	CITY ZONING MAP:
	There are four required findings for subdivision.
	Using the information provided below, the summary of facts in item A5, and the testimony from the hearing, make finding B1 using the attached findings worksheet.
	Using the information provided below, the summary of facts in item A6, and the testimony from the hearing, make finding B2 using the attached findings worksheet.
	Per Title 16.15.160 (regarding Lot Frontage and Access) lots may front, and access from, private driveways if the residential lots served by common parking and driveways front and access from a private driveway situated in a separate tract dedicated o...
	Using the information provided below, the summary of facts in item A7, and the testimony from the hearing, make finding B3 using the attached findings worksheet.
	Using the information provided below, the summary of facts in A8, and the testimony from the hearing, make finding B4 using the attached findings worksheet.
	Proposed R-3 Zoning District
	Accessory Uses:
	17.05.070: SITE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS; MINIMUM LOT:
	Minimum lot requirements in an R-3 District shall be eleven thousand five hundred (11,500) square feet. All buildable lots must have seventy five feet (75') of frontage on a public street, unless an alternative is approved by the City through normal s...
	(NOTE: See Planning condition for 75’ frontage requirement on private access road.)
	Recommended ANNEXATION/SUBDIVISION CONDITIONS:

	ADPA224.tmp
	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:

	ADP19D7.tmp
	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on December 27, 2025, seventeen days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on January 3, 2025, ten days prior to the hearing.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	A2. Public testimony was received at a public hearing on January 13, 2026.
	A3. The subject site is located in an unincorporated area of Kootenai County, is adjacent to City limits and within Coeur d’Alene’s Area of Impact (AOI). The total area of the subject property measures 1.937 acres. It is zoned AG-Suburban and is curre...
	A4.  If approved for annexation with City R-3 zoning and subdivision under S-1-26, the project would include four (4) residential lots and a private, dead-end access drive with City utilities and access off Thomas Lane. Properties within city limits i...
	Community & Identity
	Goal CI 1: Coeur d’Alene citizens are well informed, responsive, and involved in community discussions.
	Objective CI 1.1: Foster broad-based and inclusive community involvement for actions affecting businesses and residents to promote community unity and involvement.
	Growth & Development
	Goal GD 1: Develop a mix of land uses throughout the city that balance housing and employment while preserving the qualities that make Coeur d’Alene a great place to live.
	Objective GD 1.1: Achieve a balance of housing product types and price points, including affordable housing, to meet city needs.
	Goal GD 2: Ensure appropriate, high-quality infrastructure to accommodate community needs and future growth.
	Objective GD 2.1: Ensure appropriate, high-quality infrastructure to accommodate growth and redevelopment.
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	THE PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION’S VISION OF ITS ROLE IN THE COMMUNITY

	ADPDC42.tmp
	This property is currently zoned Ag-Suburban in Kootenai County and is proposed for annexation with R-3 zoning under item A-1-26. The site is suitable for one single-family dwelling or one two-family dwelling, with a minimum lot size of 2 acres unless...
	From the policy and framework portion of the Comprehensive Plan, Mr. Barker noted that staff curated a list of goals and objectives from the Comprehensive Plan for the commission’s consideration of this annexation request (Goal GD1, Objective GD 1.1, ...
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	PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	FROM:  SEAN E. HOLM, SENIOR PLANNER
	DECISION POINT:
	BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
	The subject property is located on the east side of Fruitland Lane, west of US-95, south of W. Lauf Ln. prior to W. Bosanko where the Fred Meyer complex exists. Currently, the property is vacant with a pull behind trailer/camper that appears to be sit...
	The subject property is adjacent to a multitude of housing types; single-family mobile, manufactured, and real property homes to the north, east, and west, with R-12 pocket housing and R-17 multifamily to the west on the opposite side of Fruitland Ln....
	Note that the applicant’s proposed project idea for nine (9) workforce housing units is not tied to this requested zone change. If the subject site is approved to be changed to an R-17 residential district, then all permitted uses in the R-17 resident...
	PROPERTY LOCATION MAP:
	AERIAL PHOTO:
	PRIOR ZONE CHANGE REQUESTS IN THE AREA:
	Planning and Zoning Commission and City Council have approved multiple zone change requests in the area from 1985 to 2019. As seen in the map provided below, the area is in transition in the vicinity of the subject property. Many of the changes have b...
	ZC-8-85SP* R-12 to MH-8  3514 FRUITLAND LN (partial)   Approved
	ZC-17-86 R-12 to C-17  NKA FRUITLAND ADD    Approved
	ZC-3-88 C-17 to M  3500 JULIA ST     Approved
	ZC-2-89 R-12 to C-17  3200 FRUITLAND LN     Approved
	ZC-5-90 MH-8 to C-17  484 BOSANKO AVE     Approved
	ZC-2-92 MH-8 to C-17  3380 JULIA ST      Approved
	ZC-3-99*** R-12 to C-17  3400 FRUITLAND LN    Expired
	ZC-8-02 MH-8 to C-17  3832 FRUITLAND LN    Approved
	ZC-11-04*** R-12 to C17  3400 FRUITLAND LN    Approved
	ZC-6-06 M to R-17 & C17 HOWARD ST & BOSANKO AVE   Approved
	ZC-8-06** MH-8 to R-12  3615 FRUITLAND LN (same property)   Approved
	ZC-2-07* MH-8 to C-17  3514 FRUITLAND LN (whole property)   Approved
	ZC-2-08 MH-8 to R-12  3285 FRUITLAND LN    Approved
	ZC-3-10**** R-12- to R-17  3400 & 3514 FRUITLAND LN   Approved
	ZC-3-14** R-12 to R-17  3615 FRUITLAND LN (same property)   Approved
	ZC-4-15**** R-17 to C-17  3502 FRUITLAND LN (address changed) Approved
	ZC-2-19 MH-8 to R-17  601 NEIDER AVE    Approved
	STATEMENT OF FACTS:
	A1.  All public hearing requirements have been met for item ZC-1-26.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on January 24, 2026.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on January 27, 2026.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	 A public hearing will be held on February 10, 2026 to receive comments and consider this request.
	A2.  The subject property is currently vacant, the home and accessory structures having been demolished in 2023.
	A3.  The subject site is currently zoned Mobile Home (MH-8).
	A4.  The neighborhood surrounding 3620 N. Fruitland Drive is characterized by a mix of residential units ranging from mobile homes, townhomes, multi-family, and commercial to the north. A mini-storage business is located northwest on Fruitland Lane wi...
	A5.  The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation is the Compact Neighborhood place type. The Comprehensive Plan states that the compatible zoning districts are listed as R-12, R-17, MH-8, NC, and CC.
	A6.  According to the 2022-2042 Comprehensive Plan, the Compact Neighborhood place type is described as places that are medium density residential areas located primarily in older locations of Coeur d’Alene where there is an established street grid wi...
	A8. The applicant has indicated that, if this zone change request is approved, they intend to develop the property as a multi-family development of up to nine (9) units. However, it should be noted that if the zone change is approved, all uses within ...
	REQUIRED ZONE CHANGE FINDINGS:
	Finding #B1: That this proposal (is) (is not) in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan policies.
	Use the following information as well as the attached Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives to make this finding. See the “Statement of Facts” on pages 4-5, referring to items A5, A6 & A7.
	Utilize the staff comments below to make this finding. See the “Statement of Facts” on pages 4-5, referring to item A9.
	Use the following description, photos and public testimony to make this finding. See the “Statement of Facts” on pages 4-5  referring to items A2, A3, & A4.
	PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS:
	The site is generally flat with residential uses adjacent. There are no topographical or other physical constraints that would make the subject property unsuitable for the request. Currently, no sidewalk or street side swale exist on the east side of ...
	SITE PHOTO - 1:  Looking east across Fruitland Lane from Clady Ln. toward the subject property.
	SITE PHOTO - 2:  Looking north from SW corner of property toward Lauf Ln.
	SITE PHOTO - 3:  Looking south from NW corner of property toward Max Loop.
	SITE PHOTO - 4:  View from SE corner from rear of property toward Fruitland Ln.
	SITE PHOTO - 5:  View from NE corner from rear of property toward Fruitland Ln
	SITE PHOTO - 6:  Rear of parcel showing existing fence along the property line looking NE.
	Use the following information and public testimony to make this finding. See the “Statement of Facts” on pages 4-5, referring to items A11 & A11.
	17.05.250: GENERALLY:
	A. The R-17 District is intended as a medium/high density residential district that permits a mix of housing types at a density not greater than seventeen (17) units per gross acre.
	B. This district permits single-family detached housing as specified by the R-8 District and duplex housing as specified by the R-12 District.
	C. This district is for establishment in those areas that are not suitable for lower density residential due to proximity to more intense types of land use.
	D. This district is appropriate as a transition between low density residential and commercial districts, or as a buffer between arterial streets and low density residential districts.
	ACTION ALTERNATIVES:
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	PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	DECISION POINTS:
	BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
	The Mahogany Lane Planned Unit D (PUD-3-21) and Subdivision (S-5-21) were approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission in 2021 with 32 conditions of approval, which are included at the end of this staff report. The approved project consisted of 10 s...
	An interpretation request was brought before the Planning and Zoning Commission in April 2022 to provide clarification on the height and 2nd story stepback for Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) in Mahogany Lane. As part of the approval of the original P...
	A request was granted by the Planning and Zoning Commission for a one-year extension of the Subdivision approval in March 2023.
	An interpretation request was brought before the Planning and Zoning Commission in November 2024 to clarify that 5-foot extensions of 2nd story roofs and decks would be allowed to extend into the front yards on Lots 2, 3 and 4. The Commission approved...
	With approval of the final plat, City Council entered into a bond agreement with Mr. Bloem on June 20, 2022 that allowed some of the landscaping, open space, trail, and parking improvements to be delayed. Due to a variety of factors, some conditions w...
	The site, which is zoned R-17PUD, consists of 3.6 acres and is in various stages of development. Bear Waterfront, LLC is seeking to amend the PUD and replat the subdivision to remove a common parking area that is no longer needed and replat that tract...
	The PUD was initially approved with 13.92% of open space with connections to the Centennial Trail, native landscaping, and a pedestrian overlook that will provide community seating and a rest opportunity while in route to the boardwalk or community op...
	An overview of the requested changes to the project are outlined on the following page. The applicant’s narrative is included as an attachment.
	PUD AMENDMENT AND REPLAT OVERVIEW (JANUARY 2026)
	1. Delores Depot (Lot 1)
	The final building design, community patio space, and parking/vehicle circulation have changed, however the final design fits within platted boundaries.
	2. Tract A
	Tract A has been reduced to 13,487 SF from 15,827 SF to allow for the development of two new single-family home sites (Lots 12 and 13, proposed). The community seating has been moved to the bottom of the slope in Tract A.
	3. Tract B
	The pedestrian seating node location has been modified slightly from its previous location.
	4. Tract C
	2,340 SF of open space has been moved out of Tract A to Tract C to allow for the conversion of the Bear Waterfront, LLC surface parking lot to single-family home sites (Lots 12 and 13, proposed)
	5. Tract D
	Tract D has been removed and is converted into new Lots 12 and 13.
	6. Atlas Waterfront 1st Addition (Open Space)
	Improvements shown on the exhibit are for reference only as all work is outside the PUD boundaries and is not part of the PUD or amendment request, but is being done in conjunction with the project and in partnership with the City and North Idaho Cent...
	APPROVED DEVIATIONS FOR THE MAHOGANY LANE PUD:

	AERIAL MAP:
	PUD-3-21:   PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT FINDINGS:
	17.07.230: PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT REVIEW CRITERIA:
	REQUIRED FINDINGS (PUD):
	The Place Types in this plan represent the form of future development, as envisioned by the residents of Coeur d’Alene. These Place Types will in turn provide the policy level guidance that will inform the City’s Development Ordinance. Each Place Type...
	Planned Development Place Type
	Transportation Exhibits
	Existing and Planned Bicycle Network
	Existing and Planned Walking Network
	Existing Transit Network
	Comprehensive Plan Policy Framework:
	The following is staff’s assessment of applicable goals and objectives.
	Maintain the community’s friendly, welcoming atmosphere and its smalltown feel.
	Environment & Recreation (ER)
	Manage shoreline development to address stormwater management and improve water quality.
	OPEN SPACE DETAILS:  NEW

	S-5-21   SUBDIVISION FINDINGS:
	REQUIRED FINDINGS (Subdivision):
	REPLAT FOR “MAHOGANY LANE” – MAHOGANY LANE 1ST ADDITION:
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	PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	DECISION POINTS:
	BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
	The Mahogany Lane Planned Unit D (PUD-3-21) and Subdivision (S-5-21) were approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission in 2021 with 32 conditions of approval, which are included at the end of this staff report. The approved project consisted of 10 s...
	An interpretation request was brought before the Planning and Zoning Commission in April 2022 to provide clarification on the height and 2nd story stepback for Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) in Mahogany Lane. As part of the approval of the original P...
	A request was granted by the Planning and Zoning Commission for a one-year extension of the Subdivision approval in March 2023.
	An interpretation request was brought before the Planning and Zoning Commission in November 2024 to clarify that 5-foot extensions of 2nd story roofs and decks would be allowed to extend into the front yards on Lots 2, 3 and 4. The Commission approved...
	With approval of the final plat, City Council entered into a bond agreement with Mr. Bloem on June 20, 2022 that allowed some of the landscaping, open space, trail, and parking improvements to be delayed. Due to a variety of factors, some conditions w...
	The site, which is zoned R-17PUD, consists of 3.6 acres and is in various stages of development. Bear Waterfront, LLC is seeking to amend the PUD and replat the subdivision to remove a common parking area that is no longer needed and replat that tract...
	The PUD was initially approved with 13.92% of open space with connections to the Centennial Trail, native landscaping, and a pedestrian overlook that will provide community seating and a rest opportunity while in route to the boardwalk or community op...
	An overview of the requested changes to the project are outlined on the following page. The applicant’s narrative is included as an attachment.
	PUD AMENDMENT AND REPLAT OVERVIEW (JANUARY 2026)
	1. Delores Depot (Lot 1)
	The final building design, community patio space, and parking/vehicle circulation have changed, however the final design fits within platted boundaries.
	2. Tract A
	Tract A has been reduced to 13,487 SF from 15,827 SF to allow for the development of two new single-family home sites (Lots 12 and 13, proposed). The community seating has been moved to the bottom of the slope in Tract A.
	3. Tract B
	The pedestrian seating node location has been modified slightly from its previous location.
	4. Tract C
	2,340 SF of open space has been moved out of Tract A to Tract C to allow for the conversion of the Bear Waterfront, LLC surface parking lot to single-family home sites (Lots 12 and 13, proposed)
	5. Tract D
	Tract D has been removed and is converted into new Lots 12 and 13.
	6. Atlas Waterfront 1st Addition (Open Space)
	Improvements shown on the exhibit are for reference only as all work is outside the PUD boundaries and is not part of the PUD or amendment request, but is being done in conjunction with the project and in partnership with the City and North Idaho Cent...
	APPROVED DEVIATIONS FOR THE MAHOGANY LANE PUD:

	AERIAL MAP:
	PUD-3-21:   PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT FINDINGS:
	17.07.230: PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT REVIEW CRITERIA:
	REQUIRED FINDINGS (PUD):
	The Place Types in this plan represent the form of future development, as envisioned by the residents of Coeur d’Alene. These Place Types will in turn provide the policy level guidance that will inform the City’s Development Ordinance. Each Place Type...
	Planned Development Place Type
	Transportation Exhibits
	Existing and Planned Bicycle Network
	Existing and Planned Walking Network
	Existing Transit Network
	Comprehensive Plan Policy Framework:
	The following is staff’s assessment of applicable goals and objectives.
	Maintain the community’s friendly, welcoming atmosphere and its smalltown feel.
	Environment & Recreation (ER)
	Manage shoreline development to address stormwater management and improve water quality.
	OPEN SPACE DETAILS:  NEW

	S-5-21   SUBDIVISION FINDINGS:
	REQUIRED FINDINGS (Subdivision):
	REPLAT FOR “MAHOGANY LANE” – MAHOGANY LANE 1ST ADDITION:
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	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
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	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
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	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A1.   All public hearing requirements have been met for item ZC-1-26.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be published in the official newspaper of the City at least fifteen (15) days prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6509(a). The Notice was published on January 24, 2026.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be posted on the premises no less than one (1) week prior to the hearing. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b). The Notice was posted on the property on January 27, 2026.
	 Notice of the public hearing must be provided by mail to property owners or purchasers of record within the land being considered, and within three hundred (300) feet of the external boundaries of the land being considered. Idaho Code § 67-6511(2)(b...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be sent to all political subdivisions providing services within the planning jurisdiction, including school districts and the manager or person in charge of the local public airport, at least fifteen (15) days prior...
	 Notice of the public hearing must be given to a pipeline company operating any existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline or interstate petroleum products pipeline, as recognized by the pipeline and hazardous materials safety administrati...
	 A public hearing was held on February 10, 2026 to receive comments and consider this request.
	A2.  The subject property is currently vacant, the home and accessory structures having been demolished in 2023.
	A3.   The subject site is currently zoned Mobile Home (MH-8).
	A4.   The neighborhood surrounding 3620 N. Fruitland Drive is characterized by a mix of residential units ranging from mobile homes, townhomes, multi-family, and commercial to the north. A mini-storage business is located northwest on Fruitland Lane w...
	A5.   The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation is the Compact Neighborhood place type. The Comprehensive Plan states that the compatible zoning districts are listed as R-12, R-17, MH-8, NC, and CC.
	A6.   According to the 2022-2042 Comprehensive Plan, the Compact Neighborhood place type is described as places that are medium density residential areas located primarily in older locations of Coeur d’Alene where there is an established street grid w...
	A8. The applicant has indicated that, if this zone change request is approved, they intend to develop the property as a multi-family development of up to nine (9) units. However, it should be noted that if the zone change is approved, all uses within ...
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	THE PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION’S VISION OF ITS ROLE IN THE COMMUNITY

	ADPAF77.tmp
	The subject property is located on the east side of Fruitland Lane, west of US-95, south of W. Lauf Ln. prior to W. Bosanko where the Fred Meyer complex exists. Currently, the property is vacant with a pull behind trailer/camper that appears to be sit...
	The subject property is adjacent to a multitude of housing types; single-family mobile, manufactured, and real property homes to the north, east, and west, with R-12 pocket housing and R-17 multifamily to the west on the opposite side of Fruitland Ln....
	The first finding is Finding B1.That this proposal (is) (is not) in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan policies. Mr. Holm explained that the property is within city limits and the City’s 2022-2042 Comprehensive Plan categorizes this area as a “Co...
	The Comprehensive Plan includes Place Types that represent the form of future development, as envisioned by the residents of Coeur d’Alene. The Place Type for this project is Planned Development.
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	Executive Summary & Requested Action Items 
	Defiance of City Council Annexation Directives 
	 
	 
	Direct Violations of the Development Agreement 
	Detailed Phase 2 Concerns & Neighborhood Impacts 
	Failure to Meet Findings B1-B4 
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	PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	FROM:  SEAN E. HOLM, SENIOR PLANNER
	DECISION POINTS:
	Lakeside Companies, through their representative Connie Krueger, AICP, is requesting approval of the Coeur Terre 2 Preliminary Plat, a proposed subdivision of approximately 202 gross acres (126.35 developable acres) within the Coeur Terre Master Plann...
	APPLICATION SUMMARY:
	Property Size:
	 Approximately 202 gross acres; 126.35 acres proposed for development.
	Existing Zoning:
	 R-3 (Single-Family Residential, 3 du/acre max)
	 R-8 (Single-Family Residential, 8 du/acre max)
	 R-17 (Multi-Family Residential, 17 du/acre max)
	Coeur Terre 2 Phasing:
	 Addition  87 total lots
	 1st Addition 90 total lots
	 2nd Addition  47 total lots
	 3rd Addition 69 total lots
	 4th Addition Public park
	 5th Addition  Public school
	 6th Addition  27 lots / 213 units
	Proposed Lots/Units by zoning district:
	 R-3: 48 single-family lots
	 R-8: 236 single-family lots
	o 12.309-acre community park
	 R-17: 36 lots (mix of single-family & multi-family)
	o 10.065-acre school site
	Affordable Housing:
	A minimum of 26 affordable/workforce housing units (approximately 5% of total units), distributed across phased additions as follows:
	 Addition: 5 units (5.75%)
	 1st Addition: 4 units (5.08%)
	 2nd Addition: 4 units (5.80%)
	 3rd Addition: 2 units (5.12%)
	 6th Addition: 11 units (5.16%)
	Design Deviations:
	None requested.
	Grand Total:
	 320 lots with up to 506 residential units (plus public park, school site, and non-buildable tracts)
	HISTORY:
	The Coeur Terre property has been the subject of comprehensive planning initiated in 2012, when the applicant first approached the former property owner to develop a master plan for the landholding. Between 2013 and 2017, the applicant engaged SWA Gro...
	From 2019 through 2021, the applicant conducted extensive agency coordination with Kootenai Metropolitan Planning Organization (KMPO), Ross Point Water District, School Districts #271 and #273, and the Cities of Post Falls and Coeur d'Alene. The appli...
	On October 11, 2022, the application for annexation and zoning was heard before the Planning and Zoning Commission. The Commission voted 6–0 to recommend approval of the annexation, zoning, and development agreement as presented at the public hearing.
	On March 21, 2023, the City Council approved the annexation, zoning, and the Coeur Terre Annexation and Development Agreement (the "Development Agreement"). The agreement established zoning districts, maximum ERU unit counts (2,800 units across the Ma...
	The proposed Coeur Terre 2 subdivision represents the next major phase of development within the approved Master Plan framework. A pre-application meeting was held with City staff to review the preliminary plat concept.
	BACKGROUND & PRIOR APPROVALS:
	The Coeur Terre project, a master-planned mixed-use development spanning approximately 438 acres on the western edge of Coeur d’Alene, was annexed from Kootenai County into the city limits on March 21, 2023.
	The annexation rezoned land previously zoned agriculture-suburban to a combination of residential districts (R-3, R-8, R-17) and commercial zones (C-17 and C-17L). Concurrently, the Coeur Terre Annexation and Development Agreement was recorded, allowi...
	Following annexation, Kootenai County Land Company, LLC, applied for a four-lot short plat “Full Circle Tracts,” located at the north end of the project. This short plat created four parcels: one for the City’s water tower, another for a future school...
	Amendment No. 1 to the Annexation and Development Agreement, partially approved by City Council on April 15, 2025, adjusted the wastewater utility timeline and relocated/rezoned a well site from C-17L to R-3. The Council denied the applicant’s request...
	Amendment No. 2 to the Annexation and Development Agreement, approved by City Council on October 21, 2025, modified Exhibit “E” to change the “cluster triplex” land use designation to a combination of “active adult senior living” and “multifamily” for...
	Amendment No. 3 to the Annexation and Development Agreement, approved by City Council on December 2, 2025, modified Exhibit “E” to change the 10.91-acre C-17 zoned church property (Full Circle Tracts, Lot 2 Block 1) from “urban townhomes” to “religiou...
	On December 9, 2025, the Planning and Zoning Commission reviewed and unanimously approved PUD-1-25 (Coeur Terre 1 Planned Unit Development), S-2-25 (preliminary plat), and LS-1-25 (landscaping plan) for the northern portion of the project. This approv...
	Property Location Map:
	S-2-26 SUBDIVISION: “Coeur Terre 2”
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	A1.  Public Hearing: The Planning and Zoning Commission held a public hearing on this matter on July 14, 2026, and considered testimony and evidence presented on the record.
	A6.  Property Location and Size: The Coeur Terre 2 preliminary plat boundary encompasses approximately 202.01 gross acres (126.351 developable acres) in the southern portion of the Coeur Terre Master Planned Community, north of Interstate 90 on the we...
	A7.  Zoning: The subject property is zoned R-3 (20.185 acres), R-8 (74.844 acres including park lot), and R-17 (30.428 acres including the school lot).
	A8.  Proposed Density by Zoning District: R-3 at 2.4 du/acre (max 3 du/acre), R-8 at 3.2 du/acre (max 8 du/acre), and R-17 at 7.3 du/acre (max 17 du/acre). All proposed densities are within the maximums permitted by the underlying zoning and the Devel...
	A9.  Lot Size and Frontage: R-3 lots meet the minimum 11,500 sq. ft. lot size and 75-ft. frontage. R-8 lots meet the minimum 5,500 sq. ft. lot size and 50-ft. frontage. R-17 lot sizes and frontages vary, but all meet the minimum zoning performance sta...
	A10.  No Design Deviations: The applicant is not requesting any deviations from City Subdivision Code standards. The Coeur Terre 2 Subdivision request is not associated with a Planned Unit Development and is therefore only subject to the Subdivision F...
	A11.  Subdivision Application Checklist: The applicant has submitted a completed Chapter 16.15 Subdivision Design Standards checklist indicating compliance with each applicable standard, including street and path conformance, continuity of the street ...
	A12.  Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA): A TIA prepared by CivTech (April 2026) evaluated 2030 and 2035 horizon conditions. Project improvements (100% developer responsibility) include the Huetter Road/Access A roundabout and the Huetter/Mullan northbound...
	A13.  Internal Street Network: The proposed street system is designed to align with the Master Plan and Development Agreement. The internal street network avoids creating a direct route through the subdivision to discourage through-traffic. Stop-contr...
	A14.  Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities: Sidewalks are proposed throughout the development. Perimeter trail systems include a 12-foot asphalt multi-use path along the eastern boundary and a 10-foot asphalt path along the southern boundary. Mid-block w...
	A15. Public Utilities: Water systems include distribution mains sized for fire flow and spacing standards. Sewer systems connect to the municipal system. Stormwater management is via on-site infiltration with water quality treatment. All utilities are...
	A16. Appaloosa Trunk Main: Shall be extended prior to the 454th equivalent residential unit (ERU) connection per Development Agreement Section 3.2.1.3, as amended.
	A17. Community Park: A 12.309-acre centrally located community park lot is proposed with baseline improvements. The park lot and improvements shall be dedicated to the City per Development Agreement Section 4.7.2.
	A18. Public School Site: A 10.065-acre lot is designated for an elementary school, to be donated to the Coeur d'Alene School District pursuant to a Memorandum of Understanding (Exhibit F of the Development Agreement).
	A19. Phasing: The Coeur Terre 2 subdivision is proposed in seven phases: Addition (87 units), 1st Addition (90), 2nd Addition (47), 3rd Addition (69), 4th Addition (park lot), 5th Addition (school lot), and 6th Addition (27 lots / 213 units), with pha...
	A20. Affordable Housing: A minimum of 26 affordable/workforce housing units (approximately 5% of total units) are proposed. The Development Agreement commits the applicant to providing affordable housing as part of the Master Planned Community.
	A21. Concurrency Analysis: The applicant has submitted a Concurrency Analysis Matrix (Appendix A to the project narrative), evaluating the proposed preliminary plat against each applicable term of the Development Agreement (Sections 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.6...
	S-2-26: REQUIRED COEUR TERRE 2 SUBDIVISION FINDINGS
	Preliminary Plat For “Coeur Terre 2”:

	R-3 (Residential at 3 units/acre): Single-family homes
	17.05.070: SITE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS; MINIMUM LOT:
	Minimum lot requirements in an R-3 District shall be eleven thousand five hundred (11,500) square feet. All buildable lots must have seventy-five feet (75') of frontage on a public street, unless an alternative is approved by the City through normal s...
	R-8 (Residential at 8 units/acre): Single-family homes and public park
	17.05.090: GENERALLY:
	A.   The R-8 District is intended as a residential area that permits a mix of housing types at a density not greater than eight (8) units per gross acre.
	B.   In this district a special use permit, as prescribed in section 17.09.205 of this title may be requested by neighborhood sponsor to restrict development for a specific area to single-family detached housing only at eight (8) units per gross ac...
	C.   Project review (see sections 17.07.305 through 17.07.330 of this title) is required for all subdivisions and for all residential, civic, commercial, service and industry uses, except residential uses for four (4) or fewer dwellings.
	D.   A maximum of two (2) dwelling units are allowed per lot provided the lot meets the minimum lot square footage for two (2) units and each dwelling unit meets the minimum yard (setback) requirements.
	1.   For the purposes of this section, the term "two (2) dwelling units" shall mean two (2) single family dwelling units, one single family dwelling unit and one accessory dwelling unit (ADU), or one duplex. (Ord. 3600, 2018: Ord. 3560, 2017)
	17.05.100: PERMITTED USES; PRINCIPAL:
	Principal permitted uses in an R-8 District shall be as follows:
	 Administrative.
	 Duplex housing.
	 Essential service (underground).
	 "Home occupation", as defined in this title.
	 Neighborhood recreation.
	 Public recreation.
	 Single-family detached housing.
	17.05.110: PERMITTED USES; ACCESSORY:
	Accessory permitted uses in an R-8 District shall be as follows:
	 Accessory dwelling units.
	 Garage or carport (attached or detached).
	 Private recreation facility (enclosed or unenclosed)
	17.05.150: SITE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS; MINIMUM LOT:
	The minimum lot requirements in an R-8 District shall be five thousand five hundred (5,500) square feet per unit per individual lot. All buildable lots must have fifty feet (50') of frontage on a public street, unless an alternative is approved by the...
	R-17 (Residential at 17 units/acre): Multi-family and school site
	PARKS:
	Community Park: The Owners have agreed to donate to the City, via Warranty Deed, approximately 12.3 acres of land in the Development to the City for a public community park. The Owners further agree to complete baseline improvements for the park, acco...
	Parks Analysis
	The owners have agreed to donate 12.3 acres for a public community park in this phase. In the Development Agreement, we required a total of 17.7 acres of parkland to be allocated between the two proposed parks. The neighborhood park to the north has b...
	Trails:
	Public Trail/Multiuse Path System (N-S): The Owners have agreed to develop and dedicate two (2) traversing north-south trails to City standards that connect out of the Development to facilities for public use, a minimum of twelve feet (12') wide and p...
	Trails Analysis
	The plan shows a 12-foot-wide north/south trail on the east side of Coeur Terre Boulevard, starting from Hanley Road and terminating at the southern end of the future community park. This trail will need to continue to the southern end of the developm...
	Public Trail/Multiuse Path System (E-W): The Owners have agreed to develop and dedicate two (2) traversing east-west trails to City standards that connect out of the Development to facilities for public use, a minimum of ten feet (10') wide and paved ...
	Trails Analysis
	The plan shows a 10-foot-wide east/west trail, starting on the east side of the property, running along Nez Perce Road to Coeur Terre Boulevard, and ending at the future park. According to the Development Agreement, this trail will need to connect all...
	Pre-Construction Work: Prior to dedicating any park parcel, the Owners agree to
	maintain the site in a manner that facilitates future park development by avoiding contaminants, soil compaction, improper fill, and the like. The Owners will also remove any construction waste or debris and decompact the soil prior to dedication to t...
	Parks Analysis
	The developer will need to have the dedication of the park and the building of trails to coincide with the building of the development so that, as the development reaches those areas, the parks are dedicated and the trails are built. Having these comp...
	-Submitted by Monte McCully, Trails Coordinator
	A minimum of 26 affordable/workforce housing units totaling approximately 5% of Coeur Terre units, distributed across phased additions as follows:
	 Addition: 5 units (5.75%)
	 1st Addition: 4 units (5.08%)
	 2nd Addition: 4 units (5.80%)
	 3rd Addition: 2 units (5.12%)
	 6th Addition: 11 units (5.16%)
	PROPOSED SUBDIVISION CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:
	Fire:
	1. Landscaping must not cover or hide fire protection systems such as fire hydrants, FDC’s or PIV’s.
	2. Secondary means of egress shall be constructed and accepted by the City prior to the issuance of building permits for more than 30 single-family dwellings or more than 200 multi-family dwelling units as required by the International Fire Code (IFC)...
	3. Minimum fire department access road width is 20’ for buildings up to 30’ in height and 26’ in buildings over 30’ in height.
	4. No parking on roadways less than 26’ in width.
	Planning:
	Wastewater:
	9. An unobstructed City approved “all-weather” access shall be required over all public sewers.
	10. All public sewer plans require IDEQ or QLPE Approval prior to construction.
	11. Sewer Policy #716 requires all legally recognized parcels within the City to individually connect and discharge into (1) public sewer connection.
	12. Any utility easement for the public sewer shall be dedicated to the City prior to building permits.
	13. Coeur Terre Surcharge Fees will be applied as well as all applicable Sewer Cap Fees at time of building permit.
	14. The Appaloosa Trunk Main must be upsized prior to 454th ERU or as required by the City Wastewater Department.
	15. ERU tracking and construction timing/phasing must be reported to the Wastewater utility.
	Water:
	16. Relocation of Existing 24" Transmission Main (Nez Perce): The existing 24” transmission main currently located in Nez Perce will need to be relocated. The final alignment has not yet been determined and must be coordinated with the city and design...
	17. Timeline for Relocation: The relocation must be planned and completed prior to any construction activity. All work related to relocation must occur during the off-season (non-peak demand period) to avoid service impacts.
	18. Design Requirement: Detailed design work is required for the transmission main relocation. No construction may begin until the design is complete and approved.
	19. Hydraulic Study (JUB Engineering): JUB must complete a hydraulic study to confirm:
	a. The new line and proposed well are adequately sized b. Supply is sufficient for projected demand c. Whether an additional well or water tank is necessary as stated in the water dep comp plan.
	20. Service Connections: No individual services will be allowed on the transmission main.
	21. Timing of Main Activation: The relocated transmission main must be activated only during the off-season to minimize risk during high-demand periods.
	22. Secondary Irrigation System Requirements: If a separate irrigation system is proposed:
	 A certified operator is required to manage it
	 The irrigation provider must be registered with 811
	 Separation of potable and non-potable lines must follow DEQ standards (minimum 10-foot horizontal separation) and any lots that have access to auxiliary water will be required to have an approved RPBA installed on the supply line immediately downstr...
	 All irrigation valves must be clearly marked to identify the system.
	23. Tree Setbacks: A 10-foot minimum separation is required between trees and all water infrastructure.
	24. Tie-In at W. Arrowhead Rd.: A system tie-in is needed on W. Arrowhead Rd. To facilitate this, Lot 33 must be shifted north to create an open space between Lots 32 and 33.
	25. W. Woodside Ave. Transmission Main & PRV on N. Hutter Rd.:
	 The transmission main exiting W. Woodside must be relocated to accommodate the new layout.
	 The Pressure Reducing Valve (PRV) on N. Hutter Rd. must also be relocated to function correctly with the updated pressure zones and development layout.
	26. Abandonment of Unused Stubs: Any unused water stubs out of W. Woodside Ave. must be abandoned at the main.
	27. Design Submittals for Hydraulic Review: All water system designs must be submitted to JUB for review to determine:
	 Adequate incoming water supply
	 The need for an additional well
	 The need for a storage tank
	27. Easements
	 Provide a minimum 20-foot easement centered over the water main or 30-foot combined sewer and water easement where applicable.
	28. Development Water Study Compliance
	 Contractor is required to complete all upgrades and requirements identified in the Lakeside Development Water Study.
	Parks:
	Engineering:
	30. As described in the Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA), the developer will be responsible for adding a left turn lane on Huetter Road at Mullan Road and a roundabout at Access A (Halide Ave).
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	PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	FROM:  SEAN E. HOLM, SENIOR PLANNER
	DECISION POINTS:
	Lakeside Companies, through their representative Connie Krueger, AICP, is requesting approval of the Coeur Terre 2 Preliminary Plat, a proposed subdivision of approximately 202 gross acres (126.35 developable acres) within the Coeur Terre Master Plann...
	APPLICATION SUMMARY:
	Property Size:
	 Approximately 202 gross acres; 126.35 acres proposed for development.
	Existing Zoning:
	 R-3 (Single-Family Residential, 3 du/acre max)
	 R-8 (Single-Family Residential, 8 du/acre max)
	 R-17 (Multi-Family Residential, 17 du/acre max)
	Coeur Terre 2 Phasing:
	 Addition  87 total lots
	 1st Addition 90 total lots
	 2nd Addition  47 total lots
	 3rd Addition 69 total lots
	 4th Addition Public park
	 5th Addition  Public school
	 6th Addition  27 lots / 213 units
	Proposed Lots/Units by zoning district:
	 R-3: 48 single-family lots
	 R-8: 236 single-family lots
	o 12.309-acre community park
	 R-17: 36 lots (mix of single-family & multi-family)
	o 10.065-acre school site
	Affordable Housing:
	A minimum of 26 affordable/workforce housing units (approximately 5% of total units), distributed across phased additions as follows:
	 Addition: 5 units (5.75%)
	 1st Addition: 4 units (5.08%)
	 2nd Addition: 4 units (5.80%)
	 3rd Addition: 2 units (5.12%)
	 6th Addition: 11 units (5.16%)
	Design Deviations:
	None requested.
	Grand Total:
	 320 lots with up to 506 residential units (plus public park, school site, and non-buildable tracts)
	HISTORY:
	The Coeur Terre property has been the subject of comprehensive planning initiated in 2012, when the applicant first approached the former property owner to develop a master plan for the landholding. Between 2013 and 2017, the applicant engaged SWA Gro...
	From 2019 through 2021, the applicant conducted extensive agency coordination with Kootenai Metropolitan Planning Organization (KMPO), Ross Point Water District, School Districts #271 and #273, and the Cities of Post Falls and Coeur d'Alene. The appli...
	On October 11, 2022, the application for annexation and zoning was heard before the Planning and Zoning Commission. The Commission voted 6–0 to recommend approval of the annexation, zoning, and development agreement as presented at the public hearing.
	On March 21, 2023, the City Council approved the annexation, zoning, and the Coeur Terre Annexation and Development Agreement (the "Development Agreement"). The agreement established zoning districts, maximum ERU unit counts (2,800 units across the Ma...
	The proposed Coeur Terre 2 subdivision represents the next major phase of development within the approved Master Plan framework. A pre-application meeting was held with City staff to review the preliminary plat concept.
	BACKGROUND & PRIOR APPROVALS:
	The Coeur Terre project, a master-planned mixed-use development spanning approximately 438 acres on the western edge of Coeur d’Alene, was annexed from Kootenai County into the city limits on March 21, 2023.
	The annexation rezoned land previously zoned agriculture-suburban to a combination of residential districts (R-3, R-8, R-17) and commercial zones (C-17 and C-17L). Concurrently, the Coeur Terre Annexation and Development Agreement was recorded, allowi...
	Following annexation, Kootenai County Land Company, LLC, applied for a four-lot short plat “Full Circle Tracts,” located at the north end of the project. This short plat created four parcels: one for the City’s water tower, another for a future school...
	Amendment No. 1 to the Annexation and Development Agreement, partially approved by City Council on April 15, 2025, adjusted the wastewater utility timeline and relocated/rezoned a well site from C-17L to R-3. The Council denied the applicant’s request...
	Amendment No. 2 to the Annexation and Development Agreement, approved by City Council on October 21, 2025, modified Exhibit “E” to change the “cluster triplex” land use designation to a combination of “active adult senior living” and “multifamily” for...
	Amendment No. 3 to the Annexation and Development Agreement, approved by City Council on December 2, 2025, modified Exhibit “E” to change the 10.91-acre C-17 zoned church property (Full Circle Tracts, Lot 2 Block 1) from “urban townhomes” to “religiou...
	On December 9, 2025, the Planning and Zoning Commission reviewed and unanimously approved PUD-1-25 (Coeur Terre 1 Planned Unit Development), S-2-25 (preliminary plat), and LS-1-25 (landscaping plan) for the northern portion of the project. This approv...
	Property Location Map:
	S-2-26 SUBDIVISION: “Coeur Terre 2”
	The following facts align with the facts listed in the draft Findings and Order worksheet for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration. These facts can be modified and added to as part of the motion associated with the Findings and Order.
	A1.  Public Hearing: The Planning and Zoning Commission held a public hearing on this matter on July 14, 2026, and considered testimony and evidence presented on the record and at the hearing.
	A6.  Property Location and Size: The Coeur Terre 2 preliminary plat boundary encompasses approximately 202.01 gross acres (126.351 developable acres) in the southern portion of the Coeur Terre Master Planned Community, north of Interstate 90 on the we...
	A7.  Zoning: The subject property is zoned R-3 (20.185 acres), R-8 (74.844 acres including park lot), and R-17 (30.428 acres including the school lot).
	A8.  Proposed Density by Zoning District: R-3 at 2.4 du/acre (max 3 du/acre), R-8 at 3.2 du/acre (max 8 du/acre), and R-17 at 7.3 du/acre (max 17 du/acre). All proposed densities are within the maximums permitted by the underlying zoning and the Devel...
	A9.  Lot Size and Frontage: R-3 lots meet the minimum 11,500 sq. ft. lot size and 75-ft. frontage. R-8 lots meet the minimum 5,500 sq. ft. lot size and 50-ft. frontage. R-17 lot sizes and frontages vary, but all meet the minimum zoning performance sta...
	A10.  No Design Deviations: The applicant is not requesting any deviations from City Subdivision Code standards. The Coeur Terre 2 Subdivision request is not associated with a Planned Unit Development and is therefore only subject to the Subdivision F...
	A11.  Subdivision Application Checklist: The applicant has submitted a completed Chapter 16.15 Subdivision Design Standards checklist indicating compliance with each applicable standard, including street and path conformance, continuity of the street ...
	A12.  Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA): A TIA prepared by CivTech (April 2026) evaluated 2030 and 2035 horizon conditions. Project improvements (100% developer responsibility) include the Huetter Road/Access A roundabout and the Huetter/Mullan northbound...
	A13.  Internal Street Network: The proposed street system is designed to align with the Master Plan and Development Agreement. The internal street network avoids creating a direct route through the subdivision to discourage through-traffic. Stop-contr...
	A14.  Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities: Sidewalks are proposed throughout the development. Perimeter trail systems include a 12-foot asphalt multi-use path along the eastern boundary and a 10-foot asphalt path along the southern boundary. Mid-block w...
	A15. Public Utilities: Water systems include distribution mains sized for fire flow and spacing standards. Sewer systems connect to the municipal system. Stormwater management is via on-site infiltration with water quality treatment. All utilities are...
	A16. Appaloosa Trunk Main: Shall be extended prior to the 454th equivalent residential unit (ERU) connection per Development Agreement Section 3.2.1.3, as amended.
	A17. Community Park: A 12.309-acre centrally located community park lot is proposed with baseline improvements. The park lot and improvements shall be dedicated to the City per Development Agreement Section 4.7.2.
	A18. Public School Site: A 10.065-acre lot is designated for an elementary school, to be donated to the Coeur d'Alene School District pursuant to a Memorandum of Understanding (Exhibit F of the Development Agreement).
	A19. Phasing: The Coeur Terre 2 subdivision is proposed in seven phases: Addition (87 units), 1st Addition (90), 2nd Addition (47), 3rd Addition (69), 4th Addition (park lot), 5th Addition (school lot), and 6th Addition (27 lots / 213 units), with pha...
	A20. Affordable Housing: A minimum of 26 affordable/workforce housing units (approximately 5% of total units) are proposed. The Development Agreement commits the applicant to providing affordable housing as part of the Master Planned Community.
	A21. Concurrency Analysis: The applicant has submitted a Concurrency Analysis Matrix (Appendix A to the project narrative), evaluating the proposed preliminary plat against each applicable term of the Development Agreement (Sections 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.6...
	S-2-26: REQUIRED COEUR TERRE 2 SUBDIVISION FINDINGS
	Preliminary Plat For “Coeur Terre 2”:

	R-3 (Residential at 3 units/acre): Single-family homes
	17.05.070: SITE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS; MINIMUM LOT:
	Minimum lot requirements in an R-3 District shall be eleven thousand five hundred (11,500) square feet. All buildable lots must have seventy-five feet (75') of frontage on a public street, unless an alternative is approved by the City through normal s...
	R-8 (Residential at 8 units/acre): Single-family homes and public park
	17.05.090: GENERALLY:
	A.   The R-8 District is intended as a residential area that permits a mix of housing types at a density not greater than eight (8) units per gross acre.
	B.   In this district a special use permit, as prescribed in section 17.09.205 of this title may be requested by neighborhood sponsor to restrict development for a specific area to single-family detached housing only at eight (8) units per gross ac...
	C.   Project review (see sections 17.07.305 through 17.07.330 of this title) is required for all subdivisions and for all residential, civic, commercial, service and industry uses, except residential uses for four (4) or fewer dwellings.
	D.   A maximum of two (2) dwelling units are allowed per lot provided the lot meets the minimum lot square footage for two (2) units and each dwelling unit meets the minimum yard (setback) requirements.
	1.   For the purposes of this section, the term "two (2) dwelling units" shall mean two (2) single family dwelling units, one single family dwelling unit and one accessory dwelling unit (ADU), or one duplex. (Ord. 3600, 2018: Ord. 3560, 2017)
	17.05.100: PERMITTED USES; PRINCIPAL:
	Principal permitted uses in an R-8 District shall be as follows:
	 Administrative.
	 Duplex housing.
	 Essential service (underground).
	 "Home occupation", as defined in this title.
	 Neighborhood recreation.
	 Public recreation.
	 Single-family detached housing.
	17.05.110: PERMITTED USES; ACCESSORY:
	Accessory permitted uses in an R-8 District shall be as follows:
	 Accessory dwelling units.
	 Garage or carport (attached or detached).
	 Private recreation facility (enclosed or unenclosed)
	17.05.150: SITE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS; MINIMUM LOT:
	The minimum lot requirements in an R-8 District shall be five thousand five hundred (5,500) square feet per unit per individual lot. All buildable lots must have fifty feet (50') of frontage on a public street, unless an alternative is approved by the...
	R-17 (Residential at 17 units/acre): Multi-family and school site
	PARKS:
	Community Park: The Owners have agreed to donate to the City, via Warranty Deed, approximately 12.3 acres of land in the Development to the City for a public community park. The Owners further agree to complete baseline improvements for the park, acco...
	Parks Analysis
	The owners have agreed to donate 12.3 acres for a public community park in this phase. In the Development Agreement, we required a total of 17.7 acres of parkland to be allocated between the two proposed parks. The neighborhood park to the north has b...
	Trails:
	Public Trail/Multiuse Path System (N-S): The Owners have agreed to develop and dedicate two (2) traversing north-south trails to City standards that connect out of the Development to facilities for public use, a minimum of twelve feet (12') wide and p...
	Trails Analysis
	The plan shows a 12-foot-wide north/south trail on the east side of Coeur Terre Boulevard, starting from Hanley Road and terminating at the southern end of the future community park. This trail will need to continue to the southern end of the developm...
	Public Trail/Multiuse Path System (E-W): The Owners have agreed to develop and dedicate two (2) traversing east-west trails to City standards that connect out of the Development to facilities for public use, a minimum of ten feet (10') wide and paved ...
	Trails Analysis
	The plan shows a 10-foot-wide east/west trail, starting on the east side of the property, running along Nez Perce Road to Coeur Terre Boulevard, and ending at the future park. According to the Development Agreement, this trail will need to connect all...
	Pre-Construction Work: Prior to dedicating any park parcel, the Owners agree to
	maintain the site in a manner that facilitates future park development by avoiding contaminants, soil compaction, improper fill, and the like. The Owners will also remove any construction waste or debris and decompact the soil prior to dedication to t...
	Parks Analysis
	The developer will need to have the dedication of the park and the building of trails to coincide with the building of the development so that, as the development reaches those areas, the parks are dedicated and the trails are built. Having these comp...
	-Submitted by Monte McCully, Trails Coordinator
	A minimum of 26 affordable/workforce housing units totaling approximately 5% of Coeur Terre units, distributed across phased additions as follows:
	 Addition: 5 units (5.75%)
	 1st Addition: 4 units (5.08%)
	 2nd Addition: 4 units (5.80%)
	 3rd Addition: 2 units (5.12%)
	 6th Addition: 11 units (5.16%)
	PROPOSED SUBDIVISION CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:
	Fire:
	1. Landscaping must not cover or hide fire protection systems such as fire hydrants, FDC’s or PIV’s.
	2. Secondary means of egress shall be constructed and accepted by the City prior to the issuance of building permits for more than 30 single-family dwellings or more than 200 multi-family dwelling units as required by the International Fire Code (IFC)...
	3. Minimum fire department access road width is 20’ for buildings up to 30’ in height and 26’ in buildings over 30’ in height.
	4. No parking on roadways less than 26’ in width.
	Planning:
	Wastewater:
	9. An unobstructed City approved “all-weather” access shall be required over all public sewers.
	10. All public sewer plans require IDEQ or QLPE Approval prior to construction.
	11. Sewer Policy #716 requires all legally recognized parcels within the City to individually connect and discharge into (1) public sewer connection.
	12. Any utility easement for the public sewer shall be dedicated to the City prior to building permits.
	13. Coeur Terre Surcharge Fees will be applied as well as all applicable Sewer Cap Fees at time of building permit.
	14. The Appaloosa Trunk Main must be upsized prior to 454th ERU or as required by the City Wastewater Department.
	15. ERU tracking and construction timing/phasing must be reported to the Wastewater utility.
	Water:
	16. Relocation of Existing 24" Transmission Main (Nez Perce): The existing 24” transmission main currently located in Nez Perce will need to be relocated. The final alignment has not yet been determined and must be coordinated with the city and design...
	17. Timeline for Relocation: The relocation must be planned and completed prior to any construction activity. All work related to relocation must occur during the off-season (non-peak demand period) to avoid service impacts.
	18. Design Requirement: Detailed design work is required for the transmission main relocation. No construction may begin until the design is complete and approved.
	19. Hydraulic Study (JUB Engineering): JUB must complete a hydraulic study to confirm:
	a. The new line and proposed well are adequately sized b. Supply is sufficient for projected demand c. Whether an additional well or water tank is necessary as stated in the water dep comp plan.
	20. Service Connections: No individual services will be allowed on the transmission main.
	21. Timing of Main Activation: The relocated transmission main must be activated only during the off-season to minimize risk during high-demand periods.
	22. Secondary Irrigation System Requirements: If a separate irrigation system is proposed:
	 A certified operator is required to manage it
	 The irrigation provider must be registered with 811
	 Separation of potable and non-potable lines must follow DEQ standards (minimum 10-foot horizontal separation) and any lots that have access to auxiliary water will be required to have an approved RPBA installed on the supply line immediately downstr...
	 All irrigation valves must be clearly marked to identify the system.
	23. Tree Setbacks: A 10-foot minimum separation is required between trees and all water infrastructure.
	24. Tie-In at W. Arrowhead Rd.: A system tie-in is needed on W. Arrowhead Rd. To facilitate this, Lot 33 must be shifted north to create an open space between Lots 32 and 33.
	25. W. Woodside Ave. Transmission Main & PRV on N. Hutter Rd.:
	 The transmission main exiting W. Woodside must be relocated to accommodate the new layout.
	 The Pressure Reducing Valve (PRV) on N. Hutter Rd. must also be relocated to function correctly with the updated pressure zones and development layout.
	26. Abandonment of Unused Stubs: Any unused water stubs out of W. Woodside Ave. must be abandoned at the main.
	27. Design Submittals for Hydraulic Review: All water system designs must be submitted to JUB for review to determine:
	 Adequate incoming water supply
	 The need for an additional well
	 The need for a storage tank
	27. Easements
	 Provide a minimum 20-foot easement centered over the water main or 30-foot combined sewer and water easement where applicable.
	28. Development Water Study Compliance
	 Contractor is required to complete all upgrades and requirements identified in the Lakeside Development Water Study.
	Parks:
	Engineering:
	30. As described in the Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA), the developer will be responsible for adding a left turn lane on Huetter Road at Mullan Road and a roundabout at Access A (Halide Ave).
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	A. FINDINGS OF FACT:
	A1.   Public Hearing: The Planning and Zoning Commission held a public hearing on this matter on July 14, 2026, and considered testimony and evidence presented on the record and at the hearing.
	A6.   Property Location and Size: The Coeur Terre 2 preliminary plat boundary encompasses approximately 202.01 gross acres (126.351 developable acres) in the southern portion of the Coeur Terre Master Planned Community, north of Interstate 90 on the w...
	A7.   Zoning: The subject property is zoned R-3 (20.185 acres), R-8 (74.844 acres including park lot), and R-17 (30.428 acres including the school lot).
	A8.   Proposed Density by Zoning District: R-3 at 2.4 du/acre (max 3 du/acre), R-8 at 3.2 du/acre (max 8 du/acre), and R-17 at 7.3 du/acre (max 17 du/acre). All proposed densities are within the maximums permitted by the underlying zoning and the Deve...
	A9.   Lot Size and Frontage: R-3 lots meet the minimum 11,500 sq. ft. lot size and 75-ft. frontage. R-8 lots meet the minimum 5,500 sq. ft. lot size and 50-ft. frontage. R-17 lot sizes and frontages vary, but all meet the minimum zoning performance st...
	A10.   No Design Deviations: The applicant is not requesting any deviations from City Subdivision Code standards. The Coeur Terre 2 Subdivision request is not associated with a Planned Unit Development and is therefore only subject to the Subdivision ...
	A11.   Subdivision Application Checklist: The applicant has submitted a completed Chapter 16.15 Subdivision Design Standards checklist indicating compliance with each applicable standard, including street and path conformance, continuity of the street...
	A12.   Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA): A TIA prepared by CivTech (April 2026) evaluated 2030 and 2035 horizon conditions. Project improvements (100% developer responsibility) include the Huetter Road/Access A roundabout and the Huetter/Mullan northboun...
	A13.   Internal Street Network: The proposed street system is designed to align with the Master Plan and Development Agreement. The internal street network avoids creating a direct route through the subdivision to discourage through-traffic. Stop-cont...
	A14.   Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities: Sidewalks are proposed throughout the development. Perimeter trail systems include a 12-foot asphalt multi-use path along the eastern boundary and a 10-foot asphalt path along the southern boundary. Mid-block ...
	A15. Public Utilities: Water systems include distribution mains sized for fire flow and spacing standards. Sewer systems connect to the municipal system. Stormwater management is via on-site infiltration with water quality treatment. All utilities are...
	A16.  Appaloosa Trunk Main: Shall be extended prior to the 454th equivalent residential unit (ERU) connection per Development Agreement Section 3.2.1.3, as amended.
	A17.  Community Park: A 12.309-acre centrally located community park lot is proposed with baseline improvements. The park lot and improvements shall be dedicated to the City per Development Agreement Section 4.7.2.
	A18.  Public School Site: A 10.065-acre lot is designated for an elementary school, to be donated to the Coeur d'Alene School District pursuant to a Memorandum of Understanding (Exhibit F of the Development Agreement).
	A19.  Phasing: The Coeur Terre 2 subdivision is proposed in seven phases: Addition (87 units), 1st Addition (90), 2nd Addition (47), 3rd Addition (69), 4th Addition (park lot), 5th Addition (school lot), and 6th Addition (27 lots / 213 units), with ph...
	A20.  Affordable Housing: A minimum of 26 affordable/workforce housing units (approximately 5% of total units) are proposed. The Development Agreement commits the applicant to providing affordable housing as part of the Master Planned Community.
	A21.  Concurrency Analysis: The applicant has submitted a Concurrency Analysis Matrix (Appendix A to the project narrative), evaluating the proposed preliminary plat against each applicable term of the Development Agreement (Sections 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1....
	Fire:
	1. Landscaping must not cover or hide fire protection systems such as fire hydrants, FDC’s or PIV’s.
	2. Secondary means of egress shall be constructed and accepted by the City prior to the issuance of building permits for more than 30 single-family dwellings or more than 200 multi-family dwelling units as required by the International Fire Code (IFC)...
	3. Minimum fire department access road width is 20’ for buildings up to 30’ in height and 26’ for buildings over 30’ in height.
	4. No parking on roadways less than 26’ in width.
	Planning:
	Wastewater:
	9. An unobstructed City-approved “all-weather” access shall be required over all public sewers.
	10. All public sewer plans require IDEQ or QLPE Approval prior to construction.
	11. Sewer Policy #716 requires all legally recognized parcels within the City to individually connect and discharge into (1) public sewer connection.
	12. Any utility easement for the public sewer shall be dedicated to the City prior to building permits.
	13. Coeur Terre Surcharge Fees will be applied as well as all applicable Sewer Cap Fees at time of building permit.
	14. The Appaloosa Trunk Main must be upsized prior to 454th ERU or as required by the City Wastewater Department.
	15. ERU tracking and construction timing/phasing must be timely reported to the Wastewater utility.
	Water:
	16. Relocation of Existing 24" Transmission Main (Nez Perce): The existing 24” transmission main currently located in Nez Perce will need to be relocated. The final alignment has not yet been determined and must be coordinated with the City and design...
	17. Timeline for Relocation: The relocation must be planned and completed prior to any construction activity. All work related to relocation must occur during the off-season (non-peak demand period) to avoid service impacts.
	18. Design Requirement: Detailed design work is required for the transmission main relocation. No construction may begin until the design is complete and approved.
	19. Hydraulic Study (JUB Engineering): JUB must complete a hydraulic study to confirm:
	a. The new line and proposed well are adequately sized b. Supply is sufficient for projected demand c. Whether an additional well or water tank is necessary as stated in the water dep comp plan.
	20. Service Connections: No individual services will be allowed on the transmission main.
	21. Timing of Main Activation: The relocated transmission main must be activated only during the off-season to minimize risk during high-demand periods.
	22. Secondary Irrigation System Requirements: If a separate irrigation system is proposed:
	 A certified operator is required to manage it
	 The irrigation provider must be registered with 811
	 Separation of potable and non-potable lines must follow DEQ standards (minimum 10-foot horizontal separation) and any lots that have access to auxiliary water will be required to have an approved RPBA installed on the supply line immediately downstr...
	 All irrigation valves must be clearly marked to identify the system.
	23. Tree Setbacks: A 10-foot minimum separation is required between trees and all water infrastructure.
	24. Tie-In at W. Arrowhead Rd.: A system tie-in is needed on W. Arrowhead Rd. To facilitate this, Lot 33 must be shifted north to create an open space between Lots 32 and 33.
	25. W. Woodside Ave. Transmission Main & PRV on N. Hutter Rd.:
	 The transmission main exiting W. Woodside must be relocated to accommodate the new layout.
	 The Pressure Reducing Valve (PRV) on N. Hutter Rd. must also be relocated to function correctly with the updated pressure zones and development layout.
	26. Abandonment of Unused Stubs: Any unused water stubs out of W. Woodside Ave. must be abandoned at the main.
	27. Design Submittals for Hydraulic Review: All water system designs must be submitted to JUB for review to determine:
	 Adequate incoming water supply
	 The need for an additional well
	 The need for a storage tank
	27. Easements
	 Provide a minimum 20-foot easement centered over the water main or 30-foot combined sewer and water easement where applicable.
	28. Development Water Study Compliance
	 Contractor is required to complete all upgrades and requirements identified in the Lakeside Development Water Study.
	Parks:
	Engineering:
	30. As described in the Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA), the developer will be responsible for adding a left turn lane on Huetter Road at Mullan Road and a roundabout at Access A (Halide Ave).
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	Ms. Barker, Associate Planner, provided an overview of the request and noted the action alternatives this evening. The Planning and Zoning Commission must consider the request and make a recommendation of adoption or rejection of the requested City R-...
	The proposed annexation itself would not adversely affect the surrounding area with regard to traffic, as no traffic is generated from an annexation. The proposed annexation is requesting R-17 zoning for the approximately 9.27-acre property. Without k...
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	PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
	STAFF REPORT
	FROM:                    BARBARA BARKER, ASSOCIATE PLANNER
	DECISION POINT:
	Current Imagery (NEW) Phase 1 infrastructure under construction
	SUMMARY OF FACTS:
	The following facts are from the December 9, 2025 public hearing.
	Some points have been updated to integrate development progress. Those changes are shown in red italics below. They have been reviewed by staff and found to be consistent with the revised Preliminary Plat in consideration for interpretation by the Com...
	REQUIRED SUBDIVISION FACTS:
	 The Planning and Zoning Commission held a public hearing on this matter on December 9, 2025.
	 The Planning and Zoning Commission will hold an Interpretation meeting on the question of a revised preliminary plat drawing on November 10, 2026.
	The following are findings to be evaluated from review of the Revised Preliminary Plat drawings provided with the request for interpretation.
	They have been reviewed by staff and found to be consistent with the original Preliminary Plat approved by the Commission in December 2025.
	Review notes are in RED.
	Finding B1: That all the general preliminary plat requirements (have) (have not) been met as attested to by the City Engineer.
	Finding B2: That the provisions for sidewalks, streets, alleys, rights-of-way, easements, street lighting, fire protection, planting, drainage, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and utilities (are) (are not) adequate.
	Finding B3: That the proposed Preliminary Plat (does) (does not) comply with all of the subdivision design standards (Ref. Chapter 16.15.) and all of the subdivision improvement standards (Ref. Chapter 16.40.)
	Finding B4: The lots proposed in the Preliminary Plat (do) (do not) meet the requirements of the applicable zoning district.
	The applicant has proposed a total of ten (10) commercial lots on the subject property, which is zoned C-17. At the subdivision level, minimum site performance standards must be met. There is no current request for a Planned Unit Development (PUD). De...
	Existing Zoning Map:
	17.05.550: SITE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS; MINIMUM LOT:
	Minimum lot requirements in a C-17 district shall be as follows:
	A.   Residential lot requirements are as specified for the R-17 district.
	B.   For the remaining uses, there are no minimum lot requirements except as required by state or federal laws. (Ord. 1691 §1(part), 1982)
	17.05.560: SITE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS; MINIMUM YARD:
	Minimum yard requirements in a C-17 district shall be as follows:
	A.   Single-family and duplex structures must meet the minimum yard requirements for a single-family structure established by the R-3 district.
	B.   For multiple-family housing, see the R-17 district.
	C.   For remaining uses:
	1.   Front: The front yard requirement shall be ten feet (10') except where a majority of the property of the same block is already developed to the property line, in which case the front yard setback is zero feet (0').
	2.   Side And Rear: The side and rear yard requirements shall be zero feet (0') except as required by life safety or uniform building codes and except when the side or rear abuts a lot in a different district that requires rear or side yards, in...
	D.   For horizontal mixed-use projects with both multiple-family housing and commercial uses, the setbacks shall be those which are applicable to the individual use in that portion of the project.
	E.   There will be no permanent structures constructed within the corner cutoff. (Ord. 3674 §5, 2021: Ord. 3560, 2017)
	DECISION POINT:




