
 PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
 CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS    
 
 APRIL 11, 2006 

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

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

 
 

5:30 P.M. CALL TO ORDER: 
 
ROLL CALL: Bruning, Bowlby, Jordan, Rasor, Messina, Souza, Tiffany Tenty (Student Representative), 

Dane Larsen (Student Alternate) 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  
 
March 14, 2006, Planning Commission 
March 28, 2006, Planning Commission Workshop 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
 
 
COMMISSION COMMENTS: 
 
  
STAFF COMMENTS: 
 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS: 
 
1. Applicant: Indiana Arms Development 
 Location:   217 Indiana and 405 3rd Street 

Request:    Proposed 8-unit condominium plat  
  “Indiana Arms Condominium Plan Phase II” 
  ADMINISTRATIVE, (SS-7-06) 
 

 
PUBLIC HEARINGS:  
 
 
1. Applicant: City of Coeur d’Alene, Parks Department 
 Location: Between Spokane River and Riverview Lane in the Mill River development 
 Request: Proposed Public Recreation special use permit 
   in the R-3PUD(Residential at 3 units/acre) zoning district. 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL, (SP-2-06) 
 
2. Applicant: City of Coeur d’Alene, Parks Department 
 Location: N.W. corner of 12th Street and Lunceford Lane 
 Request: Proposed Public Recreation special use permit 
   in the R-5(Residential at 5 units/acre)zoning district. 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL, (SP-3-06) 
 
 
 
 
 
 



3. Applicant: William Crawford 
 Location: NWC of 15th and Violet 
 Request Proposed zone change from R-3 (Residential at 3 units/acre) 
   To R-5 (Residential at 5 units/acre) zoning district 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL, (ZC-2-06) 
 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT/CONTINUATION: 
 
Motion by                    , seconded by                     , 
to continue meeting to                ,      , at      p.m.; motion carried unanimously. 
Motion by                    ,seconded by                   , to adjourn meeting; motion carried unanimously.  
 
 
*The City of Coeur d’Alene will make reasonable accommodations for anyone attending this 
meeting who requires special assistance for hearing, physical or other impairments.  Please 
contact Shana Stuhlmiller at (208)769-2240 at least 24 hours in advance of the meeting date and 
time. 
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 PLANNING COMMISSION 

MINUTES 
 MARCH 14, 2006  
 CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
 
 
 
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT   STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT
John Bruning, Chairman    John Stamsos, Associate Planner 
Heather Bowlby     Shana Stuhlmiller, Public Hearing Assistant 
Brad Jordan     Warren Wilson, Deputy City Attorney   
Tom Messina     Gordon Dobler, Engineering Services Director 
Scott Rasor 
Mary Souza 
Tiffany Tenty, (Student Representative) 
 
 
COMMISSIONERS ABSENT 
 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER  
 
Chairman Bruning called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m.  
 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
 
Motion by Rasor, seconded by Messina, to approve the minutes of the Planning Commission meeting on 
February 14. 2006.   Motion approved. 

 
 

COMMISSION COMMENTS: 
 
Chairman Bruning announced the upcoming Planning Commission meetings for March and April. 
 
Commissioner Souza commented that at the Planning Commission meeting held in January, she 
expressed a concern regarding eminent domain and volunteered to draft a letter expressing those 
concerns as discussed. She announced that the letter is completed and presented a copy for the 
Commission to review and sign, if they are agreeable to what it says. 
 
Commissioner Jordan commented that it is a nice letter but not sure if this subject should be coming 
forward from the Planning Commission.   
 
Commissioner Bowlby commented that she is agreeable with sending the letter to Council and letting them 
decide on how to address this issue.   
 
 
Motion by Bowlby, seconded by Rasor, to send the letter forward to Council. Motion approved. 
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ROLL CALL:  
 
Commissioner Bowlby  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Jordan  Voted Nay 
Commissioner Messina  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Rasor  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Souza  Voted Aye 
 
Motion to approve carried by a 4 to 1 vote.  
 
STAFF COMMENTS: 
 
Staff did not have comments. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
 
None. 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS:   
 
 
1. Applicant: Coeur d’Alene Homes Inc. and Heritage Place Inc. 
 Location: 704 W. Walnut Avenue   

Request:    Proposed 2-lot preliminary plat “Coeur d’Alene Homes First Addition” 
  ADMINISTRATIVE (SS-5-06) 
 

Engineering Services Director Dobler presented the staff report and then asked if the Commission had any 
questions. 
 
The Commission did not have any questions for staff. 
 
Motion by Rasor, seconded by Souza, to approve Item SS-5-06.  Motion approved.  
 
 
2. Applicant: Copper Basin Construction 
 Location: Adjacent to Riverway Place and Swiftwater Lane in the Mill River development 
 Request: A proposed 117-unit Residential Condominium Plat  
   “The Condos at Mill River” in the R-17 (residential at17 units/acre) zoning district. 
   ADMINISTRATIVE (SS-6-06) 
    
Commissioner Rasor declared a conflict of interest and was excused. 
 
Engineering Services Director Dobler presented the staff report and then asked if the Commission had any 
questions. 
 
The Commission did not have any questions for staff. 
 
Motion by Souza, seconded by Bowlby, to approve Item SS-6-06.  Motion approved. 
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PUBLIC HEARINGS
 
1. Applicant: Thomas G. Walsh  
 Location: 1027 Sherman Avenue 
 Request:  A proposed 55-foot variance to increase the building height from 38 to 93 feet. 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL (V-1-06) 
 
Associate Planner Stamsos presented the staff report, gave the mailing tally as 2 in favor, 9 opposed, and 
4 neutral, and answered questions from the Commission.  
 
Commissioner Souza inquired what the allowable height limit is within the Infill Overlay District. 
 
Associate Planner Stamsos answered that the height limit is 38 feet for principal structures in the 
Downtown Overlay District within the C-17L zoning district. 
 
Commissioner Souza inquired when Council first approved these regulations.  
 
Associate Planner Stamsos answered that the Infill Regulations were adopted by the City Council in 2004 
reminding them that the intent of the regulations is to encourage infill development while protecting 
surrounding neighborhoods and encouraging a sensitive form of development that complements the visual 
character and nature of the City. 
 
Commissioner Rasor questioned why this request is coming before the Planning Commission since height 
is already established within the Overlay District. 
 
Associate Planner Stamsos replied that there is a height variance procedure available in the Zoning 
Ordinance that would allow additional height, if approved by the Planning Commission. 
 
Public testimony open. 
 
Tom Walsh, applicant, 1027 Sherman Avenue, Coeur d’Alene, commented that he has been in business 
for 20 years.  He continued that he has spent a lot of time talking with the surrounding neighbors and is 
sensitive to their concerns. He feels that by approving this project will help make downtown accessible, 
which is vital for growth.  He commented that various neighbors have stated that they are concerned with 
the impact the building will have on traffic and explained that an underground parking facility will be 
provided that will not impact parking for the existing neighborhood.  He added that this building will be a 
compliment to the City and asked for the Planning Commission’s approval. 
  
Scott Cranston, Applicants representative, 729 Government Way, Coeur d’Alene, presented a PowerPoint 
presentation explaining how the building will look on the property and handed out drawings of the building 
for the Commission to review. 
 
Dell Hatch,  Applicants representative, 729 Government Way, Coeur d’Alene, explained the site plan to 
the Commission and then asked if the Commission had any questions.   
 
Commissioner Messina commented that when various projects in the City are approved, it is the intent of 
the contractor to keep the existing trees on the site, but after the project is completed, the trees are 
removed. 
.   
Mr. Hatch commented that during the construction phase there is always a risk that trees will be lost. He 
explained that the existing trees on the property are mature and feels that they will survive, and if they do 
not survive will be replaced by something similar in size. 
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Chairman Bruning commented that the handout showed various views of the building but did not show 
how the elevations looked from the north side of the building.  He added that he is concerned that the 
neighbors behind the building will be looking at the back of a blank wall. 
 
Mr. Cranston explained that the back of the building will be designed with a lot of glass mixed with various 
types of wood that will blend with the surrounding neighborhood.  He added that balconies will be added to 
the back so future tenants can enjoy the surrounding views of the area.  
 
Commissioner Rasor commented that many of the residents are concerned that the height of this building 
will affect the amount of sunlight on their homes, especially the people living behind the building. 
 
Mr. Cranston explained that the top of building will be shorter than the existing fir tree currently on the site 
and feels that some shading could happen, but will be minimal.   
 
David Douythy, 1028 Lakeside Avenue, Coeur d’Alene, commented that they live to the north of the 
building and was concerned that the additional height will block the amount of sun preventing them from 
enjoying their back yard in the summer. 
 
Mike Whallon, 1022 E. Lakeside Avenue, Coeur d’Alene, commented that he is opposed and concerned 
that the impact of balconies on the back of the building will affect his ability to enjoy his backyard for fear 
of people who live in the building staring down at them.  
 
Lloyd Vivian, 1020 Lakeside Avenue, Coeur d’Alene, commented that he is concerned with the added 
traffic that this project will generate and feels his property values will be affected.  He added these people 
are devious. 
 
Tom Anderson, 814 Coeur d’Alene Avenue, Coeur d’Alene, commented that this project is out of place 
and belongs in a C-34 zone. He feels that this project will have a negative impact to the neighborhood. 
 
Keith Thorhaug, 1025 E.Lakeside Avenue, Coeur d’Alene, presented a copy of a petition to the 
Commission with over 100 signatures from people who are opposed to this project. He added that this will 
have a visual impact to the neighborhood and should not be approved.  
 
Barb Crumpacker, 1015 Lakeside Avenue, Coeur d’Alene, commented that she has talked to numerous 
realtors who say property values will go down if this project is approved. She added air quality is a concern 
and that the Planning Commission should be aware of the Sun Laws that will be going to legislature, 
addressing these concerns in the future. 
 
John Montandon, 1010 Sherman Avenue, Coeur d’Alene, commented that he is the owner of Ace 
Hardware that is located across the street from the applicant’s property and feels that this building will be a 
positive change and vital for downtown growth.    
 
John Coutts, 1873 Silverback Road, Coeur d’Alene, commented that he does not understand how this 
project can be approved without an environmental study done first.  He feels there are major visual issues 
that should be discussed further before a final decision is determined.  He added that the people who live 
here should not forget what makes Coeur d’Alene a vibrant town to live in, and disappointed nobody 
bothered to ask his opinion on this issue. 
 
Commissioner Souza commented that she appreciates his insight for this project and explained that is why 
we have a public hearing for community input for future developments. 
 
Gayle Nye, 1120 Lakeside, Coeur d’Alene, commented that she recently returned from a trip to New York 
and has a business on Sherman Avenue and does not want to live in a “Little Manhattan” and is opposed 
to the request.  
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John Vivian, 1020 Lakeside, Coeur d’Alene, commented that he is a contractor and feels that the impact of 
dust from construction is an issue and is opposed to the project. 
 
Chris Copstead, 502 N. 20th, Coeur d’Alene, complimented Mr. Walsh on the design of a gorgeous 
building but feels that the building is in the wrong location.  He concurs with the neighborhood about how 
the visual impact to the City will be affected, and feels that by approving this request will set precedence 
for future projects of this type in the City. 
 
REBUTTAL: 
 
Mr. Cranston commented that the design of the building was done based on the sensitivity to the 
neighborhood. He explained by minimizing the footprint of the building justified the request for additional 
height because of the size of the lot. He added that extra parking stalls are added so that people living in 
the area will not be inconvenienced. He commented that this project will be an asset to the community. 
 
Commissioner Souza inquired where the dumpsters would be located on the property. 
 
Mr. Cranston replied that the dumpsters would be located in the alley. 
 
Commissioner Souza commented that trash pick-up in the City is early in the morning and feels that the 
location of the dumpster on the property is important so the neighborhood is not impacted.  
 
Commissioner Souza commented that cars coming and going out of the building at night with headlights 
shining into the neighbor’s windows could be a problem. 
 
Mr. Cranston explained that all parking will be located on the lower level of the building so that the 
headlights will not be a problem. He added that low-level site-specific lighting will be placed around the 
building with the addition of soft landscape lighting placed in the courtyard of the building.   
 
Public testimony closed. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Chairman Bruning commented that it took a long time to prepare the final draft of the Infill Ordinance and 
from those discussions height was a concern. He added that this is a nice building but in the wrong place.  
 
Commissioner Messina concurred with Chairman Bruning and is opposed to the request. 
 
Student Representative Tenty commented that in the beginning of testimony, she would have approved 
the request since it was an attractive building.  She explained that after hearing testimony from the 
community agrees that people have a right to enjoy the sunshine and feels that this building is in the 
wrong part of town.   
 
Commissioner Souza concurred and wanted to compliment the applicant on the project especially the idea 
of a pedestrian friendly building, which is impressive. She feels that that this project is not compatible with 
the neighborhood because of visual and environmental issues and should not be approved.  
 
Commissioner Rasor commented that he is on the “fence” and feels that this building can be safely 
constructed, but height is a concern.  
 
Commissioner Jordan commented that noise from construction is a problem and concurs with the other 
Commissioners that this building is in the wrong area.  He commented that this type of building should be 
located in the Central Business District and does not see how this request could be approved.  
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Commissioner Bowlby commented that she is concerned about the amount of access available for 
construction in the alley and feels that it would not be a safe environment for the neighborhood.  She 
added the amount of airspace and sun is a concern and that the timing is not right for this project. 
 
Motion by Rasor, seconded by Souza, to deny Item V-1-06.  Motion approved.  
 
 
ROLL CALL:  
 
Commissioner Bowlby  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Jordan  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Messina  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Rasor  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Souza  Voted Aye 
 
Motion to deny carried by a 5 to 0 vote.  
 
2. Applicant: Vernon Cartwright 
 Location: 1502 2nd Street 
 Request: A proposed 4-lot preliminary plat “Cartwright Estates” 
   in the R-12 (residential at 12 units/acre) zoning district. 
   QUASI-JUDICAL (S-4-06) 
 
Associate Planner Stamsos presented the staff report, gave the mailing tally as 2 in favor, 0 opposed, and 
4 neutral and answered questions from the Commission.  
 
There were no questions for staff. 
 
Vern Cartwright, applicant, 1424 N. Second Street, Coeur d’Alene, commented that he purchased the 
property a few years ago and presented drawings of the types of homes to be built on the property.  He 
then asked if the Commission had any questions. 
 
There were no questions for the applicant. 
 
Motion by Jordan, seconded by Bowlby, to approve Item S-4-06. Motion approved. 
 
ROLL CALL:  
 
Commissioner Bowlby  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Jordan  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Messina  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Rasor  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Souza  Voted Aye 
 
Motion to approve carried by a 5 to 0 vote.  
 
4. Applicant: Jessy Lorion & Arvid Lundin/ Iriving Place LLC. 
 Location: 3202 and 3206 North 4th Street 
 Request: Proposed zone change from R-12 (Residential at 12 units/acre) to 
   C-17L (Commercial limited) zoning district. 
   QUASI-JUDICAL (ZC-1-06) 
 
Associate Planner Stamsos presented the staff report, gave the mailing tally as 1 in favor, 2 opposed, and 
3 neutral, and answered questions from the Commission.  
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Commissioner Jordan commented that he is not sure if the zone requested by the applicant is appropriate 
for the area. 
 
Jessy Lorian, applicant, 320 S 13th Street, Coeur d’Alene, commented that she has been a doctor for 
seven years and recently bought this property with her husband who is currently operating a violin store. 
She recently received notice that she would be losing her lease in Rathdrum with the intent to relocate her 
business on the same property with her husband’s business.  
 
She commented that she has always been active in the community and feels that this business would 
benefit this neighborhood tremendously by providing medical services close to their homes. She 
commented that she believes that this property is intended to be commercial because of the surrounding 
businesses and feels that if they were to sell the property someone else would buy it and put a business in 
that would not have as much merit as the business she intends to operate.  
 
Commissioner Bowlby explained that if this zone change is approved and the applicant sells the property, 
that another type of commercial business could move in that would not be as attractive.  She commented 
that she is hesitant to approve this request and does not like spot zoning. 
 
Commissioner Souza inquired if a home occupation permit would work with this type of use.  
 
Associate Planner Stamsos answered that it could work as a home occupation and explained that the 
business would have to meet very specific criteria in order to qualify. 
 
Ms. Lorin commented that the neighborhood would be served well by this type of business and asked for 
this request to be approved. 
 
Commissioner Jordan commented that he understands the applicant’s dilemma and would want this to 
work but is not sure this should be zoned commercial. 
 
Ms. Lorian commented that Costco was approved for a zone change and that the property was not 
originally zoned commercial. 
 
Commissioner Jordan explained that the land where Costco was built was contiguous with the other 
commercial property in the area and that is why it was approved.     
 
Commissioner Souza inquired if the applicant has spoken to anybody in the neighborhood about this zone 
change request.  
 
Ms. Lorian commented she has not had a chance to speak to the neighbors but has received numerous 
comments that a doctor’s office would be a great addition to the neighborhood.  
 
Bob Brown, 3692 N Stevens Place, Coeur d’Alene, commented that he represents the people who live in 
the Village and they fully support this request.  He explained that the people who live in the area would be 
delighted to have a doctor’s office in this neighborhood so they could walk to the office and not have to 
drive. 
 
Brian Donnell, 414 E. Ichabod Lane, Coeur d’Alene, commented that this is a community for his kids to 
grow up in and that traffic has doubled and feels that this would be a mistake to approve this zone change. 
 
Commissioner Souza commented that she concurs with Commissioner Jordan that it would be nice to 
have more options then what is currently allowed by the zoning ordinance.  She explained that currently 
the Planning Commission is working on a new type of Commercial designation that would fit this type of 
use but that it is not yet available. 
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REBUTTAL: 
 
Ms. Lorian commented that the new zoning the Commission is working on would be a benefit and added 
that if the property is sold somebody else could use the property for something not as nice as what is 
proposed with this request.  
 
Commissioner Bowlby inquired if a condition could be added to the approval of this zone change.  
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson explained that this would be contract zoning and that currently the City does 
not have the tool available for this type of approval.  He added that in other jurisdictions this has been 
done but there have been numerous problems with the process. 
 
Commissioner Messina commented that this is a dilemma but feels the need to protect the neighborhood 
comes first. 
 
Commissioner Jordan complimented the applicant on her presentation and concurs with Commissioner 
Messina that this is a dilemma and feels that he can not approve this request 
 
Commissioner Bowlby commented that she has had numerous complaints from people claiming that the 
City has too much commercial zoning and that this would be considered “spot zoning”. 
 
Motion by Jordan, seconded by Rasor, to deny without prejudice Item ZC-1-06.  Motion approved.  
 
 
ROLL CALL:  
 
Commissioner Bowlby  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Jordan  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Messina  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Rasor  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Souza  Voted Aye 
 
Motion to deny without prejudice carried by a 5 to 0 vote.  
 
 
5. Applicant: Tim Mueller 
 Location: Adjacent to the Landings at Waterford between Atlas &     
   Huetter Roads 
 Request: 
 
  A. Proposed zoning prior to annexation from County Agricultural to 
   City R-8 (Residential at 8 units/acre) zoning district 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL (A-1-06) 
 
  B. A proposed 867-lot preliminary plat “Hawks Nest” in the R-8  
   (Residential at 8 unit/acre) zoning district 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL (S-3-06) 
 
Chairman Bruning commented that before the public hearing can continue, a motion is needed by the 
Commission to continue past 10:00 p.m. 
 
Motion by Rasor, seconded by Messina, to not continue the Public Hearing past 10:00 p.m. 
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ROLL CALL:  
 
Commissioner Bowlby  Voted Nay 
Commissioner Jordan  Voted Nay 
Commissioner Messina  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Rasor  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Souza  Voted Nay 
 
Motion to deny by a 3 to 2 vote. Motion approved. 
 
Commissioner Jordan commented that he would like to proceed with the hearing since the applicant has 
been waiting a long time for the Commission to hear their request. 
 
Motion by Souza, seconded by Bowlby, to continue the Public hearing past 10:00 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL:  
 
Commissioner Bowlby  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Jordan  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Messina  Voted Nay 
Commissioner Rasor  Voted Nay 
Commissioner Souza  Voted Aye 
 
Motion to approve carried by a 3 to 2 vote. Motion approved. 
 
Associate Planner Stamsos presented the staff report, gave the mailing tally as 0 in favor, 1 opposed, and 
5 neutral, and answered questions from the Commission.  
 
Engineering Services Director Dobler noted a change to condition number three in the staff report and 
than read the proposed change to the Commission. He commented staff has spent a lot of time reviewing 
the conditions with the applicant for this project and is confident that all issues have been addressed. 
 
Public testimony open: 
 
Jon Mueller, applicant representative, 611 Sherman Avenue, Coeur d’Alene, commended staff for the new 
subdivision process that is required prior to submitting an application and how it has been a great 
experience to have any problems addressed early before having a hearing. He explained in detail the 
project to the Commission and commented that the project is similar to Sunshine Meadows that has been 
a success.  He then presented a power point presentation to the Commission explaining the entire project 
and then asked if the Commission had any questions. 
 
Commissioner Bowlby inquired how much land would be included with the proposed park. 
 
Mr. Mueller commented that he would estimate that the neighborhood park would be ten to twelve acres. 
 
Commissioner Souza inquired how soon the applicant would donate the park to the City. 
 
Mr. Mueller replied that the park would be donated as soon as it is developed.  He added that the staff 
report is great and that all the conditions are acceptable. 
 
Commissioner Souza questioned if the applicant agrees with the list of conditions listed in the staff report 
from the Parks Department.  
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Mr. Mueller answered that items b through g have been discussed and approved.  He noted that item 13 
regarding the development of grade separations is being discussed with the City and will be addressed in 
the annexation agreement.  He commented that the City has not acquired the property yet from the 
railroad and when that happens we will accommodate the condition but that will not happen until the City 
owns the property.  He continued that he feels it is not fair to have to accommodate this as a condition 
until the City owns the property. 
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson commented that staff and the applicant are working on this issue and feels 
that by including this condition in the Annexation Agreement will give staff more time to solve the issue. He 
added that he is confident this will be a win/win situation for the City and the Developer.   
 
Commissioner Bowlby commented if the applicant has discussed with the Post Falls School District the 
issues regarding the need for an elementary school and how important it is that the developer address 
these issues with the school district.  
 
Mr. Mueller commented that he has had discussions with Jerry Keane of the Post Falls School District and 
is aware of the need for a new school and told Mr. Keane that they are willing to help with any issues 
impacting the district regarding this development.  
 
Commissioner Bowlby commented that she feels that it is the responsibility for the development to pay for 
additional schools if needed. 
 
Commissioner Souza inquired if fencing is proposed for the project. 
 
Mr. Mueller replied that fencing would be placed around the perimeter of the development including the 
double frontage lots on the property. He added that they are still looking at different types of fencing 
material that is not as shiny and will be looking at different options in the future.  
 
Commissioner Souza questioned if the applicant feels that there is enough entries into the development 
that people on bikes and walkers can safely get in and out of the development. 
 
Mr. Mueller pointed on a map the various entries proposed into the development.  He added that there 
have been many discussions with the Bike/Ped Committee to include the placement of class one and two 
trails within this development. 
 
Commissioner Bowlby commented that she is concerned with the placement of solid fencing next to the 
road creating a solid barrier that is not safe for people who use the trail, especially children.  
 
Mr. Mueller explained that the fence would be placed so that there will be a distance between the trail and 
Atlas road with the trail designed to pull away from the street. He commented that they are researching a 
different type of fence material that is see-through that would probably work with this project. 
 
Steve Syrcle, Inland Northwest Consultants, explained how the water and sewer master plan will work with 
this development and how the implementation of the City’s new subdivision process worked well with 
getting issues addressed with this project. 
 
Commissioner Souza expressed a concern that the park will be used for storm water drainage and asked 
the applicant to promise that this will not happen to this project. 
 
Mike Gridley, 2913 Fernan Road, Coeur d’Alene, commented that as the Vice Chairman of the North 
Idaho Centennial Trail Foundation that there group fully supports the Centennial trail with future 
developments linking trails together in North Idaho. He presented to the Commission an overview of how 
the Centennial Trail will link to the prairie in the future.  He expressed thanks to the developer for the 
integration of Ped/Bike comments into their designs and for the support of grade separated crossings at all 
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locations to ensure safety for everyone who will be using the trail system in the future. 
 
Commissioner Souza inquired if an equestrian trail is planned in the future. 
 
Mr. Gridley commented that these trails are required to be separated from the other trails but in the future 
could be a possibility. 
 
Commissioner Bowlby inquired if he could estimate how soon the railroad acquisition would take place. 
 
Mr. Gridley commented that hopefully in 2006 they would be abandoned. 
 
Doug Eastwood, City Parks Director, 710 Mullan Avenue, Coeur d’Alene, complimented the Hawks Nest 
team for working with staff on various issues associated with this project including issues dealing with 
grade separations.  He added that he believes that it is a goal for both the City and developer to provide a 
safe environment for everyone using the trail system in the future.  He commented that this project will be 
a great asset to the community. 
 
Commissioner Bowlby questioned if staff was comfortable with the amount of acreage provided by the 
developer for a park. 
 
Mr. Eastwood commented that the first time this plan was submitted staff was not comfortable with the 
amount presented by the developer but now what is proposed is an adequate amount that will provide a 
great trailhead. 
 
Commissioner Bowlby inquired if the applicant feels that an R-8 is appropriate zoning for this parcel. 
 
Mr. Mueller commented that they feel an R-8 is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood, which will 
allow them to be creative in the designing of the project. 
 
Motion by Bowlby, seconded by Jordan, to approve Item A-1-06.  Motion approved. 
 
ROLL CALL:  
 
Commissioner Bowlby  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Jordan  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Messina  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Rasor  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Souza  Voted Aye 
 
Motion to approve carried by a 5 to 0 vote.  
 
Motion by Bowlby, seconded by Jordan, to approve Item S-3-06.  Motion approved.  
 
ROLL CALL:  
 
Commissioner Bowlby  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Jordan  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Messina  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Rasor  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Souza  Voted Aye 
 
Motion to approve carried by a 5 to 0 vote.  
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ADJOURNMENT:
 
Motion by Jordan, seconded by Souza, to adjourn the meeting. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 12:30 p.m. Motion approved. 
 
Respectfully submitted by John Stamsos, Associate Planner 
 
Prepared by Shana Stuhlmiller, Public Hearing Assistant 
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 PLANNING COMMISSION 

MINUTES 
 MARCH 28, 2006  
 CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 
 
 
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT
John Bruning, Chairman  David Yadon, Planning Director 
Heather Bowlby Sean Holm, Assistant Planner 
Brad Jordan  
Scott Rasor  
Mary Souza  
  
COMMISSIONERS ABSENT  
Tom Messina  
Dane Larsen, (Alternate Student Representative)  
Tiffany Tenty, (Student Representative)  
One Vacant Position  
 
CALL TO ORDER  
 
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Bruning at 5:30 p.m.  
 

 
 
 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE ITEM:   
 
1. Applicant: Marcelle S. Crews 
 Location:   110 W. Haycraft 

Request:   PUD-1-06 Removal of PUD Ord. 1536 
  ADMINISTRATIVE   

 
Planning Director Yadon presented the staff report. He explained the original request was approved under 
a former zoning ordinance by the Planning Commission on April 11, 1978 in conjunction with a zone 
change. The PUD was utilized to ensure that land use on the site did not cause a problem for the 
wastewater treatment plant. In this case, the PUD limits use of this site to an athletic club only. Under the 
former zoning ordinance, the commission had the option of establishing a specific time limit for 
commencement of the activity covered by the PUD. In this case, the Planning Commission did not 
exercise the option so there was no expiration date put on the PUD approval if the athletic club was not 
built.  
 
In 1982, the City Council adopted a revised zoning ordinance that established a one year time limit for 
approval of the final PUD development plan or the planning commission approval expires but, because 
this request was approved under the earlier zoning ordinance, this new time limit does not apply.  
He then asked if the Commission had any questions. 
 
Commissioner Rasor asked if the C-17 zone was applicable in 1978 and how it would affect the request 
today. The Planning Commission members discussed current zoning and land use adjacent to the subject 
property. 
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Motion by Rasor, seconded by Souza, to approve Item PUD-1-06.  Motion approved. 
 
 
Comprehensive Plan Workshop 
Planner Holm provided the commissioners with the latest draft of the “call-out” areas and a letter from 
residents on Government Way south of Harrison requesting inclusion in the plan as a special district. The 
Commission reviewed began discussion by reviewing the history and reasoning for of inclusion of specific 
neighborhoods in past plans. They discussed a common desire that ideally, a neighborhood would have 
distinct boundaries and have some minimum of homeowner organization.  Various commissioners noted 
the Fort Grounds as an example as well as the efforts of the Mayor and former commissioner Susie 
Snedaker to piggyback on Block Watch neighborhood. The commission asked staff to develop a draft 
special district page for the Government Way Neighborhood for consideration..  
 
Planner Holm then led the commission through a review of the revised “call-out” areas. Minor 
amendments were made with significant discussion centering on the eastern Planning Area boundary. The 
commissioner’s discussion ranged from the practical difficulties of wastewater and water service as to a 
desire to ensure that development in these areas would be environmentally sensitive. The commission 
elected to contract the southeast boundary back to an area approximately bounded by Sunnyside Road,  
Interstate 90 , the southern ridgeline above Fernan Lake. This area would include the Sky Harbor 
development. The commission concluded that this area would allow for some reasonable development 
potential as well as address potential water quality issues. 
 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT:
 
Motion by Rasor, seconded by Jordan, to adjourn the meeting.   
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:05p.m.  Motion approved.  
 
Respectfully submitted by David Yadon, Planning Director 
 
 
 
 



 



TO:   Planning Commission 
FROM:   Christopher H. Bates, Project Manager  
DATE:   April 11, 2006 
SUBJECT:  SS-7-06, Indiana Arms Condos – Phase II       

 
 
DECISION POINT 
 
 Approve or deny the applicant's request for a condominium development on Indiana Avenue.   

 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
1. Applicant: Kevin Bettis  
   Indiana Arms Development, LLC 
   19962 W. Riverview Drive  

Post Falls, ID 83854              
    
2. Request: Approval of a request for a one (1) building, eight (8) unit condominium development on 

Indiana Avenue at 3rd Street. This is the second phase of the original Indiana Arms 
condominium project that was approved in March 2005.  

 
3. Location: Northwest corner of Indiana Avenue and 3rd Street.    
    

 
PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS      
 
1. Zoning:  Existing zoning for the subject property is C-34 which is a broad spectrum commercial 
    district that also allows residential development at 34 units/acre.  
 
2.          Land Use: The subject property is currently being developed into condominium units and the 

building  
is constructed.  

 
3. Infrastructure: Utilities, Streets, & Storm Water Facilities 

 
Utilities:  Sewer & Water 

 
The subject property has access to both sewer and water utilities and the 
connections have been made.      

  
Streets: The public streets adjoining the subject property are developed to current 

standards.  
 
Fire: Fire service serving the subject property was previously addressed with the 

underlying subdivision and with the building permit for the site development. No 
additional installations will be required that were not previously noted. 

 
Storm Water:   Street drainage is already contained in the existing City system and on-site 

stormwater was previously addressed with the underlying construction.  
 

Proposed Conditions:  
 
None 
   

 

ss706pc 



 
DECISION POINT RECOMMENDATION 
 
Approve the proposed plat in its submitted configuration.    
 

 
 
 
 

ss706pc 





 PLANNING COMMISSION  
 STAFF REPORT 
 
 
 
FROM:                           JOHN J. STAMSOS, ASSOCIATE PLANNER  
DATE:   APRIL 11, 2006 
SUBJECT:  SP-2-06 – REQUEST FOR A PUBLIC RECREATION SPECIAL USE                

                  PERMIT IN AN R-3 ZONING DISTRICT    
LOCATION:  +/- 1.7 ACRE PARCEL BETWEEN THE SPOKANE RIVER AND    
   SHOREVIEW LANE IN THE MILL RIVER DEVELOPMENT. 
 

 
 
DECISION POINT: 
 
The City of Coeur d’Alene, Parks Department is requesting approval of a Public Recreation Special Use 
Permit for “The Park at Mill River” a +/- 1.7-acre waterfront park with day use facilities including a boat 
dock, beach, protected swim area, 20 foot by 20 foot picnic shelter, walkways with observation areas, 
parking lot with 19 spaces and two portable restrooms in a permanent structure. (One regular and one 
handicapped)        
 
Pursuant to Section 17.44.050.L of the Parking Ordinance and by separate motion, the Planning 
Commission must determine a parking requirement for the proposed park. 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 
 

A. Site photo. 
 

 

Shoreview Drive 
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B. Zoning. 
 

 
 
 
 
C. Generalized land use pattern. 
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D. Site Plan. 
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E. Applicant: City of Coeur d’Alene 
    710 Mullan Avenue 

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814 
 

F. Existing land uses in the surrounding area include single-family dwellings and vacant 
land. 

 
G. The subject property is vacant. 

 
H. Previous actions on surrounding property: 
 
 1. On March 11, 2003, The Planning Commission approved the "Mill River"

 annexation and subdivision. (A-3-03 & S-3-03) 
 2. On May 11, 2004, The Planning Commission approved the "Mill River" PUD 

 and revised subdivision of the entire property. (PUD-4-04 & S-5-04) 
 

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS: 
 

A. Finding #B8A: That this proposal (is) (is not) in conformance with the                  
                                                   Comprehensive Plan policies.  
   

1. The Subject property is in the City of Coeur d'Alene. 
 
 2. The City Comprehensive Plan Map designates this area as a Transition Area, as 

follows:  
  
  In reviewing all projects, the following should be considered: 
  

  Page 28 – All requests for zone changes, special use permits etc., will be made   
   considering, but not limited to: 
 

A.  The individual characteristics of the site; 

B.  The existing conditions within the area, and  

C.  The goals of the community. 

  Transition Areas:  
 

“These areas represent the locations where the character of neighborhoods is in 
transition and, overall, should be developed with care. The street network, the 
number of building lots and general land use are planned to change greatly 
within the planning period.” 

 
 Protect and/or enhance the integrity of existing residential areas. 
 Discourage uses that are detrimental to neighboring uses.  
 Pedestrian/bicycle connections. 

 
  3. Significant policies: 

  
 6A: “Promote the orderly development of land use at locations that are 

 compatible with public facilities and adjacent land uses.”  
 

  
 18B1: “Parks, open space, and recreational facilities should be  

 provided for neighborhoods as well as for the community.” 
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 18B1b: “Plan for regional, multi-purpose, community, shoreline and vest-pocket 
 parks, which are easily accessible to the young and old and physically 
 and mentally handicapped.”  
 

 18B5: “Continue to coordinate with School District #271, North Idaho College, 
 the County and other landowners for the use, acquisition, development 
 and maintenance of recreation land and facilities.” 

 
 19C: “A high quality of cultural, social and recreational activities should be 

 provided and encouraged.” 
 
 19C5: “Encourage the development of pocket parks that are easily accessible 

 and that include unstructured activity areas.” 
 
 24C: “Natural vegetative cover should remain as a dominant characteristic of 

 Coeur d’Alene.” 
 
 51A: “Protect and preserve neighborhoods both old and new.” 

  
 51A5: “Residential neighborhood land uses should be protected from 

 intrusion of incompatible land uses and their effects.” 
 

 52B: “Promote a high standard of landscaping, building design and 
 community development.” 

 
 52B5: “Provide a transition between different land uses by using 

 intermediate land uses as buffers.” 
 

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

  
 
B. Finding #B8B: The design and planning of the site (is) (is not) compatible with         
           the location, setting, and existing uses on adjacent properties.         
 
 The proposed park is designed to serve as a day use waterfront park providing facilities 

for water oriented activities including a boat dock, beach, protected swim area, 20 foot by 
20 foot picnic shelter, walkways with observation areas, parking lot with 19 spaces and 
two portable restrooms in a permanent structure. (One regular and one handicapped)   . 

  
 The proposed park will provide the first City waterfront park on the Spokane River and is 

located next to the Mill River Home Owner's Association private park, single-family 
development to the west and north and vacant commercially zoned property to the east. 

 
 The approved PUD includes this parcel as open space so, in the event this request were 

not approved, the parcel would still remain as open space required to meet the 10% open 
space requirement of the "Mill River" PUD.  

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

determine if the request is compatible with surrounding uses and is 
designed appropriately to blend in with the area. 
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C. Finding #B8C: The location, design, and size of the proposal are such that the        

            development (will) (will not) be adequately served by existing            
            streets, public facilities and services.   

   
  WATER: 
 

 Water is available to the subject property. 
 
 Evaluation: There is an existing 8 inch main in the street, at least one fire hydrant on 

 site, and a one inch irrigation service extended to the proposed grass 
 area. We have attempted to move meters out of the proposed parking 
 and driveway entrances. 

 
  Submitted by Terry W. Pickel, Assistant Water Superintendent

 
 
  SEWER: 
 

 Sewer: Sewer is available and of adequate capacity for the proposed use. 
 

Evaluation: A public sewer lateral extends to this property on the Western edge of 
 this property but is shown as unused for this park.  In the future, should 
 the Parks Department need this connection, it is available.  

. 
  Submitted by Don Keil, Assistant Wastewater Superintendent. 

 
  STORMWATER, STREETS AND TRAFFIC: 
 

Nothing to note other than to build the park per the previously submitted and approved 
plan. 

 
Submitted by Chris Bates, Engineering Project Manager 
 
FIRE: 
 

  The Fire Department will address issues such as water supply, fire hydrants, fire  
  department access, City of Coeur d'Alene daycare requirements, etc., prior to any site 
  development. 
 
 
  Submitted by Dan Cochran, Deputy Fire Chief 

 
POLICE: 
 

  The Police department was contacted and had no concerns. 
 

Submitted by Steve Childers, Captain Police Department 
 

 D. Parking requirement: 
 
  Pursuant to Section 17.44.050.L of the Parking Ordinance and by separate motion, the 
  Planning Commission must determine a parking requirement for the proposed park. 
 

 The proposed Park at Mill River is intended as both a waterfront park and neighborhood 
park designed to serve the surrounding Mill River development as well as users from 
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throughout the community. Facilities include a boat dock, beach, protected swim area, 20 
foot by 20 foot picnic shelter, walkways with observation areas, parking lot with 19 spaces 
and restrooms. 

 
  There will be approximately 19 parking stalls with handicap stalls at both ends of the 
  parking lot. The number of parking stalls should be sufficient for park users. The type 
  of activity at this park is more limited than that of other parks due to the configuration 
  (narrowness) of the park. The immediate neighborhood will walk or ride a bike to the 
  site. There is expected to be some-day use boaters. There is a call center (U.S. Bank) 
  within a few blocks of the proposed park and I would expect employees of this  
  business to walk to the park for lunch or breaks. A gated community is also being built 
  about one block east of the park. 

 
Evaluation: The 19 spaces provided should be adequate to serve this park.                
                    

  
 E. Proposed conditions: 
 
  None. 
 
 F. Ordinances and Standards Used In Evaluation: 
 

 Comprehensive Plan - Amended 1995. 
 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. 

 
ACTION ALTERNATIVES: 

 
1. The Planning Commission must consider the special use permit request and make 

appropriate findings to approve, deny or deny without prejudice. The findings worksheet is 
attached. 

 
2. By separate motion, establish a parking requirement for The Park at Mill River. 
 
[D:staffrptsSP206] 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







JUSTIFICATION: 

Proposed Activity Group; ?fl~k 
Prior to approving a special use permit, the Planning Commission is required to make Findings 
of Fact. Findings of Fact represent the official determination of the Planning Commission and 
specify why the special use permit is granted. The BURDEN OF PROOF for why the special 
use permit is necessary rests on the applicant. Your narrative should address the following 
points: 

A. A description of your request; 4 bJwX ?bk, ~ X J  L*& (OUAIflj, 

B. Show the design and planning of the site and if it is compatible with the location, 
setting and existing uses on adjacent properties; 

C. Show the location, design and size of the proposal, and will it be adequately served 
by existing streets, public facilities and services; 

D. Any other justifications that you feel are important and should be considered by the 
Planning Commission. 



 



COEUR D'ALENE PLANNING COMMISSION 

FINDINGS AND ORDER 
 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This matter having come before the Planning Commission on April 11, 2006, and there being present 

a person requesting approval of ITEM SP-2-06, a request for a Public Recreation special use permit 

in the R-3 (Residential at 3 units/acre) zoning district.  

 
APPLICANT: The City of Coeur d’Alene, Parks Department 
 

LOCATION: A +/- 1.7 acre parcel between the Spokane River and Shoreview Lane in the  

 Mill River Development.  

 
B. FINDINGS:   JUSTIFICATION FOR THE DECISION/CRITERIA, STANDARDS AND FACTS 

RELIED UPON 

(The Planning Commission may adopt Items B1 to B7.) 
 
B1. That the existing land uses are single-family dwellings and vacant land. 
 
B2. That the Comprehensive Plan Map designation is Transition. 
 
B3. That the zoning is R-3 (Residential at 3 units/acre) 
 
B4. That the notice of public hearing was published on, March 25, 2006, and, April 4, 2006, which 

fulfills the proper legal requirement. 
 
B5. That the notice of public hearing was posted on the property on, March 31, 2006, which fulfills 

the proper legal requirement.  
 
B6. That 9 notices of public hearing were mailed to all property owners of record within three-

hundred feet of the subject property on March 24, 2006, and ______ responses were 

received:  ____ in favor, ____ opposed, and ____ neutral. 

 
B7. That public testimony was heard on April 11, 2006. 
 

B8. Pursuant to Section 17.09.220, Special Use Permit Criteria, a special use permit may be 

approved only if the proposal conforms to all of the following criteria to the satisfaction of the 

Planning Commission: 
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B8A. The proposal (is) (is not) in conformance with the comprehensive plan, as follows:  

 

B8B. The design and planning of the site (is) (is not) compatible with the location, setting, 

and existing uses on adjacent properties.  This is based on  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Criteria to consider for B8B: 
1. Does the density or intensity of the project “fit ” the 

surrounding area? 
2. Is the proposed development compatible with the existing 

land use pattern i.e. residential, commercial, residential w 
churches & schools etc? 

3. Is the design and appearance of the project compatible with 
the surrounding neighborhood in terms of architectural style, 
layout of buildings, building height and bulk, off-street 
parking, open space, and landscaping? 

 

B8C The location, design, and size of the proposal are such that the development (will) 

(will not) be adequately served by existing streets, public facilities and services. This 

is based on  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Criteria to consider B8C: 
1. Is there water available to meet the minimum requirements for 

domestic consumption & fire flow? 
2. Can sewer service be provided to meet minimum requirements? 

 3. Can police and fire provide reasonable service to the property? 

 

C. ORDER:   CONCLUSION AND DECISION 
 

The Planning Commission, pursuant to the aforementioned, finds that the request of                           

THE CITY OF COEUR D’ALENE, PARKS DEPARTMENT for a Public Recreation special use permit, 

as described in the application should be (approved)(denied)(denied without prejudice).  

 

Special conditions applied are as follows: 
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Motion by ____________, seconded by ______________, to adopt the foregoing Findings and Order. 
 
ROLL CALL: 

 
Commissioner Bowlby               Voted  ______  
Commissioner Jordan   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Messina   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Rasor   Voted  ______           
Commissioner Souza   Voted  ______ 
 
Chairman Bruning   Voted  ______ (tie breaker) 

 
Commissioners ___________were absent.  
 
Motion to ______________ carried by a ____ to ____ vote. 
 
 
 

_______________________________ 
CHAIRMAN JOHN BRUNING 
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 PLANNING COMMISSION  
 STAFF REPORT 
 
 
 
FROM:                           JOHN J. STAMSOS, ASSOCIATE PLANNER  
DATE:   APRIL 11, 2006 
SUBJECT:  SP-3-06 – REQUEST FOR A PUBLIC RECREATION SPECIAL USE                

                  PERMIT IN AN R-5 ZONING DISTRICT    
   LOCATION – A +/- 3.5 ACRE PARCEL AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF  
   12TH STREET AND LUNCEFORD LANE. 
 
 
 

 
 
DECISION POINT: 
 
The City of Coeur d’Alene, Parks Department is requesting approval of a Public Recreation Special Use 
Permit for “North Pines Park” a +/- 3.5-acre passive use neighborhood park with day use facilities including 
open space areas, playground, volleyball court, basketball court, parking lot with 20 spaces and two 
portable restrooms in a permanent structure. (One regular and one handicapped)        
 
Pursuant to Section 17.44.050.L of the Parking Ordinance and by separate motion, the Planning 
Commission must determine a parking requirement for the proposed park. 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 
 

A. Site photo. 
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B. Zoning. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
C. Generalized land use pattern. 
 

 

 
SP-3-06         APRIL 11, 2006                                                PAGE 2  
 
 

 



D. Site Plan. 
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E. Applicant: City of Coeur d’Alene 
    710 Mullan Avenue 

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814 
 

F. Existing land uses in the surrounding area include single-family and multi-family uses. 
 
G. The subject property is vacant. 

 
PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS: 
 

A. Finding #B8A: That this proposal (is) (is not) in conformance with the                  
                                                   Comprehensive Plan policies.  
   

1. The Subject property is in the City of Coeur d'Alene. 
 
 2. The City Comprehensive Plan Map designates this area as a Transition Area, as 

follows:  
  
  In reviewing all projects, the following should be considered: 
  

  Page 28 – All requests for zone changes, special use permits etc., will be made   
   considering, but not limited to: 
 

A.  The individual characteristics of the site; 

B.  The existing conditions within the area, and  

C.  The goals of the community. 

  Transition Areas:  
 

“These areas represent the locations where the character of neighborhoods is in 
transition and, overall, should be developed with care. The street network, the 
number of building lots and general land use are planned to change greatly 
within the planning period.” 

 
 Protect and/or enhance the integrity of existing residential areas. 
 Discourage uses that are detrimental to neighboring uses.  
 Pedestrian/bicycle connections. 

 
  3. Significant policies: 

  
 6A: “Promote the orderly development of land use at locations that are 

 compatible with public facilities and adjacent land uses.”  
 

  
 18B1: “Parks, open space, and recreational facilities should be  

 provided for neighborhoods as well as for the community.” 
  

 18B1b: “Plan for regional, multi-purpose, community, shoreline and vest-pocket 
 parks, which are easily accessible to the young and old and physically 
 and mentally handicapped.”  
 

 18B5: “Continue to coordinate with School District #271, North Idaho College, 
 the County and other landowners for the use, acquisition, development 
 and maintenance of recreation land and facilities.” 
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 19C: “A high quality of cultural, social and recreational activities should be 
 provided and encouraged.” 

 
 19C5: “Encourage the development of pocket parks that are easily accessible 

 and that include unstructured activity areas.” 
 
 24C: “Natural vegetative cover should remain as a dominant characteristic of 

 Coeur d’Alene.” 
 
 51A: “Protect and preserve neighborhoods both old and new.” 

  
 51A5: “Residential neighborhood land uses should be protected from 

 intrusion of incompatible land uses and their effects.” 
 

 52B: “Promote a high standard of landscaping, building design and 
 community development.” 

 
 52B5: “Provide a transition between different land uses by using 

 intermediate land uses as buffers.” 
 

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

  
 
B. Finding #B8B: The design and planning of the site (is) (is not) compatible with         
           the location, setting, and existing uses on adjacent properties.         
 
 The proposed park is designed to serve as a passive use neighborhood park for the 

surrounding area providing a grass open area, playground, restrooms, volleyball and 
basketball courts and a 20 space parking lot.  

  
 The proposed park will provide a neighborhood park for the surrounding residential area 

including residents in North Pines, Forest Park Estates and Davis Park subdivisions.
     

 Evaluation: Based on the information presented, the Planning Commission must 
determine if the request is compatible with surrounding uses and is 
designed appropriately to blend in with the area. 

 
 
C. Finding #B8C: The location, design, and size of the proposal are such that the        

            development (will) (will not) be adequately served by existing            
            streets, public facilities and services.   

   
  WATER: 
 

 Water is available to the subject property. 
 

  Evaluation: We have adequate facilities to serve the proposed park at this location. 
    There is an existing 2 inch and a possible 6 inch stub into the property. 
    There is a 12 inch main on the south side of Lunceford Lane and an 8 
    inch main on the east side of 12th Street There are 2 existing fire   
   hydrants on the south side of Lunceford on 11th and 12th Streets.   
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  Submitted by Terry W. Pickel, Assistant Water Superintendent
 
  SEWER: 
 

 Sewer: Sewer is available and of adequate capacity for the proposed use. 
 

Evaluation: A public sewer lateral extends to this property from Lunceford Avenue 
 but is shown as unused for this park.  In the future, should the Parks 
 Department need this connection, it is available.  

  
 Submitted by Don Keil, Assistant Wastewater Superintendent. 

 
  STORMWATER: 
 

City Code requires a stormwater management plan to be submitted and approved 
prior to any construction activity on the site.  
 
Evaluation: 
  
Stormwater drainage for the proposed parking area will be required to be contained in 
an on-site swale. Design approval will be required prior to construction. 
 
TRAFFIC: 
 
This proposed City park use will generate additional traffic; however, the amount of 
additional traffic is indeterminate. The proposed park is a neighborhood park versus a 
destination park; therefore, the amount of vehicle traffic to the site will increase area 
traffic but should not be in significant numbers to create problems. Also, the park is 
situated on a collector street (Lunceford Lane) which is capable of managing between 
5,200 – 8,700 daily trips before issues arise. 
 
Evaluation: Any change in use and related traffic impacts are evaluated prior to 
  issuance of building permits. The Development Impact Fee  
  Ordinance requires any extraordinary traffic impacts to be  
  mitigated by the applicant as a condition of permit issuance.   
  Therefore, potential traffic impacts need not be addressed at this  
  time. 
  
STREETS: 
 
1. The proposed subdivision is bordered by Lunceford Lane on the south and 
 12th Street on the east.   
 
Evaluation: The current right-of-way widths and constructed streets meet City 
  standards. 
 
2. The points of ingress/egress shown on the plan submittal are acceptable in 
 the proposed locations.  
 
Evaluation: Both access points and the parking lot will be required to meet the 
  City standards as shown on City Standard Drawing M-12 for travel 
  aisle widths, and, both access points should be constructed utilizing 
  the City standard urban approach (Std. Dwg. C-10). 
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3. Pedestrian access to the proposed park will need to be centralized to 
 eliminate multiple crossings which could result in pedestrian/vehicle conflicts. 
 
Evaluation: Installation of a crosswalk will be required at the 12th Street and  
  Lunceford Lane intersection. This crosswalk will be required to have 
  pedestrian ramps installed on both the north and south sides of  
  Lunceford Lane and will be required to have the new “detectable  
  warning” feature.  
 
 
APPLICABLE CODES AND POLICIES: 
 
UTILITIES 
 
All proposed utilities within the project shall be installed underground. 
 
STREETS 
 
Street improvement plans conforming to City guidelines shall be submitted and 
approved by the City Engineer prior to construction. 
 
An encroachment permit shall be obtained prior to any work being performed in the 
existing right-of-way. 
 
STORMWATER 
 
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. 
 
Submitted by Chris Bates, Engineering Project Manager 
 
FIRE: 
 

  The Fire Department will address issues such as water supply, fire hydrants, fire  
  department access prior to any site development. 
 
  Submitted by Dan Cochran, Deputy Fire Chief 

 
POLICE: 
 

  The Police department was contacted and had no concerns. 
Submitted by Steve Childers, Captain Police Department 
 

 D. Parking requirement: 
 
  Pursuant to Section 17.44.050.L of the Parking Ordinance and by separate motion, the 
  Planning Commission must determine a parking requirement for the proposed park. 
 

 The proposed North Pines Park is intended as a passive use neighborhood park 
designed to serve the surrounding residential neighborhoods. Facilities include a grass 
open area, playground, restrooms, volleyball and basketball courts and a 20 space 
parking lot. Approximately 2/3 of the 3.5-acre park is shown as open space for passive 
use activities. 

 
There will be off-street parking with 18 car stalls; two of which will be designated 
for handicap parking. I believe this is more than adequate parking for this park. 
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Most of our smaller passive-use parks do not get much vehicular traffic. 
Northshire and Phippeny Parks are good examples of parks of equal size and 
those parking lots do not get fully used. Walk-in traffic is more common. 
Additionally, we will have bicycle racks for the people that might ride their bikes 
to this park. The parking lot will have down-lights at the entrance and exit. There 
will be no other lighting in the park. There will be a landscape buffer between the 
parking lot and the sidewalk along Lunceford Ave. There is currently a perimeter 
sidewalk along the park on 12th Street and on Lunceford Ave.   

  
 
  Evaluation: The 20 spaces provided should be adequate to serve this park.          

                          
  
 E. Proposed conditions: 
 
  None. 
 
 F. Ordinances and Standards Used In Evaluation: 
 

 Comprehensive Plan - Amended 1995. 
 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. 

 
ACTION ALTERNATIVES: 
 
1. The Planning Commission must consider the special use permit request and make 

appropriate findings to approve, deny or deny without prejudice. The findings worksheet is 
attached. 

 
2. By separate motion, establish a parking requirement for North Pines Park. 
 
 
[D:staffrptsSP306] 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







1 ( JUSTIFICATION: 

Proposed Activity Group; p'rk 

Prior to approving a special use permit, the Planning Commission is required to make Findings 
of Fact. Findings of Fact represent the official determination of the Planning Commission and 
specify why the special use permit is granted. The BURDEN OF PROOF for why the special 
use permit is necessary rests on the applicant. Your narrative should address the following 
points: 

A. A description of your request; 

B. Show the design and planning of the site and if it is compatible with the location, 
setting and existing uses. on adjacent properties; 

C. Show the location, design and size of the proposal, and will it be adequately served 
by existing streets, public facilities and services; 

D. Any other justifications that you feel are important and should be considered by the 
Planning Commission. 



 



COEUR D'ALENE PLANNING COMMISSION 

FINDINGS AND ORDER 
 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This matter having come before the Planning Commission on April 11, 2006, and there being present 

a person requesting approval of ITEM SP-3-06, a request for a Public Recreation special use permit 

in the R-5 (Residential at 5 units/acre) zoning district.  

 

APPLICANT:  The City of Coeur d’Alene, Parks Department 

 
LOCATION:    A +/- 3.5 acre parcel at the northwest corner of 12th Street and Lunceford Lane. 
 
  

B. FINDINGS:   JUSTIFICATION FOR THE DECISION/CRITERIA, STANDARDS AND FACTS 

RELIED UPON 

(The Planning Commission may adopt Items B1 to B7.) 
 
B1. That the existing land uses are single-family and multi-family uses. 
 
B2. That the Comprehensive Plan Map designation is Transition 
 
B3. That the zoning is R-5 (Residential at 5 units/acre) 
 
B4. That the notice of public hearing was published on, March 25, 2006, and, April 4, 2006, which 

fulfills the proper legal requirement. 
 
B5. That the notice of public hearing was posted on the property on, March 31, 2006, which fulfills 

the proper legal requirement.  
 
B6. That 85 notices of public hearing were mailed to all property owners of record within three-

hundred feet of the subject property on March 24, 2006, and ______ responses were 

received:  ____ in favor, ____ opposed, and ____ neutral. 

 
B7. That public testimony was heard on April 11, 2006. 
 

 

B8. Pursuant to Section 17.09.220, Special Use Permit Criteria, a special use permit may be 

approved only if the proposal conforms to all of the following criteria to the satisfaction of the 

Planning Commission: 
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B8A. The proposal (is) (is not) in conformance with the comprehensive plan, as follows:  

B8B. The design and planning of the site (is) (is not) compatible with the location, setting, 

and existing uses on adjacent properties.  This is based on  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Criteria to consider for B8B: 
1. Does the density or intensity of the project “fit ” the 

surrounding area? 
2. Is the proposed development compatible with the existing 

land use pattern i.e. residential, commercial, residential w 
churches & schools etc? 

3. Is the design and appearance of the project compatible with 
the surrounding neighborhood in terms of architectural style, 
layout of buildings, building height and bulk, off-street 
parking, open space, and landscaping? 

 

B8C The location, design, and size of the proposal are such that the development (will) 

(will not) be adequately served by existing streets, public facilities and services. This 

is based on  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Criteria to consider B8C: 
1. Is there water available to meet the minimum requirements for 

domestic consumption & fire flow? 
2. Can sewer service be provided to meet minimum requirements? 

 3. Can police and fire provide reasonable service to the property? 

 

 

C. ORDER:   CONCLUSION AND DECISION 
 

The Planning Commission, pursuant to the aforementioned, finds that the request of                           

THE CITY OF COEUR D’ALENE, PARKS DEPARTMENT for a Public Recreation special use permit, 

as described in the application should be (approved)(denied)(denied without prejudice).  

 

Special conditions applied are as follows: 
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Motion by ____________, seconded by ______________, to adopt the foregoing Findings and Order. 
 
ROLL CALL: 

 
Commissioner Bowlby               Voted  ______  
Commissioner Jordan   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Messina   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Rasor   Voted  ______           
Commissioner Souza   Voted  ______ 
 
Chairman Bruning   Voted  ______ (tie breaker) 

 
Commissioners ___________were absent.  
 
Motion to ______________ carried by a ____ to ____ vote. 
 
 
 

_______________________________ 
CHAIRMAN JOHN BRUNING 
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 PLANNING COMMISSION  
 STAFF REPORT 
 
 
 
FROM:                           JOHN J. STAMSOS, ASSOCIATE PLANNER  
DATE:   APRIL 11, 2006 
SUBJECT:  ZC-2-06 – ZONE CHANGE FROM R-3 TO R-5 

LOCATION – +/- 22,390 SQ. FT. PARCEL AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF 
15TH STREET AND VIOLET AVENUE.  

 
 

DECISION POINT: 
   
William D. Crawford is requesting approval of a Zone Change from R-3 (Residential at 3 units/acre) to R-5 
(Residential at 5 units/acre) for a +/- 22,390 sq. ft parcel.    
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 

 
A. Site photo   

   
 
 
 
 

ZC-2-06                                APRIL 11, 2006                                                  PAGE 1  
 

 



 
 
B. Zoning. 

 

 
  

C. Generalized land use.  
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D.         Applicant: William D. Crawford  

823 Boyd Avenue 
    Cœur d’Alene, ID  83814 
 

E. Land uses in the area include residential – single-family and vacant land. 
 
F. Previous actions on the subject property: 
 

1. On June 28, 2005, the Planning Commission denied A-4-05 (A request for R-8 
zoning) by a 6 to 0 vote and forwarded a recommendation to the City Council 
recommending R-3 zoning rather than R-5. 
 
 After considerable discussion, the following votes were taken to arrive at the R-3 
recommendation: 
 
 Motion by Rasor, seconded by Jordan to recommend R-5 zoning --- denied by a 4 
to 2 vote. 
 
 Motion by Souza, seconded by Bowlby to recommend R-3 zoning --- approved by 
a 4 to 2 vote. 
 
 The basis of their denial was that the request for R-8 zoning did not fit the overall 
density of the surrounding parcels. 

 
  2. On August 16, 2005 the City Council held a public hearing on A-4-05 and   
   approved R-3 zoning by a vote of 5 to 0.   

 
PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS: 

 
A. Zoning: 

The R-5 district is intended as a residential area that permits single-family, detached 
housing at a density of five (5) units per gross acre, a minimum lot size of 8,500 sq. ft. and 
50-feet of frontage on a public street. 
 
The County Restricted Residential zone also allows approximately 5 units/acre with a 
minimum lot size of 8,250 sq. ft. 
 
Under the current R-3, zoning one dwelling unit would be allowed and under R-5 zoning, 
two dwelling units would be allowed. 
 
The zoning pattern (see zoning map on page 2) shows R-3 zoning in the incorporated 
areas and Restricted-Residential zoning in the County area west of the subject property. 
   
Evaluation: The Planning Commission, based on the information before 

them, must determine if the R-5 zone is appropriate for this location and 
setting.                                         

   
 B. Finding #B8: That this proposal (is) (is not) in conformance with the Comprehensive  
    Plan policies. 

 
1. The Subject property is in the City of Coeur d'Alene. 

 
 2. The City Comprehensive Plan Map designates this area as a Transition Area, as 

follows:  
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   In reviewing all projects, the following should be considered: 
  

  Page 28 – All requests for zone changes, special use permits etc., will be made    
  considering, but not limited to: 
 

A.  The individual characteristics of the site; 
B.  The existing conditions within the area, and  
C.  The goals of the community. 

   
  Transition Areas:  

 
“These areas represent the locations where the character of neighborhoods is in 
transition and, overall, should be developed with care. The street network, the 
number of building lots and general land use are planned to change greatly within 
the planning period.” 

 
 Protect and/or enhance the integrity of existing residential areas. 
 Encourage lower intensity commercial service and manufacturing uses close 

or abutting major transportation routes. 
 Discourage uses that are detrimental to neighboring uses.  
 Encourage commercial clusters that will serve adjacent neighborhoods vs. 

city as a whole. 
 Pedestrian/bicycle connections. 

 
  3. Significant policies: 
   
  4C1: Development that proposes to increase the density of a given area may be 
   allowed, provided that the increase maintains the character of the  
   community.” 

4C3: Population growth should be compatible with preserving Coeur d’Alene’s 
character and quality of life.” 

6A: “Promote the orderly development of land use at locations that are 
compatible with public facilities and adjacent land uses.” 

   42A: “The physical development of Coeur d’Alene should be directed by  
   consistent and thoughtful decisions, recognizing alternatives, affects and  
   goals of citizens 

 
42A2: “Property rights of citizens should be protected in land use decisions.” 
42B2: “Expansion of the City should be based upon conformance to the urban 

service area.” 
51A: “Protect and preserve neighborhoods, both old and new.” 

   62A: “Examine all new developments for appropriateness in regard to the  
   character of the proposed area. Inform developers of City requirements  
   and encourage environmentally harmonious projects.” 
 
 4. Evaluation: The Planning Commission must determine, based on the 

 information before them, whether the Comprehensive Plan policies 
 do or do not support the request. Specific ways in which the policy is 
 or is not supported by this request should be stated in the finding.  
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C. Finding #B9: That public facilities and utilities (are) (are not) available and adequate 

for the proposed use.   
 
SEWER: 

   
 Sewer: Sewer is available and of adequate capacity for the proposed use. 

 
Evaluation: A public sewer connection (residential sewer lateral) was arranged for this 

 lot when the Fifteenth Street Sewer Extension was installed. This annexation 
 will allow the owner to connect to the public sewer.  

 
Submitted by Don Keil, Assistant Water Superintendent 
 
WATER:  
 
Water can be available, as follows: 
 

  The parcel is located within the Hoffman Water Company service area. The applicant will 
need to present the City with a letter from Hoffman allowing us to serve water to him. Coeur 
d'Alene water is available through a 12" water main located in 15th Street, upon payment of 
appropriate fees.  

 
Submitted by Jim Markley Water Superintendent  

 
STORMWATER, TRAFFIC AND STREETS 
 

  Submitted by Chris Bates, Engineering Project Manager 
 
  FIRE: 
 

 The Fire Department will address issues such as water supply, fire hydrants, fire department 
access, prior to any site development. 

  Submitted by Dan Cochran, Deputy Fire Chief 
 
  POLICE: 
 
  I have no comments at this time. 
 
  Submitted by Steve Childers, Captain, Police Department 
 
  
 
 D. Finding #B10: That the physical characteristics of the site (make) (do not make) it 

suitable for the request at this time.  
 
The subject property has no adverse topography or physical constraints that would limit 
development. 

 
Evaluation: The physical characteristics of the site appear to be suitable for the request 

at this time. 
 
E. Finding #B11: That the proposal (would) (would not) adversely affect the surrounding 

neighborhood with regard to traffic, neighborhood character, (and) (or) 
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existing land uses.  
 
The subject property is adjacent to 15th Street, which is identified as a minor arterial on the 
Transportation Plan and is in a developing residential area of predominately singles-family 
development. 

 
 F. Proposed conditions. 
 
  None. 

 
G. Ordinances and Standards Used In Evaluation: 

Comprehensive Plan - Amended 1995. 
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. 

 
ACTION ALTERNATIVES: 

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

 
[F:pcstaffreportsZC206] 
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Justification 

Prior to recent annexation, the property was part of an island of Kootenai County 
surrounded by the City of Coeur d'Alene. The property was annexed under the zoning 
designation of R-3. It was expected that the property would be split into two buildable 
lots. M e r  working out easement requirements with city engineers, the net area of the 
property was too small to be divided under the R-3 zoning classification. 

While the property was in the process of being annexed, the owners of the surrounding 
properties and Kootenai County decided to re-zone the area. Properties that would 
remain in this island of Kootenai County would be re-zoned to Restricted Residential. 

The zoning classification of Restricted Residential, under the County rules, allows for a 
minirnum lot size of 8,250 square feet, similar to the City's R-5 zoning, which allows for 
a minimum lot size of 8,500 square feet. 

I am requesting the property be re-zoned to R-5. The zoning change will keep property 
in the area consistent. It will also allow the property to be divided into two buildable lots, 
which was the initial intention. 
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 COEUR D'ALENE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 FINDINGS AND ORDER 

 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This matter having come before the Planning Commission on April 11, 2006, and there being 

present a person requesting approval of ITEM ZC-2-06, a request for a zone change R-3 

(Residential at 3 units/acre) to R-5 (Residential at 5 units/acre)  

 
LOCATION – +/- 23,261 sq. ft. parcel at the northwest corner of 15th Street and Violet Avenue.  
 

APPLICANT:  William D. Crawford 

  

B. FINDINGS:   JUSTIFICATION FOR THE DECISION/CRITERIA, STANDARDS AND FACTS 

RELIED UPON 

(The Planning Commission may adopt Items B1-through7.) 
 

B1. That the existing land uses are residential – single-family and vacant land. 
 

B2. That the Comprehensive Plan Map designation is Transition 

 

B3. That the zoning is R-3 (Residential at 3 units/acre) 

 

B4. That the notice of public hearing was published on March 25, 2006, and April 4, 2006, which 

fulfills the proper legal requirement. 

 

B5. That the notice of public hearing was posted on the property on March 31, 2006, which 

fulfills the proper legal requirement.  

 

B6. That 39 notices of public hearing were mailed to all property owners of record within three-

hundred feet of the subject property on March 24, 2006, and ______ responses were 

received:  ____ in favor, ____ opposed, and ____ neutral. 

 

B7. That public testimony was heard on April 11, 2006. 

 

B8. That this proposal (is) (is not) in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan policies as 

follows:  

  

 



 

 

 

B9. That public facilities and utilities (are) (are not) available and adequate for the proposed 

use.  This is based on 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Criteria to consider for B9: 
1. Can water be provided or extended to serve the property? 
2. Can sewer service be provided or extended to serve the property? 
3. Does the existing street system provide adequate access to the 

property? 
 4. Is police and fire service available and adequate to the property? 

B10. That the physical characteristics of the site (do) (do not) make it suitable for the request at 

this time because  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Criteria to consider for B10: 
1. Topography 
2. Streams 
3. Wetlands 
4. Rock outcroppings, etc. 
5. vegetative cover 

 

B11. That the proposal (would) (would not) adversely affect the surrounding neighborhood with 

regard to traffic, neighborhood character, (and) (or) existing land uses because  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Criteria to consider for B11: 
1. Traffic congestion   
2. Is the proposed zoning compatible with the surrounding area in terms of 

density, types of uses allowed or building types allowed 
3. Existing land use pattern i.e. residential, commercial, residential w 

churches & schools etc. 
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C. ORDER:   CONCLUSION AND DECISION
The Planning Commission, pursuant to the aforementioned, finds that the request of                     

 WILLIAM D. CRAWFORD for a zone change, as described in the application should be (approved) 

(denied) (denied without prejudice). 

Special conditions applied are as follows: 

 

Motion by ____________, seconded by ______________, to adopt the foregoing Findings and 

Order. 

 

 ROLL CALL: 

 
Commissioner Bowlby               Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Jordan   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Messina   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Rasor   Voted  ______           
Commissioner Souza   Voted  ______ 

 
Chairman Bruning   Voted  ______ (tie breaker) 

 

Commissioners ______________were absent.  

 

Motion to __________carried by a ____ to ____ vote. 

 

 

 

__________________________ 

CHAIRMAN JOHN BRUNING 
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DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 
 
I. Overall Purpose 
 
To create a distinct, strong identity for the downtown core, preserving a civic heart for 
Coeur d’Alene. 
 
To encourage private and public investment, attract shoppers and visitors, and appeal to 
existing and new residents. 
 
To produce a concentration and a mixture of commercial, office, retail, residential, and 
public uses within the downtown. 
 
To develop a downtown that supports pedestrian movement and use of public transit. 
To implement the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 

How Proposal relates to Purpose statements: 
“Encourage the development of a mixed-use city center” 
Response: Simplified list of uses to encourage virtually all uses 
 
“Stimulate economic development in downtown” 
Response: Allow a significantly greater residential density than current code 
 
“Preserve views of Tubbs Hills and other distant landforms” 
Response: View corridors through upper level stepbacks along with tower size 
and spacing 
 
“Increase the downtown residential population” 
Response: Eliminate units per acre maximum;  
use FAR instead (Proposed Code doubles current allowable density) 
 
“Respect the small town scale and character” 
Response: Street level amenities and character through bonuses and 
exemptions from parking requirements for small retailers 
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DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 
 
 
II. Application and Intent 
 
 
DC – Downtown Core 
This district is envisioned to have the highest intensity uses, especially retail, office, 
residences, and hotels contained within low-rise, mid-rise and high-rise buildings. Shops 
and restaurants would be located along key streets. Major public spaces and buildings 
would anchor the district. Over time, parking would be increasingly located within 
structures.  
 
 

 
 
Note: These proposed regulations do not affect the Downtown Overlay North area 
regulations located north of Indiana. 
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III. Use Limitations  
 
 
All uses shall be allowed, unless prohibited below.  
Prohibited: 

• Adult Entertainment  

• Billboards 

• Drive-Through Businesses along Pedestrian-Oriented Streets 

• Gasoline Sales  

• Industrial Uses 

• Mini-Storage on the street level.  

• Outdoor Sales or Rental of Boats, Vehicles, or Equipment 

• Outdoor Storage of materials and equipment (except during construction) 

• Repair of Vehicles, unless entirely within a building 

• Sewage Treatment Plants and other Extensive Impact activities. 

• Surface Parking on Pedestrian-Oriented Streets  

• Work Release Facilities 

• Wrecking Yards  

• Vehicle Washing, unless located within a building or parking structure 

• Any other use that the Planning Director determines not to comport with the intent of 
the district as expressed in Section I Overall Purpose. 

 

 

.   
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IV. Basic Development Standards 
 
A. Floor Area Ratio 
 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is a method of calculating allowable floor area. The FAR 
multiplied by the parcel size (in square feet) equals the amount of allowable floor area 
that can be built within a development. 
 

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
 

 Basic Allowable Maximum Allowable  
with Bonuses 

District Non-
Residential  

Residential 
 

Non-
Residential 

Residential 
 

DC 1.0  (1.5?) 2.0  (3.0?) 2.0  (3.0?) 4.0  (6.0?) 
 

Decision Point: Consider increase in FAR in each category 
 
 
Notes: 
1. For the purposes of these regulations, floor area is measured to the inside face of 

exterior walls. The following shall be excluded from floor area calculation:  
• Space below grade  
• Space dedicated to parking  
• Mechanical spaces  
• Elevator and stair shafts  
• Lobbies and common spaces, including atriums  
• Space used for any bonused feature 

2. Allowable FAR for non-residential and residential uses may be added together within 
a project, for a combined total. 

3. Hotels shall be considered residential for the purpose of this chart. 
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B. Bonus Features Allowing Increased Floor Area Ratio (up to Maximum) 
Feature Additional Floor Area for each 

Feature 
Street Level Retail 
Uses providing goods and services, including food 
and drink, adjacent to, visible from, and accessible 
from the sidewalk  

100 sf of floor area for each linear 
foot of retail frontage 

Public Plaza / Courtyard 
An open space that is accessible to the public at all 
times, predominantly open to the sky, and for use 
principally by people, as opposed to merely a setting 
for the building. It must abut and be within 3 feet in 
elevation of a sidewalk, at least 10% of the area shall 
be planted with trees and other vegetation. There 
must be seating, lighting and penetration of sunlight 

5 sf of floor area for each sf of 
plaza / courtyard 

Canopy 
A rigid structure covered with fabric, metal or other 
material and supported by a building at one or more 
points, projecting over an entrance, window, outdoor 
service area or walkway with the purpose of sheltering 
persons from sun, wind and precipitation 

4 sf of floor area for each sf of 
canopy 

Public Art 
Any form of painting, mural, mosaic, sculpture, or 
other work of art. Documentation of building costs and 
appraised value of the art feature shall be provided. 
The art feature must be displayed on the exterior of a 
building, at or near the pedestrian entrance or on a 
public plaza. 

10 sf of floor area for each $100 of 
valuation 

Water Feature 
A fountain, cascade, stream, fall, pond of water, or 
combination thereof, that serves as a focal point. It 
must be a water-efficient design located outside of a 
building and be publicly visible and accessible.  Water 
features must comply with City policies regarding water 
usage.  It must be active during daylight hours. During 
periods of water use restrictions and freezing such 
features may be turned off 

10 sf of floor area for each $100 of 
valuation 

Parking, Structured 
Parking contained within an enclosed building, 
designed to appear like it is part of the larger building 
complex. 

0.5 sf of floor area for each sf of 
required parking above grade 
 

Parking, Below Grade 
Any portion of structure containing parking that is 
located below the average finished grade around a 
building. 

1 sf of floor area for each sf of 
required parking below grade 
 

Green Roof 
A roof designed with principles of environmental 
sustainability, involving the use of vegetation and 
storm water collection and cleaning. It may or may not 
be accessible 

2 sf of floor area for each sf of 
green roof 
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Feature Additional Floor Area for each 

Feature 
Day Care 
A use providing for the care of children or elderly 
people, generally during the hours of 6am and 7pm. 
Such use shall comply with all applicable City 
standards 

4 sf of floor area for each sf of day 
care 
 

Health Club 
A use that offers exercise and recreational activities 
for tenants and/or the general public, either with or 
without a fee. 

2 sf of floor area for each sf of 
health club 

Public Meeting Rooms 
A space that can be used by the general public and 
having a capacity of at least 50 people. It may operate 
under a reservation or nominal fee system, but must 
be easily accessible from a lobby or plaza 

5 sf of floor area for each sf of 
meeting room 

Workforce Housing 
For purposes of this code, below-market housing is 
defined as dwelling units available to households 
making less than the median income for all 
households within the city limits 

4 sf of floor area for each sf of 
workforce housing 

 
Decision Point: Consider allowing placement of Public Plaza, Parking & 

Workforce Housing features off-site. 
 
 
 
 
Any project that has achieved its maximum allowable floor area via the above bonuses 
may exceed the Maximum FAR and Maximum Height by up to 25% by availing itself of 
two additional categories of bonus feature to exceed the maximum. 
 
Feature Additional Floor Area for each Feature 
Contribution to a Park 
For purposes of this ordinance a park 
would be within the downtown area as 
determined by the City Council 

10 sf of floor area for each $100 of 
contribution to acquisition or development.  
 

Contribution to a Cultural Facility such 
as Library, Museum, or Theatre 

10 sf of floor area for each $100 of 
contribution.  
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C. Maximum Building Height 
 
Buildings within this district shall only be permitted to exceed 75 feet if they comply with 
the bulk, spacing, and setback standards indicated in the sections that follow. 
Buildings that comply with the standards, as well as accumulate sufficient Floor Area 
Ratio through bonuses, may extend as high as shown in the chart below. 
 
 
 
 
 Height Height w/architectural feature 2.
Base  75 ft.   
Base + Bonus 160 ft 178 ft. 
Base + Bonus + Contribution Bonus 200 ft 220 ft. 
 
 
Notes: 
1. Mechanical penthouses, stair/elevator overruns, and antennae may be excluded from 

Building Height calculation provided they are no more than 15 feet above the roof 
deck. 

2. Building height may be increased by up to 10% if the top is designed as a non-
habitable, architectural element. This element may extend above the increased 
height limit. 

 
 
The combination of these restrictions are expected to result in 2-3 buildings on each 
block that might exceed 75 feet. Furthermore, only very large development sites would 
be able to attain the maximum height. It is estimated that throughout the downtown, only 
approximately a dozen sites are sufficiently large enough to reach the maximum height. 
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D. Building Bulk  
 

 

1. Tower Floor Size
Building floors over 75 feet in height above grade shall 
have a maximum FAR area of 8000 square feet.  
 

 

2. Tower Separation
Building floors over 75 feet in height above grade shall 
be at least 80 feet from any other structure over 75 
feet above grade. 
 

 

3. Upper Level Stepback
On the following streets, building floors over 45 feet in 
height above grade shall be stepped back from the 
right-of-way by at least 20 feet: 
1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 6th, 7th. 
 
On Sherman Avenue, building floors over 45 feet in 
height above grade shall be stepped back from the 
right-of-way by at least 10 feet. 

 
Decision Point: Consider reducing setback to 10 feet 
 
Decision Point: Consider removing 2nd street from list. 
 
Note: Normal projections into setback allowed by the zoning ordinance include: 
• Chimneys may extend into a yard a distance of not more than twenty four inches (24"). 
•  Eaves, cornices, belt courses, and similar ornamentation may project over a front yard 

not more than two feet (2'). 
 
Decision Point: Consider adding of allowance for balconies and bay/bow 
windows up to two feet (2’)  
 
Decision Point: Consider adoption of Design Departure for Building Bulk 
A design departure allows a project to achieve flexibility in the application of prescriptive 
development standards. In order to allow a departure from a code standard, an applicant 
must demonstrate that it would result in a development that better meets the intent of the 
purpose of the regulation and applicable design guidelines  Note that this departure would 
not apply to building height 
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E. Parking Ratios  
 
 
 

Use Type Minimum 
Maximum 

Retail / Restaurants 2 stalls / 1000 nsf 4 stalls / 1000 nsf 

Office 2 stalls / 1000 nsf 4 stalls / 1000 nsf 

Residential  0.5 stall per unit 2 per unit 

Senior Housing  0.25 stall per unit 1 per unit 

 
Notes: 
1. Retail and restaurant uses less than 3000 sf shall be exempt from parking 

requirements.  
2. Parking requirements for uses not listed shall be determined by a study of parking 

demand for that use and as approved by the City. 
3. Uses sharing a common parking facility may reduce the required number of stalls by 

25%. 
4. Parking may be located off site, so long as it is within 1000 feet of the property, is 

connected to the property by sidewalks or walkways, and is tied to the site by a 
contractual agreement that is filed with the City and Deed of Record at the County. 

5. Uses within existing buildings are exempt from additional parking requirements. (See 
City Code 17.44.120)  

 
Decision Point: Consider reducing parking stall size in this district from 9x20 
to 8x18 to enhance parking garage design 
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. 
 
 
 
Definitions: 
Floor Area Ratio 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is a method of calculating allowable floor area. The FAR 
multiplied by the parcel size (in square feet) equals the amount of allowable floor area 
that can be built within a development. 
 
Floor area is measured to the inside face of exterior walls. The following shall be 

excluded from floor area calculation:  
• Space below grade  
• Space dedicated to parking  
• Mechanical spaces  
• Elevator and stair shafts  
• Lobbies and common spaces, including atriums  
• Space used for any bonused feature 
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2005 Planning Commission Retreat Priorities Progress 
April 2006 

. 
A note on the colors from from Tony Berns: “I use the stop light analogy: 
Red is bad – either that initiative has failed, or our Board goal for the year will not be met. 
Yellow is caution – could get to “red” if we don’t do something pronto. 
Green is good. 
The other colors like “pending” are place holders until action on those items can occur.” 
 
Administration of the Commission’s Business 

 Follow-up of Commission 
requests & comments 

  

 Meeting with other boards and 
committees 

 Ped/Bike Committee still seeking meeting 

 Goal achievement   Checklist of projects 
 Building Heart Awards  Nominees? 
• Speakers  ULI educational opportunities provided. Council 

sponsored Idaho Smart Growth presentation 
being scheduled for early summer. 

• Public Hearings   
   
Long Range Planning 

 Comprehensive Plan Update  3/28 finished “Call Out” review. Staff compiling 
changes  

 Education Corridor  Meeting October completed(Souza) 
Workshop w/prop river corridor owners took 
place in January. 

 Neighborhood Parks & Open 
Space 

 Coordinate w/ P&R & Open Space Comm. 
Nothing new 

 Neighborhood Planning  Discussed neighborhood designation in 3/28 
Complan mtg. 

   
Public Hearing Management 

 Continued work on Findings 
and Motions 

 Warren and Plg staff to review 

 Public hearing scheduling  Chrman Bruning consulted on May agenda 
   
Regulation Development 
   
Downtown Design Regs Hght     in process – Committee has forwarded to PC–

ph April 19 - Hinshaw 
Cluster Housing standards  in process – staff revising Hinshaw draft 
Subdivision Standards  Prelim review began. PC road trip 10/05 

Tweaks of condo plats and lot frontages being 
processed 

Revise Landscaping Regulations  Future 
Commercial Zoning  Pending – 3/28 some interest in bringing 

forward but no formal action 
Parking Standards   Future 
Lighting standards   in process – Hinshaw  
Accessory Dwelling Units  Hinshaw has provided sample ord 
District and Corridor Design Review  Future 
Home Occupations by SP  Council followed chose not to pursue 







sECTION~NE,- DJSTXICT HEIGHTS SUBDIVISI -ON 

.-C*"11-Y---,.4. RESTRICTIONS ..,?;I. AND -.., r.. COV'E'N ... ... .. .;,---.- ANTS OF RECORD 

(a]  No improvements o r  s t r u c t u r e  skill  be erec ted  on s a i d  l o t s ,  ex- 
cept  garages o r  o the r  outhouses i n  t h e  r e a r ,  t o  cos t  l e s s  than 
$4,g00.00, and no such improvements o r  s t r u c t u r e  s h a l l  be l e s s  than 
18 f e e t  i n  width,  28 f e e t  i n  depth o r  more than 35 f e e t  i n  he ight ;  
nor  s h a l l  such s t r u c t u r e  be b u i l t  nea re r  than  t e n  f e e t  from the  d i -  
v id ing  l i n e  of s a i d  l o t s  on each s i d e  thereof  of t h e  adjacent  l o t s  
owned by o t h e r  p a r t i e s .  No dwelling o r  o the r  s t r u c t u r e  s h a l l  p r o j e c t  
beyond o r  recede from t h e  bu i ld ing  es t ab l i shed  by t h e  g ran to r s  a s  
shorn on t h e  recorded o f f i c i a l  survey p l a t  and a  f r o n t  porch s h a l l  be 
deemed t o  be included i n  t h i s  provis ion a s  p a r t  of t h e  dwelling. It 
i s  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  of t h i s  covenant t h a t  dwellings s h a l l  be a t l e a s t  
twenty f e e t  from each o t h e r  and t o  al low twenty f e e t  of parking be- 
tween t h e  sidewalk and t h e  bui ld ing  l i n e  a s  shown on t h e  p l a t  of s a i d  
subdivis ion.  
(b )  No dwelling of. t h e  semi-detached type o r  a  double dwelling with 
a common p a r t y  wal l  o r  a  two-family dwelling house s h a l l  be erec ted ,  
nor s h a l l  t h e r e  be erec ted  what i s  commonly known a s  an apartmenb 
house o r  a bu i ld ing  s o  constructed as t o  contain f l a t s  o r  apartments 
f o r  t h e  accomodation of sepa ra te  f a m i l i e s  o r  groups of persons, 
( c )  The purchaser agrees  and covenants t h a t  he w i l l  not d i r e c t l y  OF 
i n d i r e c t l y  s e l l ,  l e a s e  o r  grant  any e s t a t e  i n  s a i d  land t o  any person 
of t h e  negro o r  mongolian r a c e s  o r  any one having negro o r  mongohj-an 
blood i n  h i s  veins  o r  knowlingly permit anyone of t h e  a fo resa id  r aces  
t o  occupy t h e  same as t enan t s .  
(d 1 No dwelling, s t r u c t u r e ,  outhouse o r  any improvement whatssever 
e r e c t e d - o r  b u i l d  on s a i d  l o t s  s h a l l  be used f o r  any commercial pur- 
poses o f , a n y  kind under any guise  o r  pre tense ,  nor  s h a l l  any s t o r e -  
houses, warehouses cr publ ic  garages be e rec ted  on s a i d  land ,  pravid- 
ed,  however t h a t  t h i s  c lause s h a l l  not  be construed a s  t o  preclude 
profess ionals  such as physicians,  d e n t i s t s ,  nu r ses ,  and e l e r g p e n  o r  
any o t h e r s  who come within t h e s e  genera l  c l a s s e s  from p r a c t i c i n g  
t h e i r  profess ion  and d i sp lay ing  a s u i t a b l e  s i g n ,  o r  sh ingle  i n  f r o n t  
of t h e  premises, excepting r e a l  e s t a t e  o f f i c e s  which s h a l l  come with- 
i n  t h e  above i n h i b i t i o n ;  t h e  i n t e n t  and ob jec t  being t o  p r o h i b i t  
bus iness  o r  commercial es tabl ishments  i n  r e s i d e n t i a l  s e c t i o n s ,  su i tab le  

r commercial zones requi red  

e  e rec ted  without having 
t h e  r ecep t ion  f o r  a l l  sewerage or 
d f a c i l i t i e s  t o  be of t h e  latea3 

t o  be constructed i n  such a 
adjacent  t h e r e t o  o r  t o  contami- 
use,  No open privies shall be 

d maintain t h e  land here in  des- 
g same i n  a  c lean  and s a n i t a r y  

o t h e r  noxious growths o r  de- 
b r i s  o r  r e fuse  s f  any kind, and they  a l s o  agree t o  keep and maintain 
same a f t e r  improvements a r e  made i n  proper condi t ion with respect  to 
t h e  lawns and shrubbery and otherwise beau t i fy  t h e  same i n  keeping 
with t b w o t h e r  homes i n  the  v i c i n i t y .  
C d -  -The purchaser agrees  not  t o  keep any p igs ,  cows, horses o r  o ther  - -  
animals except house p e t s  on t h e  premises and no chicken houses o r  
yard s h a l l  be kept any c l o s e r  than f i f t y  f e e t  from any 
house. 

I n  t h e  event of t h e  breach of any of t h e  aforesa id  
t h e  land and premises here in  s h a l l  automatical ly  and without 
ther a c t  on t h e  p a r t  of  t h e  g ran to r s ,  i t s  successors  o r  assi 
v e r t  t o  s a i d  g ran to r s ,  i t s  ,successors o r  a s s igns ,  a s  if no s 
aede,  provided t h a t  t h i s  c lause s h a l l  not a f f e e t  o r  i n  anywi 
t h e  s e c u r i t y  of  any bona f i d e  mortgage o r  t r u s t  on s a i d  
and i n  t h e  event of a  revers ion  t h e  g r a n t ~ r s ,  i%s success~&~s, c r  
a s s i p - s  shall 2aked.subject- to the .terms of such t r u s t  o r  morbgage 




