
  PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 

 COEUR D’ALENE PUBLIC LIBRARY    

       LOWER LEVEL, COMMUNITY ROOM 

     702 E. FRONT AVENUE 

      

       

 AUGUST 13, 2013 

5:30 P.M. CALL TO ORDER: 
 

 

ROLL CALL: Jordan, Bowlby, Evans, Luttropp, Messina, Soumas,Haneline, Conery,(Student Rep.) 
  

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 

 
July 9, 2013 

 

PUBLIC COMMENTS: 

 

  

STAFF COMMENTS: 
 
 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS:  

 

 
1. Applicant: Port of Hope Centers    
 Location: 218 N. 23rd   
 Request: A proposed Criminal Transitional Facility special use permit 
   In the C-17 zoning district. 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL, (SP-3-13) 
 

  *ITEM SP-3-13 CONTINUED FROM PC MEETING HELD ON 7-9-13* 
 
2. Applicant: Selkirk Development, LLC    
 Location: 380 E. Kathleen  
 Request: A proposed Business Supply Retail Sales; Convenience Sales, 
   Food and Beverage Sales (on & off site consumption), Home furnishing 
   Retail Sales, Finished Goods Retail Sales, Specialty Retail Sales, 
   Business Support Service, Consumer Repair Service, Convenience 
   Service and Veterinary Clinic (indoor) special use permit in the  
   C-17L (Commercial Limited) zoning district. 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL, (SP-5-13)  
 
 
 3. Applicant: JRB Properties, LLC   
 Location: 115 S. 2

nd
 Street  

 Request: A proposed modification to the Coeur d’Alene Resort PUD 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL, (PUD-1-83m) 

 

 

 

 
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.  

 



 
4. Applicant: Hat Trick Investments, LLC   
 Location: 2801 N. 15th 
 Request: A proposed 11-lot pocket residential development 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL, (S-2-13) 

 

 

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 

JULY 9, 2013 

LOWER LEVEL – COMMUNITY ROOM 

702 E. FRONT AVENUE 

 
 

 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:   STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 
Brad Jordan, Chairman    Sean Holm, Planner 
Heather Bowlby, Vice-Chair   Tami Stroud, Planner 
Amy Evans      Shana Stuhlmiller, Public Hearing Assistant  
Peter Luttropp     Warren Wilson, Deputy City Attorney   

           Tom Messina     Chris Bates, Engineering Project Manager  
Rob Haneline     Dave Yadon, Planning Director  

      Renata McLeod, City Clerk    
  

 

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: 

 
Lou Soumas 
Grant Conery, Student Rep. 

 

CALL TO ORDER:  

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

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 

 
Motion by Luttropp, seconded by Haneline, to approve the minutes of the Planning Commission meeting 
on June 11, 2013.  Motion approved.  

 

STAFF COMMENTS: 

 

Planner Yadon announced that there are three items on the August 13, 2013 Planning Commission 

agenda. 

 

OTHER: 

Oath of Office - Peter Luttropp 

Renata McLeod, City Clerk administered the Oath of Office for Peter Luttropp who was reappointed to the 
Planning Commission in May. 

DISCUSSION: 

Planner Yadon explained at the last meeting the commission requested staff to provide information on the 
type of lighting used throughout the city and an amendment to the code to allow taller fences to keep deer 
out. He suggested a workshop be scheduled, so staff could acquire time to get additional information on 
these two topics. 
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The commission concurred and scheduled a workshop on Tuesday, August 27
th
 starting at 5:30 in the old 

council chambers at city hall. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENTS: 

 

There w ere none. 

  

ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS: 
 
1. Applicant: Whitehawk, LLC    
 Location: Lot 5, Blk 1 Bellerive 1

st
 Addition   

 Request: A proposed 4-lot preliminary plat “Whitehawk Addition” 
   SHORT PLAT (SS-4-13) 
 
Project Manager Bates presented the staff report and then asked if the Commission had any questions. 

 

Commissioner Bow lby inquired if  staff  could explain w hen Lacrosse w ill be extended.  

 

Project Manager Bates explained that the original ow ner defaulted on the responsibility to construct 

the secondary access (Lacrosse) and because of that , only a limited number of building permits (6) 

remain available for construct ion.  He added w hen the (6) building permit is issued; the city w ill 

require that the second access (Lacrosse) be constructed.  

 

Motion by Messina, seconded by Bowlby, to approve Item SS-4-13.  Motion approved. 

 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS:  
 
1. Applicant: Port of Hope Centers    
 Location: 218 N. 23rd   
 Request: A proposed Criminal Transitional Facility special use permit 
   In the C-17 zoning district. 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL (SP-3-13) 
 
Planner Holm presented the staff report and answered questions from the Commission.  
   
Commissioner Luttropp inquired if the applicant is changing the use that triggered a special use permit. 
 
Planner Holm presented a brief history on the Port of Hope and explained that a letter submitted by the 
Port of Hope requesting recertification triggered staff to do some research and discovered that a special 
use permit was needed.   
 
Commissioner Haneline questioned if the letter detailed the type of activity the Port of Hope was 
proposing.  
 
Planner Holm explained that he became aware of a letter submitted to the city from the Port of Hope from 
a conversation with the applicant before the hearing started. 
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson explained since the city does not have a copy of that letter, it won’t be 
relevant to this hearing.  
 
Commissioner Luttropp inquired if the police have a record of the number of complaints reported at this 
facility for the past year.  
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Planner Holm stated he spoke to a staff member at the police department and was told that when a 911 
call happens, those calls are not descriptive.  He commented that there is a link on the police department 
web page that when an address is provided, a map showing the area and the types of offenders who live 
in that area. 
   
Commissioner Messina stated if three notices were sent from the Port of Hope, it’s strange that the city 
did not have copies.   
 
Commissioner Evans inquired if this special use permit is denied what will happen to the Port of Hope. 
 
Deputy City Attorney explained if the special use permit is denied, the use would go back to what is 
allowed in the current zone, which is a drug and alcohol treatment facility. 
 

Public testimony open: 
 
Jake Danible, 2279 W. Anatole Street, applicant, gave a brief history of the Port of Hope and the services 
it provides for the community.  He commented that there is some confusion about who was here first Port 
of Hope or Fernan School and for clarification. Port of Hope started in 1991 as a drug and alcohol facility 
and Fernan School was built in 1993.  He stated that the Port of Hope is in the process of re-bidding a 
third five year term contract for services.  He added that in the past when it was time to re-bid for another 
contract registered letters and was surprised when Deputy City Administrator, Jon Ingalls sent a letter 
stating that the Port of Hope could not continue, until they had a special use permit. 
 
He stated that he understands the concern of the school to provide a safe place for kids to attend and in 
the future is willing to work with the school district to better educate them on how the Port of Hope 
operates so they can share that information with the parents whose children attend the school.   
 
He explained that the offenders are supervised 24 hours a day, seven days a week.  Port of Hope has a 
surveillance system with cameras in all the common areas inside and outside the facility. The facility also 
has an alarm system that detects if anyone exits windows or the main entry to the facility.  He added that 
the Port of Hope also uses a computerized software program (Safe Keep) to track offender movement, 
head counts, medication, employment, etc.  The system also alerts staff if the offender is (1) minute late 
and continues to alert staff until the offender returns or key staff locate the offender.  He explained that 
they have a few offenders who are on home confinement who are tracked using a GPS system and that 
each offender has to submit an itinerary that outlines their schedule for the week and if violated would be 
sent back to the prison. 
 
Commissioner Bowlby inquired how many offenders are at the facility today. 
 
Mr. Danible stated there are 25 at the facility and 7 on home confinement. 
 
Commissioner Bowlby commented that she drives by the facility sometimes in the evening and has 
noticed a lot of people standing outside the facility.  
 
Mr. Danible explained the facility has an outpatient group who meets twice a week. 
 
Commissioner Messina inquired if they predict an increase in up-coming years 
 
Ms. Chamberlain stated that 25 beds are adequate right now based on how many referrals and the 
amount of beds will decrease once offenders “graduate” from the facility. 
 
Commissioner Bowlby inquired how many staff are employed during the day at the Port of Hope. 
 
Mr. Danible stated that during the day there are many and (3) three or (4) in the evening.  
 
Commissioner Haneline inquired the type of software used to track offenders.  
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Ms. Chamberlain explained that the software the facility uses is called “Safe Keep” to track offender 
movement, head counts medication, employment.  If the offender is one (1) minute late alerts staff until 
the offender returns or staff locates the offender. 
 
Commissioner Haneline inquired about the number of staff the facility employs. 
 
Mr. Danible answered that there are 35 staff total with six (6) or (7) who have masters.  He explained that 
there are a few administrative techs and that some of the inmates also are used for various chores. 
 
Commissioner Haneline questioned if the special use permit is denied, what will happen to the facility.  
 
Mr. Danible stated that the facility has been rewarded (4) four times and has always earned great ratings 
for the programs and if denied, the facility would only be allowed to be a drug and alcohol facility, hopefully 
that won’t happen because this is a service the city needs.  
 
Commissioner Luttropp inquired if there are other facilities like this in Idaho. 
 
Mr. Danible answered that there is another Port of Hope located in Nampa Idaho. 
 
Commissioner Messina inquired if the School District received the letter from the Port of Hope regarding 
the rebidding for this year. 
 
Mr. Danible stated that a letter was sent to the School District and was confused by the letter submitted by 
the School District stating that they were not informed that this type of activity was happening. 
 
Commissioner Bowlby stated that she has mixed feelings regarding this facility close to a school and a 
residential neighborhood.  She questioned if the Port of Hope has outgrown their current location.  
 
Mr. Danible feels that people who live in the city have the wrong perspective regarding the activities at the 
Port of Hope and many times confuse our facility with the other transients in this area.  
 
Commissioner Evans inquired how many sex-offenders are currently located at the facility. 
 
Mr. Danible stated there are four.  
 
Sue Bowser, 2203 E. Lakeside stated that she has lived in the area for 10 years and is concerned with the 
safety of the children who live in the area. 
 
John Canrow, 2013 Syringa Avenue, stated that he is an ex-employee of the Port of Hope and worked 
there for 10 years.  He feels that the Port of Hope only cares about the money.  He stated the prisons are 
full and having the choice to go to a half-way house for six months is a better choice and cheaper.  
 
Glen Anderson, 1630 E. Ely, stated this facility is too close to the school and needs to be moved.  
 
Bill Rutherford, 3704 N. Bitterroot Drive, principal for Fernan Elementary School, stated that the school 
district supports the facility, but not the location.  He commented that Fernan Elementary was built in 1993 
and under the assumption that the Port of Hope was only a drug and Alcohol Rehabilitation facility.  He 
stated that he would like the Port of Hope relocated to another place, so parents can be assured that there 
children who attend the school are safe. 
 
Susan Snedaker, 814 Hastings, stated that she has been involved with transitional housing issues in the 
city for years and feels that sex offenders need to be a distance from the school. She commented that she 
is neutral on this subject and feels that the Port of Hope is needed in the community, but not next to a 
school. 
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REBUTTAL: 

 

Mr. Danible stated that the commission has a hard job and feels if  the applicat ion is not approved a 

lot of jobs w ill be on the line.  He stated that the goal of the Port of Hope is to give the tools to 

these offenders so they can transit ion back into their communit ies.  He commented that they w ould 

love to move to a new  locat ion or facility and if  anybody has any suggest ions let them know .  He 

added that they are trying to be a good neighbor and unfortunate the att itude is that they don’ t  

w ant this in their back yard. 

 

Commissioner Jordan inquired w hen the offenders are done w ith their treatment allow ed to go into 

the community. 

 

Ms. Chamberlain explained if  the offenders do not have a good family support system in place they 

can stay in Coeur d’Alene, if  not they are sent back to the city w here their prison is located. 

 

Commissioner Messina inquired if  this applicat ion is denied w hat w ill happen to the facility.  

 

Ms. Chamberlain stated the State legally has to have this type of facility. 

 

Commissioner Evens stated after reading the letter submitted from the School District  feels that 

they have legit imate concerns regarding the protect ion of their students w ho attend the school.  

She quest ioned how  to make a decision that w orks for both part ies and not leave something out.  

 

Deputy City Attorney Wilson stated that a decision is made from the test imony and evidence 

presented at the meeting tonight.  

 

Commissioner Haneline inquired how  close the Port of Hope is to gett ing the contract . 

 

Ms. Chamberlain stated that they are in the process right now  and explained normally the re-bidding 

process is started a year before the contract expires w hich is 2014.  

 

Commissioner Bow lby stated that she does not have enough information about this applicat ion to 

make a decision tonight.  She explained that East of Sherman Avenue, w here this facility is located 

has had many similar uses such as Fresh Start  etc. and suggested a w orkshop be held as 

mentioned in the past to get a feel for the vision in this part  of tow n.  She added that she is 

uncomfortable w ith this facility next to the school.  

 

Deputy City Attorney Wilson stated that if  the commission feels there is not enough evidence to 

make a decision on this tonight they could cont inue the hearing so staff  can get the information 

needed to make a decision.  

 

Commissioner Messina stated that he is not an expert and concurs w ith Commissioner Bow lby to 

cont inue this hearing to acquire more information. 

 

Commissioner Evans inquired if  there is any Federal regulat ion regarding distance from this type of 

facility to a school. 

 

Deputy City Attorney stated that he is unaw are how  many feet a criminal transit ion facility needs 

to be from a school and added if  this item is cont inued, staff  can bring that information back. 

 

Chairman Jordan inquired if  the commission w ould like to cont inue this hearing to the next Planning 

Commission meeting on Tueday, August 13, 2013.  
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The commission concurred and w ould like staff  to provide the follow ing information:  A report from 

the police department regarding the number of complaints for this facility and the distance required 

from a school. 

 

Motion by Messina, seconded by Bowlby, to continue Item SP-3-13 to the next Planning 

Commission meeting scheduled on, Tuesday, August 13, 2013. Motion approved. 
 
2. Applicant:  The Church of Christ 
 Location: 3620 Howard Street 
 Request: A proposed Religious Assembly special use permit in the 
   MH8 zoning district. 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL, (SP-4-13) 

 
Planner Stroud presented the staff report.  
 
There were no questions for staff. 

 

Public testimony open: 
 
Ron Cope, 2450 N. Titleist Way, applicant representative, explained they have been working on plans for 
a new church for a long time and feels this property is perfect. He stated staff did a great presentation and 
covered all the information he was going to share.  He asked if the commission had any questions. 
  
There were no questions for the applicant. 
 

Public testimony closed: 
 

Motion by Bowlby, seconded by Haneline, to approve Item SP-4-13.  Motion approved. 

 
ROLL CALL:  
 
Commissioner Bowlby  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Evans  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Messina  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Luttropp  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Haneline  Voted Aye 
 
Motion to approve carried by a 5 to 0 vote.  

 

ADJOURNMENT: 

 
Motion by Luttropp, seconded by Bowlby, to adjourn the meeting.  Motion approved. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:00 p.m. 
 
Prepared by Shana Stuhlmiller, Public Hearing Assistant 
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 PLANNING COMMISSION  
 STAFF REPORT 
 
 
 
 
FROM:                           WARREN WILSON, DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY  
DATE:   AUGUST13TH, 2013 (CONTINUED FROM JULY 9TH, 2013) 
SUBJECT: SP-3-13 – SPECIAL USE PERMIT REQUEST FOR PORT OF HOPE TO 

ALLOW THE OPERATION OF A CRIMINAL TRANSITION FACILITY.  
LOCATION: 218 N. 23RD STREET – APPROX 0.842 OF AN ACRE 
 
 
 
DECISION POINT: 
 
Port of Hope Centers, Inc. is requesting a Special Use Permit allowing a criminal transition facility in 
the C-17 (Commercial) zoning district to operate a residential re-entry service for federal offenders.  
 
 
Applicant: Port of Hope Centers, Inc. 
  218 N. 23

rd
 St. 

  Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814 
   
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 
 
At the conclusion of the July 9

th
, 2013, public hearing the Planning Commission left the record open 

solely for receipt of additional information to address area crime statistics related to Port of 
Hope/issues with Port of Hope’s transitional residents and the four parameters that the Planning 
Commission is required by M.C. 17.03.040(f) to address when issuing a special use permit for a 
Criminal Transitional Facility.  Those four parameters are:    
 
A. The maximum number of offenders; 
 
B. The types of offenders to be allowed, based on offenses committed; 
 
C.  The extent of supervision required; and  
 
D.  The length of allowable transition period.  
 
 
Attached to this staff report is the information staff has received from the Police Department, the Fire 
Department and Port of Hope concerning these five issues. 
 
1.  AREA CRIME STATISTICS RELATED TO PORT OF HOPE/ ISSUES WITH PORT OF HOPE 
TRANSITIONAL RESIDENTS: 
 
The Police Department reviewed all calls for service within a 1/3 mile radius around Port of Hope from 
2008 to 2013.  In that 5.5 year period, the total number of calls for service was 35 (44 when issues 
with transients were included).   
 
Port of Hope reported that they have not received any complaints regarding its residents. 
 
Port of Hope also reported that of the 102 offenders completing the program in 2012, 5 were returned 
to prison (2 for lying to staff, 2 for deviating and 1 for absconding).  During 2013, no offenders (out of 
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52) have been returned to prison. 
 
   
2.  THE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF OFFENDERS: 
 
In its July 17, 2013 response, Port of Hope indicated that it is required to provide 43 beds for the 
criminal transitional facility.  The Fire Department, reviewed the facility and determined that a 
maximum residential occupancy, based on the Fire Code, would be 49.   
 
3.  THE TYPES OF OFFENDERS TO BE ALLOWED (BASED ON OFFENSES COMMITTED): 
 
In its July 17, 2013 response, Port of Hope provided a list of the types of offenders that they take.  
Port of Hope indicated that they do not take offenders with “a criminal history of repeated sexual 
offenses/acts * * *; offenders that have not completed a treatment program; Those assessed to meet 
violent sexual predator criteria; Offender expresses a desire to continue committing sexual offenses.” 
 
Further, Staff reviewed the applicability of I.C. Sections 18-8329 and 18-8331 to Port of Hope.  I.C. 
18-8331 prohibits registered sex offenders for residing in a “residential dwelling unit” with more than 1 
other registered sex offender.  I.C. 18-8331 further prohibits operating a “residence house” for 
registered sex offenders that houses more than two registered sex offenders.  Port of Hope does not 
meet the definition of a “residential dwelling unit”.  As such, I.C. 18-8331, does not apply to Port of 
Hope. 
 
I.C. 18-8329 makes it a misdemeanor for a registered sex offender to loiter on or near school grounds 
when children are present, be on a school bus when children are present, or reside within 500 feet of 
a school property.  It appears that when this statute was adopted in 2006, it was the intent of the 
legislature to exempt offenders residing “at a state licensed or certified facility for incarceration, health 
or convalescent care” from the statute.  However, the statute, as drafted, prohibits sex offenders from 
residing within 500 feet of school property without exception.  Port of Hope is approximately 175 feet 
from Fernan Elementary.   
 
4.  THE EXTENT OF SUPERVISION REQUIRED: 
 
In its July 17, 2013 response, Port of Hope describes the type of supervision it provides for its 
offender residents.  Also, staff has attached the February 2012 Revision of the Statement of Work that 
governs Residential Reentry Centers for the Federal Bureau of Prisons.  Chapters 11 and 12 regulate 
security and discipline.   
 
Additionally, on July 30, 2013, Port of Hope indicated that they were willing to implement 3 additional 
security measures to answer concerns from SD 271.  From the letter, those measures are: 
 

1. Port of Hope will create an exclusion zone within our GPS (Veritraks) system of 
the school and surrounding area.  This system will then alert us within one minute 
of an offender entering that zone. Port of Hope is willing to allow Fernan 
Elementary's Principal or designee access to the exclusion zone reports generated 
by Veritraks (with the names redacted for Federal Confidentiality purposes) at any 
time they request.  
 
2. Port of Hope is willing to place GPS units on all Pre-Release offenders, in the 
facility and on Home Confinement that would be considered to have a VCCLEA 
status. This status includes assault charges, drug charges, sex offenses, etc. Port 
of Hope will continue to place GPS units on anyone whose behavior warrants it 
despite their charge. 
 
3.  Mr. Wardell voiced concerns regarding two peak times that children arrive and 
release from school. Although we have not seen a flow of children walking in front 
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of our facility, Port of Hope, agreed that during the hours of 7:00 - 8:00 a.m. and 
2:30 - 3:30 p.m. we would not allow offenders to travel to the bus stop on Sherman 
Avenue without staff escort or transport. 

 
4.  THE LENGHTH OF ALLOWABLE TRANSITION PERIOD: 
 
In its July, 17, 2013 response, Port of Hope indicated that it needs a maximum transition period of 1 
year.  Earlier, Port of Hope indicated that the “typical” stay is 90-180 days.   
 
PROPOSED CONDITIONS: 

 
The following conditions are proposed for Planning Commission consideration. 

 
1. The maximum number of offenders is 43. 
 
2.  No offenders required by Idaho law to register as a sex offender may be housed at the facility. 
 
3.  No offender will be allowed to reside at the facility for more than 365 calendar days. 
 
4.  The facility must as all times comply with requirements of the Federal Bureau of Prisons 

Residential Reentry Center Statement of Work regarding security and discipline (currently 
Chapters 11 & 12). 

 
5.  Create an exclusion zone within the facility’s GPS (Veritraks) system around the Fernan 

Elementary School property.    The system must alert the facility within one minute if an offender 
enters the exclusion zone.  Exclusion zone reports (with names redacted) must be made available 
to School District 271 and the City upon request.  

 
6.  Place GPS units on all pre-release offenders, in the facility and on home confinement with a 

VCCLEA status. This status includes assault charges, drug charges, sex offenses, etc. 
 
7.  The facility will not allow offenders to travel to bus stops without staff supervision during the peak 

hours when school children are arriving and leaving school (currently 7:00 - 8:00 a.m. and 2:30 - 
3:30 p.m.). 
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 PLANNING COMMISSION  
 STAFF REPORT 
 
 
 
 
FROM:                           SEAN E. HOLM, PLANNER  
DATE:   JULY 9TH, 2013 
SUBJECT: SP-3-13 – SPECIAL USE PERMIT REQUEST FOR PORT OF HOPE TO 

ALLOW THE OPERATION OF A CRIMINAL TRANSITION FACILITY.  
LOCATION: 218 N. 23RD STREET – APPROX 0.842 OF AN ACRE 
 
 
 
DECISION POINT: 
 
Port of Hope Centers, Inc. is requesting a Special Use Permit allowing a criminal transition facility in 
the C-17 (Commercial) zoning district to operate a residential re-entry service for federal offenders.  
 
 
Applicant: Port of Hope Centers, Inc. 
  218 N. 23

rd
 St. 

  Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814 
   
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 
 
Port of Hope has been providing drug and alcohol treatment at their current location since April of 
1991 and transitional housing for their clients since 1998. Currently in process of re-bidding a third 5-
year term contract for services, the city was made aware of the level of service provided by the 
applicant and required special use permit approval to comply with city code. 
 
 

17.03.040: GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF CIVIC ACTIVITIES: 
F. Criminal transitional facility: Providing transitional living accommodations for three (3) or 
more residents who are on probation or parole for a felony. The maximum number and type 
of offenders, based on the offenses committed, the extent of supervision required, and 
the length of allowable transition period shall be set by special use permit.  
(Emphasis added) 

 

 The applicant was asked to provide a review of the establishment subject to the prior 
general description of civic activities, specifically regarding the emphasized section 
above, which is attached on the following pages. 

 
17.05.520: PERMITTED USES; SPECIAL USE PERMIT: 
Permitted uses by special use permit in a C-17 district shall be as follows: 

Adult entertainment sales and service 
Auto camp 
Criminal transitional facility 
Custom manufacturing 
Extensive impact 
Residential density of the R-34 district as specified 
Underground bulk liquid fuel storage - wholesale 
Veterinary hospital 
Warehouse/storage 
Wireless communication facility 
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Continued… 
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Prior Land Use Actions in Area:  
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

o Zone Changes/Special Use Permit: 
ZC-19-86SP R-17 to C-17 and Auto camp SUP 10.7.86 Approved

   
o Special Use Permits: 

SP-6-92 Community Education (SD#271)  7.14.92 Approved 
SP-7-95 Parking Lot    7.11.95 Approved 
SP-13-99C Wireless Tower    N/A Withdrawn 
 

o Zone Changes/Special Use Permit: 
ZC-8-03 R-3 to R-12    11.12.03 Denied 

 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Subject 

Property 
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PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS: 
 

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

 
1.   The subject property is within the existing city limits.   

 
2. The City Comprehensive Plan Map designates this area as stable established: 

 
         
 

        
 
 
 
 
 

             Stable Established: 
These areas are where 
the character of 
neighborhoods has 
largely been established 
and, in general, should 
be maintained. The 
street network, the 
number of building lots, 
and general land use 
are not expected to 
change greatly within 
the planning period. 

 
      

   
 

 
 
 

Land Use: Historical Heart 

Historical Heart Today: 

The historical heart of Coeur d’Alene contains a mix of uses with an array of historic residential, 
commercial, recreational, and mixed uses. A traditional, tree-lined, small block, grid style street 
system with alleys is the norm in this area. Neighborhood schools and parks exist in this location and 
residents have shown support for the long term viability of these amenities. Focusing on multimodal 
transportation within this area has made pedestrian travel enjoyable and efficient. 

Widely governed by traditional zoning, there are pockets of infill overlay zones that allow 
development, based on Floor Area Ratio (FAR). Many other entities and ordinances serve this area to 
ensure quality development for generations to come. Numerous residential homes in this area are 
vintage and residents are very active in local policy-making to ensure development is in scale with 
neighborhoods. 

 
Historical Heart Tomorrow 
Increased property values near Lake Coeur d’Alene have intensified pressure for infill, 
redevelopment, and reuse in the areas surrounding the downtown core. Stakeholders must work 
together to find a balance between commercial, residential, and mixed use development in the 
Historic Heart that allows for increased density in harmony with long established neighborhoods and 

City Limits 
(Red) 

Subject 

Property 

Historical 
Heart 
Boundary 
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uses. Sherman Avenue, Northwest Boulevard, and I-90 are gateways to our community and should 
reflect a welcoming atmosphere. Neighborhoods in this area, Government Way, Foster, Garden, 
Sanders Beach, and others, are encouraged to form localized groups designed to retain and increase 
the qualities that make this area distinct. 
 
The characteristics of Historical Heart neighborhoods will be: 

• That infill regulations providing opportunities and incentives for redevelopment and mixed use 
development will reflect the scale of existing neighborhoods while allowing for an increase in 
density. 

• Encouraging growth that complements and strengthens existing neighborhoods, public open 
spaces, parks, and schools while providing pedestrian connectivity. 

• Increasing numbers of, and retaining existing street trees. 
• That commercial building sizes will remain lower in scale than in the downtown core. 

 
Significant Comprehensive Plan Goals and Objectives for Consideration: 
 
Objective 1.06 
Urban Forests: 
Enforce minimal tree removal, substantial tree 
replacement, and suppress topping trees for 
new and existing development. 
 
Objective 1.14 
Efficiency: 
Promote the efficient use of existing 
infrastructure, thereby reducing impacts to 
undeveloped areas. 
 
Objective 1.16 
Connectivity: 
Promote bicycle and pedestrian connectivity 
and access between neighborhoods, open 
spaces, parks, and trail systems. 
 
Objective 2.01 
Business Image & Diversity: 
Welcome and support a diverse mix of quality 
professional, trade, business, and service 
industries, while protecting existing uses of 
these types from encroachment by 
incompatible land uses. 
 
Objective 2.02 
Economic & Workforce 
Development: 
Plan suitable zones and mixed use areas, and 
support local workforce development and 
housing to meet the needs of business and 
industry. 
 
Objective 2.05 
Pedestrian & Bicycle 
Environment: 
Plan for multiple choices to live, work, and 

recreate within comfortable walking/biking 
distances. 
 
Objective 3.01 
Managed Growth: 
Provide for a diversity of suitable housing 
forms within existing neighborhoods to match 
the needs of a changing population. 
 
Objective 3.05 
Neighborhoods: 
Protect and preserve existing neighborhoods 
from incompatible land uses and 
developments. 
 
Objective 3.06 
Neighborhoods: 
Protect the residential character of 
neighborhoods by allowing residential/ 
commercial/ industrial transition boundaries at 
alleyways or along back lot lines if possible. 
 
Objective 3.07 
Neighborhoods: 
Emphasize a pedestrian orientation when 
planning neighborhood preservation and 
revitalization. 
 
Objective 4.01 
City Services: 
Make decisions based on the needs and 
desires of the citizenry. 
 
Objective 4.06 
Public Participation: 
Strive for community involvement that is 
broad-based and inclusive, encouraging public 
participation in the decision making process. 
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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.     

 
Zoning: 

o Subject Property is Zoned C-17. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Subject 

Property 
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Generalized land use pattern: 
o Existing land uses in the area include: Civic (Elementary school), single family 

(Attached & detached), duplex, multi-family, commercial, and vacant land. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
   
Aerial view:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Subject 

Property 

Subject 

Property 
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Oblique view:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Site Pictures: 
Port of Hope from Coeur d’Alene Ave & 23

rd
 St. (Looking SE)

 
 
 
 
 
 

Subject 

Property 
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Entrance for Port of Hope along 23
rd

 St. 

 
 
 
Mini storage located south of subject property separated by alley
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4-plex along 23
rd

 St. (looking SW from Port of Hope) 

 

 
 
 
Single family homes across the street from subject property (West) 
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Another view of single family home from Coeur d’Alene Ave & 23
rd

 St (Looking South)

  
 
 
 
Another view of single family home from Coeur d’Alene Ave & 23

rd
 St (Looking NW)
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“Shannon Industrial: Plumbing & Heating” a commercial use north of subject property 

 
 
 
 
North side of Port of Hope along vacated portion of Coeur d’Alene Ave. (Looking East)
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View of north side of subject property along vacated ROW (Looking West) 

 
 
 
 
View of subject property along vacated ROW (Looking Southwest) 
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Looking north from Sherman Avenue up 23

rd
 St. toward subject property (I-90 exit) 

 
 

Evaluation: The Planning Commission must determine, based on the information before them, 
whether the design and planning of the site is compatible with the location, setting, 
and existing uses on adjacent properties. 

 
 
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: No comment/objection for the special use permit. 

  - Submitted by Terry Pickel, Assistant Water Superintendent 
 
SEWER:           No comment/objection for the special use permit. 

  - Submitted by James (Jim) Remitz, Utility Project Manager 
 
STREETS: The ITE Trip Generation Manual does not have a categorization for this type of use; 

therefore, an estimate of potential daily traffic generation cannot be arrived at. Due to 
the fact that the facility has been operating in its current capacity since 1991, and 
there have not been traffic related problems, it is a logical extension to presume that 
the situation will continue without any due impact on the surrounding neighborhood. 
Also, the fact that the facility is situated on a street that has signal controlled access, 
and, is adjacent to the City’s main east/west arterial roadway, rapid dispersion of 
vehicles to be expected.   

- Submitted by Chris Bates, Engineering Project Manager 
 
FIRE: No comment/objection for the special use permit. 
   - Submitted by Bobby Gonder- Fire Inspector/Investigator  
 

Subject 

Property 



 
SP-3-13    JULY 9, 2013                                      PAGE 16  
 
 

 

Evaluation: The Planning Commission must determine, based on the information before them, 
whether the location, design, and size of the proposal are such that the development 
will be adequately served by existing streets, public facilities and services. 

 
 

D. Proposed Conditions: 
 

Allowances to be set by Special Use Permit in addition to findings: 
 

1. Maximum number and type of offenders based on the offenses committed 
2. Extent of supervision required 
3. Length of allowable transition period  

 
 
 E. Ordinances and Standards Used In Evaluation: 
 

 2007 Comprehensive Plan 
 Municipal Code 
 Idaho Code 
 Wastewater Treatment Facility Plan 
 Water and Sewer Service Policies 
 Urban Forestry Standards 
 Transportation and Traffic Engineering Handbook, I.T.E. 
 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 

 
 

ACTION ALTERNATIVES: 
 
The Planning Commission must consider this special use permit request and make 
appropriate findings to approve, deny, or deny without prejudice. The findings worksheet is 
attached. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
[F:\PLANNING\Public Hearing Files (PHF)\2013\special use permits\SP-3-13\Staff Report] 
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Prior to approving a special use permit , the Planning Commission is required to make Findings 
of Fact. Findings of Fact represent the official decision 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 
(attach additional pages if necessary): 
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C. Explain how the design and planning of the site is compatible with the location, 

setting and existing uses on adjacent properties; 
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D. Explain how the location, design, and size of the proposal will be adequately served 

by existing streets, public facilities and services; 
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E. Any other information that you feel is important and should be considered by the 

Planning Commission in making their decision. 
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Port of Hope Centers, Inc 
Special Use Pennit (Con't) 

Justification (Continued): 

A. The process of rebidding a third 5-year tenn with the transitional housing program and 
was infonned that we would now need a special use pennit. Port of Hope will not be 
making any changes to our current building, site or program. We are requesting the 
Special Use Pennit based on our existing building and programs. 

B. Continue to build our communities economy, protect our existing neighborhoods and 
contribute to protecting our natural environment. Port of Hope has provided stable, year
round employment for residents of this community and encouraged their involvement in 
community activities. Port of Hope will not be making any changes to our lot or building 
structure in order to continue services. Port of Hope meets the following goals and 
objectives of the 2007 Comprehensive Plan: 

GOAL #l-Natural Environment 

Objective 1.06 
Urban Forests: 

Port of Hope is currently occupying the old Forest Service building and has 
continued to preserve the trees surrounding the property that were planted by the 
Forest Service. The property is backed by a natural tree barrier leading up to the 
interstate and is protected by a fence. Port of Hope continues to enhance the 
existing landscaping and planting of native species. 

Objective 1.12 
Community Design: 

Port of Hope has been located in this facility providing treatment and transitional 
services for 22 plus years and are well established within this community at it's 
current location. Should we have to relocate our facility to another area, it would 
greatly impact the land use of another urban area and add to sprawling. 

Objective 1.14 
Efficiency: 

In our 22 years at this facility, Port of Hope has continually renovated or 
remodeled to make the most efficient use of this infrastructure within it's existing 
land use without impact on the environment or natural terrain. Relocating would 
add to the impacts of use of undeveloped areas. 

Objective 1.16 
Connectivity: 

Port of Hope has a sidewalk on N. 23rd street that connects with our neighbors 
(Shennan Self Storage), as well as sidewalks on the other side of the street. With 



-------------------------------

sidewalks on the connecting streets in the neighborhood there is easy access to 
public transportation. Our residents are required to utilize the sidewalks and 
remain on the main arterial. We promote bicycle transportation and provide 
bicycles for many of our occupants. Our staff are dedicated to keeping the 
sidewalks clear in the winter months and in good repair for easy access by all 
residents of the neighborhood. 

GOAL #2-Economic Environment 

Objective 2.01 
Business Image & Diversity: 

As a Drug & Alcohol Treatment Center and a Residential Re-entry Center for the 
Bureau of Prisons, we are a service industry that is important to the community. 
The services Port of Hope provides are both complementary and supportive to 
health care and educational activities while preserving this communities quality of 
life. Port of Hope is a diverse business that strives to maintain a positive image in 
this community and continues to provide services that are compatible with the 
neighborhood at it's current location. 

Objective 2.02 
Economic & Workforce Development: 

Port of Hope provides year-round stable jobs with livable wages to many residents 
of this community which contributes to the overall economic health of Coeur d' 
Alene. As our resident population grows, our need for more staff increases, which 
further supports the local workforce. As part of their contracts, RRC residents are 
required to obtain and maintain gainful employment. Many of our residents gain 
employment with businesses on Sherman Avenue as well as elsewhere in Coeur 
d' Alene which gives support to the diverse mix of businesses in our area. Staff 
work with all residents on development employment skills, life skills and 
financial management skills. Port of Hope provides needed housing to residents 
until they are self sufficient, productive members of society. 

GOAL #3-Home Environment 

Objective 3.01 
Managed Growth: 

Port of Hope currently provides suitable housing for both drug & alcohol 
rehabilitation residents and residential re-entry residents to assist them in their life 
changes and to match the needs of a changing population. 

Objective 3.05 
Neighborhoods: 

Many of our neighbors have resided in their homes for as long or longer than we 
have resided in our current facility (22 years plus). Port of Hope has coexisted 
with our neighbors, without any problems, for over 22 years at this location. Our 



well established existence in this facility has preserved this neighborhood from 
incompatible land use or development. 

Objective 3.06 
Neighborhoods: 

Port of Hope's facility is located within the neighborhood in a way that protects 
the residential character by providing transition boundaries. Our current property 
is bordered by businesses on both sides, interstate along the back portion of the 
lot, and a main street in front. Many of our neighbors feel safer with our presence 
because we operate 24 hours a day, seven days a week so there are always staff 
here. We have 28 interior and exterior surveillance cameras and add these to the 
Sherman Self Storage surveillance cameras and we provide a safer neighborhood. 

Objective 3.07 
Neighborhoods: 

Our Sidewalk connects with our neighbors on both sides of the street making it 
easier and safer for our residents and the residents of the neighborhood to get to 
and from the Sherman Avenue corridor and public transportation. 

Objective 3.08 
Housing: 

Port of Hope currently provides quality housing for all income and family status 
categories. Without Port of Hope's presence, many residents would be homeless 
and on the streets of this community. 

Objective 3.11 
Historic Preservation: 

Our facility was originally owned by the Department of Forestry. Our presence 
here for over the past 22 years has preserved the large one-of-a-kind tree that the 
Forestry Department grafted back in the 1960's. 

GOAL #4-Administrative Environment 

Objective 4.01 
City Services: 

Port of Hope, as a drug & alcohol rehabilitation center and a residential re-entry 
center, has provided a much needed service that meets the needs and desires of 
the citizenry. Our mission statement includes "to protect and serve the people and 
needs of our community" and Port of Hope has served over 60,000 residents of 
this and neighboring communities. 

Objective 4.06 
Public Participation: 

Informing the community about our programs and their importance is achieved 
through mailings, the internet, and most importantly, with regular meetings with 



various community based groups where public involvement in decision-making 
processes is promoted. 

Land Use: Historical Heart 

Our present facility location meets the Historical Heart neighborhood characteristics by 
encouraging growth that compliments and strengthens our existing neighborhood while 
providing pedestrian connectivity. Our commercial building size will remain lower in 
scale than in the downtown core which also fulfills the needs of the Historic Heart 
neighborhood. 

C. Sherman Self Storage and LaQuinta who employs some of our residents). Our building is 
set on the property in a manner that allows for a privacy screening from the street view. 
Our residents and employees park in the back and on the dead end street. The main 
entrance and courtyard are in the back of the building. The trees provide a screen from 
the freeway to our backyard. 

E. Since 1998. We have been performing these services without any issues or concerns from 
our community and remain dedicated to providing these services without impacting our 
neighbors. We believe that Port of Hope has and will continue to be an asset to the 
community and the overall growth and protection of this community. We have always 
made sure that we had the proper zoning and made notifications to local officials of our 
programs. Port of Hope only recently learned of the need for a Special Use Permit and 
that is why we are requesting your consideration. 
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COEUR D'ALENE PLANNING COMMISSION 

FINDINGS AND ORDER 

 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This matter having come before the Planning Commission on July 9, 2013 and continued to August 

13, 2013, there being present a person requesting approval of ITEM: SP-3-13, a Special Use Permit 

allowing a criminal transition facility in the C-17 (Commercial) zoning district to operate a residential 

re-entry service for federal offenders             

             
             APPLICANT:   PORT OF HOPE CENTERS INC.   

 

 

  LOCATION:     218 N. 23RD STREET – APPROX 0.842 OF AN ACRE 
  

 

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 Civic (Elementary school), single family (Attached & 
detached), duplex, multi-family, commercial, and vacant land. 

 

B2. That the Comprehensive Plan Map designation is Stable Established. 

 

B3. That the zoning is C-17. 

 

B4. That the notice of public hearing was published on, June 22, 2013, which fulfills the proper 

legal requirement. 

 

B5. That the notice of public hearing was posted on the property on June 26, 2013, which fulfills 

the proper legal requirement.  

 

B6. That 29 notices of public hearing were mailed to all property owners of record within three-

hundred feet of the subject property on June 21, 2013. 

 
B7. That public testimony was heard on August 13, 2013. 

 

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  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

C. ORDER:   CONCLUSION AND DECISION 

 

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

CENTERS, LLC for a special use permit, as described in the application should be 

(approved)(denied)(denied without prejudice).  

 
 

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? 

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? 
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Motion by ____________, seconded by ______________, to adopt the foregoing Findings and Order. 
 
ROLL CALL: 

 
Commissioner Bowlby                Voted  ______  
Commissioner Evans   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Luttropp   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Messina   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Soumas   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Haneline   Voted  ______ 

 
 
Chairman Jordan   Voted  ______ (tie breaker) 

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

_______________________________ 
CHAIRMAN BRAD JORDAN 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 
 
 
 
 
FROM:                           SEAN E. HOLM, PLANNER  
DATE:   AUGUST 13TH, 2013 
SUBJECT: SP-5-13 – SPECIAL USE PERMIT REQUEST TO ALLOW ADDITIONAL 

COMMERCIAL AND SERVICE USES IN A C-17L ZONE. 
LOCATION: 380 E. KATHLEEN - APPROX 2.241 ACRES 
 

 

 
 
APPLICANT/OWNERS: 
 
Selkirk Development, LLC   Marwan & Jackie Bahu  
(William Brooks)    PO Box 744 
309 W. 2

nd
, Suite #200    San Clemente, CA 92674 

Spokane, WA 99201    
 
 
DECISION POINT: 
      

Selkirk Development, LLC is requesting approval of additional commercial and service uses in a C-17L 

zone by way of special use permit. The applicant seeks to add the following uses to what is allowed by 

right: 
 

17.05.600: PERMITTED USES; SPECIAL USE PERMIT: 
Permitted uses by special use permit in a C-17L district shall be as follows:  
(Only the uses requested by the applicant are listed below) 

 

COMMERCIAL 
1. Food and beverage stores for off/on site consumption 

SERVICE 
2. Convenience sales 
3. Commercial recreation 

 
Remaining uses, not already herein permitted, of the C-17 district principal permitted uses. 

(Uses requested by the applicant under C-17 are listed below)  

 

COMMERCIAL 

4. Business supply retail sales 

5. Home Furnishing Retail Sales 

6. Specialty Retail Sales 

SERVICE 

7. Veterinary Office 

8. Business Support Services 

9. Consumer Repair Services 

10. Convenience Service 
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GENERAL INFORMATION: 
 

17.03.050: GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES:  

Commercial activities include the distribution and sale or rental of goods; the provisions of services 

other than those classified as civic activities; and the administrative and research operations of 

private, profit oriented firms, other than public utility firms and include the following: 

 

D. Business supply retail sales: Activities that include the retail sale or rental from the premises of 

the office equipment and supplies and similar goods primarily to individuals, firms and other 

organizations utilizing the goods; they exclude the sale or rental of motor vehicles and the sale of 

materials used in construction of buildings or other structures; such activities are typical of barber 

equipment and supply firms, and hotel or office equipment and supply firms. 

F. Convenience sales: Activities that include the retail sale from the premises of drugs and other 

frequently needed small personal convenience items such as toiletries, tobacco and magazines, 

including small grocery stores. 

I.  Food and Beverage Sales/Off-Site Consumption: Activities that include the retail sales from the 

premises of food and beverages for off-premises consumption; such activities are typical of 

groceries, markets, liquor stores and retail bakeries. On-site consumption seating areas of up to 

fifteen percent (15%) of the gross floor area may be provided. 

J.  Food and Beverage Sales/On-Site Consumption: Activities that include the retail sale from the 

premises of food or beverages prepared for on-premises consumption; such activities are typical of 

restaurants and bars. 

L. Home Furnishing Retail Sales: Activities that include the retail sale from the premises of furniture 

and home appliances, primarily to individuals rather than firms; such activities are typical of 

furniture and appliance stores. 

M. Specialty Retail Sales: Activities that include the sale or rental from the premises of particular or 

predominant types of goods and merchandise primarily for personal or household use; they 

exclude the sale or rental of motor vehicles, parts and accessories, furniture and major appliances, 

and materials used in the construction of buildings or other structures; such activities are typical of 

apparel, antique, camera and flower stores. 

  

17.03.060: GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF SERVICE ACTIVITIES: 

Service activities include the on-site provision of professional and/or commercial services that are not 

classified as civic activities and are not primarily concerned with the relating of goods and include the 

following: 

 

C. Veterinary Activities: Activities that include the provision of animal care, treatment and boarding 

services, but excluding the boarding of horses or cattle, typically performed by animal clinics, 

hospitals and kennels, as follows: 

1. Veterinary Office: Activities that include the provision of health care for small domestic 

animals (such as cats, dogs and rabbits), with incidental boarding services. Such activities 

are typical of small animal clinics and hospitals, facilities for which are primarily indoors. 

K. Business Support Services: Activities that include the provision, primarily to firms rather than 

individuals, of services of a clerical, employment, protective, or minor processing nature, including 

multi-copy and blueprint services; they exclude the printing of books, other than pamphlets and 

small reports for another firm, and the storage of goods other than samples for sale. 

M. Consumer Repair Services: Activities that include the provision, principally to individuals rather 

than firms, of repair services such as apparel, shoe, upholstery, furniture, and electrical appliance 

repair services. 

N. Convenience Services: Activities that include the provision, to individuals, of convenience 

services which are typically needed frequently or recurrently, such as beauty and barber care, and 

apparel laundering and dry cleaning. 

U. Commercial Recreation: Activities that include profit-oriented sports activities performed either 

indoors or outdoors, which require a facility for conducting the recreational activity; such activities 

are typical of swimming centers, tennis courts, racquetball courts, golf courses, etc. 
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Prior Land Use Actions:  
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Zone Changes: 
 
ZC-7-95 R-8 to R-3    10.3.95  Approved 
  

Special Use Permits: 
 
SP-7-83 Community Education   10.11.83 Approved 
 
SP-1-93 Fence Height    2.9.93   Approved 
 
SP-14-93 Religious Assembly   2.8.94  Approved 
 
SP-1-96 Water Well & Pump Station  2.29.96  Approved 
 
SP-3-03 Commercial Recreation   5.13.03  Approved 
 
SP-7-03 Food & Beverage (Off-site)  12.9.03  Approved 
 
SP-6-04 Convenience Service   12.14.04  Approved 
 
SP-6-06 Automotive Sales/Service  5.9.06  Approved 

 

Fairgrounds 

(In County) 

City Limits 

(RED) 

Subject 

Property 
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PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS: 
 

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

 
The subject property is within the existing city limits.   
 
The City Comprehensive Plan Map designates this area as NE Prairie: 

 
 
 
  
 

        
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
        Stable Established: 

These areas are where the 
character of neighborhoods 
has largely been established 
and, in general, should be 
maintained. The street 
network, the number of 
building lots, and general 
land use are not expected to 
change greatly within the 
planning period. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
2007 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DETAILS: 
 
NE Prairie Today: 
This area is composed of a variety of zoning districts with a majority of residential density at three to 
eight units per acre (3-8:1). Lower density development becomes more prominent moving north. The 
NE Prairie provides a range of housing choices that includes a number of large recreation areas and 
small pocket parks. 
Canfield Mountain and Best Hill act as the backdrop for this portion of the prairie. Much of the lower 
lying, less inhibitive areas have been developed. Pockets of development and an occasional 
undeveloped lot remain. 
 
 

City Limits 

(RED) 

Subject 

Property 

NE Prairie 

Boundary 
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NE Prairie Tomorrow: 
It is typically a stable established housing area with a mix of zoning districts. The majority of this area 
has been developed. Special care should be given to the areas that remain such as the Nettleton 
Gulch area, protecting the beauty and value of the hillside and wetlands. 
 

The characteristics of NE Prairie neighborhoods will be: 
• That overall density may approach three to four residential units per acre (3-4:1), however, 

pockets of higher density housing and multi-family units are appropriate in compatible areas. 
• Commercial uses are concentrated in existing commercial areas along arterials with 

neighborhood service nodes where appropriate. 
• Natural vegetation is encouraged and should be protected in these areas. 
• Pedestrian connections and street trees are encouraged in both existing neighborhoods and 

developing areas. 
• Clustering of smaller lots to preserve large connected open space areas as well as views and 

vistas are encouraged. 
• Incentives will be provided to encourage clustering. 

 

Significant Comprehensive Plan policies for consideration: 
 

Objective 1.06 
Urban Forests: 
Enforce minimal tree removal, substantial tree 
replacement, and suppress topping trees for 
new and existing development. 
 

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

Objective 1.16 
Connectivity: 
Promote bicycle and pedestrian connectivity 
and access between neighborhoods, open 
spaces, parks, and trail systems. 
 

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

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

Objective 2.05 
Pedestrian & Bicycle Environment: 
Plan for multiple choices to live, work, and 
recreate within comfortable walking/biking 
distances. 
 

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

Objective 3.06 
Neighborhoods: 
Protect the residential character of 
neighborhoods by allowing residential/ 
commercial/ industrial transition boundaries at 
alleyways or along back lot lines if possible. 
 

Objective 3.07 
Neighborhoods: 
Emphasize a pedestrian orientation when 
planning neighborhood preservation and 
revitalization. 
 

Objective 4.01 
City Services: 
Make decisions based on the needs and 
desires of the citizenry. 
 

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

Evaluation: The Planning Commission must determine, based on the information before them, 
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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B. Finding #B8B: The design and planning of the site (is) (is not) 
compatible with the location, setting, and existing uses on adjacent 
properties.  

   
 
 
  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Conceptual Site Plan: 
 



 
 
SP-5-13     AUGUST 13, 2013                                      PAGE 7  
 

 

Zoning:  The subject property is zoned C-17L.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

Generalized land use pattern: Existing land uses in the area include: Civic (school, church, essential 
service), commercial, residential and vacant land. 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Subject 

Property 

Subject 

Property 
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Aerial view:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Oblique view: 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Subject 

Property 

Subject 

Property 

4
th S

t. 

Kathleen Ave. 

Kathleen Ave. 

4
th S

t. 
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Site Pictures: 
Yellowstone Pipeline warning sign at shared approach along Kathleen Ave. (Looking East): 

 
 

Subject property along Kathleen from shared approach (Looking East): 
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Subject property along Kathleen from shared approach (Looking Southeast): 

 
 

Subject property along Kathleen from shared approach (Looking South): 
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Residential home on subject property (Looking Southeast): 

 
 

Kootenai County Fairgrounds across Kathleen Ave. from subject property (Looking Northwest): 
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Coeur d’Alene High School across Kathleen Ave. from subject property (Looking North/Northeast): 

 
 

Round-a-bout at Kathleen Ave. and 4th Street (Looking East): 
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Subject property from round-a-bout at Kathleen Ave. and 4th Street (Looking Southwest): 

 
 

Subject property along Kathleen from shared approach (Looking East): 
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Church grounds across 4
th
 Street from subject property (Looking East): 

 
 

Church grounds across 4
th
 Street from subject property (Looking Southeast): 
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Fence between R-17 and C-17 zones (Looking Southeast into subject property): 

 
 

Fence between R-17 and C-17 zones (Looking Southwest into subject property): 
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Evaluation: The Planning Commission must determine, based on the information before them, 
whether the design and planning of the site is compatible with the location, setting, 
and existing uses on adjacent properties. 

 
 
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.   

 
Staff Comments:    
WATER: The property in question is fronted by 12” water mains on Kathleen Avenue and 4th 

Street. According to our records, the property currently does not have domestic 
service. The property will require new domestic, irrigation and possibly fire services to 
be installed by the developer dependent on the proposed use. If the property is 
broken into individual lots, each lot would require its own service(s). If any lots do not 
have street frontage, a main extension may be necessary in a public utility easement 
to serve any potential land locked lots. 

  - Submitted by Terry Pickel, Assistant Water Superintendent 
 
SEWER:   Public sewer in the area is of adequate capacity to support this project and will need 

to be extended east from Manhole GOV1-04K1 (South of 360 Kathleen) per City 
Standards and Requirements within the existing 20’ Access and Utility Easement to 
serve the project.  Said easement was granted to the City.  Inspection will be 
required.  

  - Submitted by Michael Becker, Utility Project Manager 
  
ENGINEERING: The streets adjoining the subject property are fully developed street sections that are 

constructed to City standards. No alterations will be required with the development.  
ITE Trip Generation estimates are based upon specific uses for developed properties, 
however, since there is not a defined use for the site, vehicle trip projection would not 
be possible. Nevertheless, there will be an increase in traffic flow, and 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. 

- Submitted by Chris Bates, Engineering Project Manager 
 
FIRE: No comment. 
  
Evaluation: The Planning Commission must determine, based on the information before them, 

whether the location, design, and size of the proposal are such that the development 
will be adequately served by existing streets, public facilities and services. 
 

Proposed conditions: 
 

1. The access to the site will be restricted per City Code Section 17.44.280(D). A point of access 
in addition to the existing shared approach on the westerly boundary of the subject property 
may be allowed, however, the easterly edge of its location shall be no closer than one 
hundred twenty feet (120’) from the terminus of the westerly “splitter” island for the Kathleen 
Ave./4

th
 St. round-about.  

 
2. To avoid vehicle conflicts with traffic entering and leaving the southerly leg of the round-

about, no access will be allowed on the 4th Street frontage. 
 

3. The applicant has requested a “Veterinary Office” use. Because the definition of Veterinary 
Activities include two distinct ways in which the activity can be operated (indoor/outdoor), 
excluding “Veterinary Hospital (outdoor)” is warranted due to the proximity of the abutting 
neighborhood.  
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Ordinances and Standards Used In Evaluation: 
 

 2007 Comprehensive Plan 
 Municipal Code 
 Idaho Code 
 Wastewater Treatment Facility Plan 
 Water and Sewer Service Policies 
 Urban Forestry Standards 
 Transportation and Traffic Engineering Handbook, I.T.E. 
 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 

 
 

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:\PLANNING\Public Hearing Files (PHF)\2013\special use permits\SP-5-13\Staff Report] 



Justification: 

Proposed Activity Group: (From the C-17 Permitted Uses List) 

Sales Activities: 
3. Business Supply Retail Sales 
5. Convenience Sales 
8. Food and Beverage Sales (on and off site consumption) 
10. Home Furnishing Retail Sales 
11. Finished Goods Retail Sales 
12. Specialty Retail Sales 

Service Activities: 
8. Business Support Service 
12. Consumer Repair Service 
13. Convenience Service 
22. Veterinary Clinic (indoor) 

Prior to approving a special use permit the Planning Commission is required to make 
Findings of Fact. Findings of Fact represent the official decision 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 (attach additional pages if necessary): 

A. A description of your request: To allow the above retail uses from the C-17 
Permitted Use List on this particular property zoned C-17L. Our request is for 
various low intensity retail uses and does not include high intensity retail uses 
such as automotive sales or repair, gasoline, farm equipment, kennels, etc. 

B. Explain how your request conforms to the 2007 Comprehensive Plan 

Goal #1 - Natural Environment 

Objectives 1.06, Urban Forests, 1.08 Forests & Natural Habitats: The site 
plan shows the location and number of trees to be preserved; the 10' buffer 
on the south property line will include as many existing trees and vegetation 
as possible, retaining the tree cover that already exists. 

Objective 1.11 & 1.12 Community Design: The site plan shows the 
pedestrian access. The project will include bike racks and, depending on the 
final tenant mix, we intend to include an outdoor seating/neighborhood 
gathering place. The uses requested on this property discourage sprawl by 
bringing services and activities to the neighborhood, within walking or biking 
distance for the residents and students. 

Objective 1.14 - Efficiency (use of existing infrastructure): No new offsite 
infrastructure is expected at this time. 4th & Kathleen have been upgraded 
and include a traffic circle, water and gas are already available on the site, 
sewer access is on the adjoining site to the west. We will install an additional 
fire hydrant to service our development and adjacent property. 



Objective 1.15 - Natural Terrain: The site is reasonably level now and we will 
not alter the existing terrain beyond the need for proper drainage and a level 
building site. 

Objective 1.16 - Connectivity: The site has excellent sidewalks abutting the 
property with good pedestrian and bicycle access from the residential area. 
The existing traffic circle controls the speed at the intersection makes ingress 
and egress fit easily in the traffic flow. 

Objective 1.18 - Night Sky: All parking lot lights and building lights will be 
directed down to the parking or pedestrian areas at the minimum levels 
required. Shades will be installed to confine the light where appropriate. 

Goal #2 - Economic Environment 

Objective 2.04 - Downtown and Neighborhood Service Nodes: The uses 
requested in this Special Use Permit are consistent with a Neighborhood 
Service Node. Athletics, food, and various services will be part of this node. 

Objective 2.05 - Pedestrian and Bicycle Environment: This site is well 
positioned to provide multiple choices to "live, work, and recreate within 
comfortable walking/biking distances. " 

Goal #3 - Home Environment 

Objective 3.06 - Neighborhoods: The southern lot line and adjoining 10' 
dense buffer fits this objective well: "Protect the residential character of 
neighborhoods by allowing residential Icommerciallindustrial transition 
boundaries at alleyways or along back lot lines if possible." This transition to 
light retail use is a good fit with the neighborhood and the buffer. 

NE Prairie Land Use: From the comp plan: "The characteristics of the NE Prairie 
Neighborhoods will be: Commercial uses are concentrated in existing 
commercial areas along arterials with neighborhood service nodes where 
appropriate." The subject is on two arterials: 4th & Kathleen. The property west 
of the subject is fully developed with commercial uses including a hair salon, 
engineering firm, chiropractor, and further down the block, assisted living. The 
addition of low intensity retail to this area will enhance the neighborhood 
services, providing more services closer to home for the NE Prairie 
neighborhood. 

Landscaping: We embrace the landscaping requirements and suggestions of the 
Comprehensive Plan. We tend to do more landscaping than required and 
maintain to high standards to provide a welcoming and comfortable atmosphere 
for our tenants and their customers. 

C. Explain how the design and planning of the site is compatible with the 
location, setting and existing uses on adjacent properties: 

Design: The building design will be compatible with the combined residential 
and light commercial nature of the neighborhood. If we have a neighborhood 
eatery the site plan might include a common outdoor seating area for tenants 
and their clients and customers use. Our architect has wide experience in 



both commercial and residential work and our direction to him is to design a 
building that fits comfortably in the neighborhood and maintains as much 
Urban Forest as possible as desired in the Comp Plan. The final design will 
be based on these parameters, as well as our tenants and their needs. 

Adjacent properties: 

Property to the south - R 17: There is a 10' buffer next to the adjacent R 17 
zone. Currently this area includes dense trees and bushes, our intention is to 
keep as much vegitation as possible and create a natural area between the 
R17 area and our building. Lighting will be directed away from the R17 area. 

Property to the west - C 17L: The property to the west is already developed 
with commercial uses including retail and office uses. The building and 
landscaping are good to excellent quality; our intent is to enhance the 
neighborhood with similar or better building quality and landscaping. 

Property to the north& east - This is a corner site so there is no adjacent 
property to the north or east. The high school soccer fields and the fair 
grounds are to the north across Kathleen, the Nazarene Church baseball field 
is to the east across 4th. 

D. Explain how the location, design, and size of the proposal will be 
adequately served by the existing streets, public facilities and services: 

The existing arterials of 4th & Kathleen serve the property and no changes are 
required. The traffic circle calms the traffic on two sides of the site, allowing 
easy ingress and egress with minimal disruption to traffic flow. The property 
will share an access on Kathleen with the adjoining property to the west. We 
will add one additional access point on Kathleen to minimize congestion 

We believe all utilities have been stubbed to the site or are available through 
an existing easement with the adjoining property; no additional capacity is 
anticipated at this time. 

E. Any other information that you feel is important and should be 
considered by the Planning Commission in making their decision: 

We believe that this project, with its neighborhood focused retail business, is 
exactly what the Comprehensive Plan supports. As a nation we are moving 
back into the neighborhoods and away from the intense retail strip 
development that exists on Highway 95 and Government Way. Our goal for 
this neighborhood center is to service the existing traffic & residences by 
offering an alternative to the large commercial developments on 95 and 
Government Way. The location, site plan, and design will encourage walking 
and biking, enhance the overall neighborhood, provide a higher quality of life 
and contribute positively to the economy of the region. Over time we hope this 
project will provide a neighborhood gathering place and encourage 
everyone's sense of community. 
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COEUR D'ALENE PLANNING COMMISSION 

FINDINGS AND ORDER 

 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This matter having come before the Planning Commission on August 13, 2013, and there being 

present a person requesting approval of ITEM SP-5-13, for additional commercial and service uses in 

a C-17L zone by way of special use permit.              

              
             APPLICANT:   SELKIRK DEVELOPMENT, LLC 

 

 

  LOCATION:    380 E. KATHLEEN - APPROX 2.241 ACRES 
 
  

 

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 Civic (school, church, essential service), commercial, 
residential and vacant land. 

 

B2. That the Comprehensive Plan Map designation is Stable Established. 

 

B3. That the zoning is C-17L. 

 

B4. That the notice of public hearing was published on, July 27, 2013 , which fulfills the proper 

legal requirement. 

 

B5. That the notice of public hearing was posted on the property on August 4, 2013, which fulfills 

the proper legal requirement.  

 

B6. That 73 notices of public hearing were mailed to all property owners of record within three-

hundred feet of the subject property on July 26, 2013. 

 
B7. That public testimony was heard on August 13, 2013. 

 

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  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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? 

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? 
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C. ORDER:   CONCLUSION AND DECISION 

 

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

DEVELOPMENT,LLC for a special use permit, as described in the application should be 

(approved)(denied)(denied without prejudice).  

 

Special conditions applied are as follows: 

 Proposed conditions: 
 

1. The access to the site will be restricted per City Code Section 17.44.280(D). A point of 
access in addition to the existing shared approach on the westerly boundary of the subject 
property may be allowed, however, the easterly edge of its location shall be no closer than 
one hundred twenty feet (120’) from the terminus of the westerly “splitter” island for the 
Kathleen Ave./4

th
 St. round-about.  

 
2. To avoid vehicle conflicts with traffic entering and leaving the southerly leg of the round-

about, no access will be allowed on the 4th Street frontage. 
 

3. The applicant has requested a “Veterinary Office” use. Because the definition of 
Veterinary Activities include two distinct ways in which the activity can be operated 
(indoor/outdoor), excluding “Veterinary Hospital (outdoor)” is warranted due to the 
proximity of the abutting neighborhood.  

 
 
 
Motion by ____________, seconded by ______________, to adopt the foregoing Findings and Order. 
 
ROLL CALL: 

 
Commissioner Bowlby               Voted  ______  
Commissioner Evans   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Luttropp   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Messina   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Soumas   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Haneline   Voted  ______ 

 
 
Chairman Jordan   Voted  ______ (tie breaker) 

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

_______________________________ 
CHAIRMAN BRAD JORDAN 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

 
 
 
  

DATE:   AUGUST 13, 2013 

FROM:              PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

SUBJECT:  PUD-1-83m.3 – MODIFICATION OF COEUR D’ALENE RESORT PUD 

    . 
LOCATION:   6.5 ACRES KNOWN AS THE COEUR D’ALENE RESORT  
 

 

Applicant:  
JRB Properties LLC 
P.O. Box 6000 
Coeur d’Alene, ID 

Owner:  
Hagadone Hospitality Co. 
P.O. Box 6200 
Coeur d’Alene, ID 

   
  

DECISION POINT: 
 
JRB Properties LLC on behalf of Hagadone Hospitality is requesting approval of a modification of the Coeur 
d’Alene Resort Planned Unit Development (PUD). 

 

 

 

 

 
A. The following summarizes requested modifications to the "Coeur d'Alene Resort PUD": 
 

1. Removal of circular parking lot of the Plaza and replacing with landscaped open space; 

  

2. Removal of certain walkways and Centennial Trail connection and replacing with new walkways and 

trail alignment; 

 

3. Modifying the vehicular access to the site;  

 

4. Removal of on-site bus loading area and replacing with landscaping;  

 

5. Changes in landscaping areas including the removal of street trees; and, 

 

 6. Addition of former railroad right-of-way into the PUD. 
 

 

 

GENERAL INFORMATION: 
 

The original Coeur d’Alene Resort PUD was approved in 1983 and revised in 1994 and 1996. The 1996 
revision approval resulted in the plaza and Front Avenue design that exists today.  
 
The purpose of the current request is to modify the development’s street tree, Centennial Trail and 
walkways for the  plaza and Front Street as part of a larger project off the PUD site that reconfigures the 
design of the resort’s access and the change of character for Front Street,  
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Existing PUD Boundary 

 
 
Aerial of Site 
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Existing zoning:  
 
 
The zoning pattern (see zoning map) in the surrounding area shows R-3, DC, and the Resort’s PUD 
overlay zoning.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Proposed Modificaitons 
 
NOTE: The Planning Commission’s review is limited to the design features within the PUD boundaries. 
The design features outside of the PUD boundary are provided only to give context. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R-3 

R-3 

DC 

DC 
PUD 
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Overall context map 

 
 
 
PUD context map 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PUD 

BOUNDARY 
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PUD FINDING ANALYSIS: 

 

Finding #B8: The proposal is in conformance with the comprehensive plan. 

 
 2007 Comprehensive Plan designation - Stable Established – Downtown 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TRANSITION 

AREA - GREEN 
GENERAL 

PUD A REA 

STABLE 

ESTABLISHED 

AREA - PURPLE RED LINE-

CITY LIMITS 
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Stable Established Areas 
  

These areas are where the character of neighborhoods has largely been established and, in general, should 
be maintained.  The street network, the number of building lots and general land use are not expected to 
change greatly within the planning period.  

 

Downtown Coeur d'Alene Tomorrow 
Downtown Coeur d'Alene is envisioned to have the highest intensity uses for retail, office, residences, and 
hotels contained within low-rise, mid-rise and high-rise buildings. The city will continue to encourage urban 
mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly development using both private and public investment. The city seeks to 
provide an atmosphere of sustainable quality in growth designed to give locals and tourists alike a 
multitude of choices for recreation, commerce, and entertainment. 

 

The characteristics of Downtown Coeur d’Alene will include: 

 That major public spaces and buildings anchor this district with shops and restaurants located along 
key streets. 

 That parking is increasingly located within structures. 

 Partnering with existing groups to coordinate exceptional development. 

 Producing a concentration and a mixture of viable commercial, office, retail, residential, and public 
uses. 

 Developing a downtown that supports pedestrian movement and use of 

 public transit. 

 Retaining existing civic uses and encourage new government services, and state, county, and 
federal functions. 

 Creating a distinct, strong identity for downtown. 
. 

Downtown Core Special Area 
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Downtown Core Special Area Significant policies: 

 

Objective 1.03 

Waterfront Development: 
Encourage public and private development to incorporate and provide ample public access, both 
physical and visual, to the lakes and rivers. 

 

Objective 1.04 

Waterfront Development: 
Provide strict protective requirements for all public and private waterfront developments. 
 

Objective 1.05 

Vistas: 
Protect the key vistas and view corridors of the hillsides and waterfronts that make Coeur d’Alene 
unique. 

 

Objective 1.06 

Urban Forests: 
Enforce minimal tree removal, substantial tree replacement, and suppress topping trees for new and 
existing development. 
 

Objective 1.07 

Urban Forests: 
Restrict tree removal in city rights-of-way and increase tree planting in additional rights-of-way. 
 

Objective 1.09 

Parks: 
Provide an ample supply of urbanized open space in the form of squares, beaches, greens, and parks 
whose frequent use is encouraged by placement, design, and access. 
 

Objective 1.11 

Community Design: 
Employ current design standards for development that pay close attention to context, sustainability, 
urban design, and pedestrian access and usability throughout the city. 
 

Objective 1.16 

Connectivity: 
Promote bicycle and pedestrian connectivity and access between neighborhoods, open spaces, 
parks, and trail systems. 
 

Objective 2.01 

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

Objective 2.04 

Downtown & Neighborhood 

Service Nodes: 
Prioritize a strong, vibrant downtown and compatible neighborhood service 
 

Objective 2.05 

Pedestrian & Bicycle 

Environment: 
Plan for multiple choices to live, work, and recreate within comfortable walking/biking distances. 
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Objective 2.06 

Cooperative Partnerships: 
Encourage public/private partnerships to procure open space for the community while enhancing 
business opportunities. 
 

Objective 3.14 

Recreation: 
Encourage city-sponsored and/or private recreation facilities for citizens of all ages. 
This includes sports fields and facilities, hiking and biking pathways, open space, passive parks, and 
water access for people and boats. 

 

Coeur d’Alene Bikeways Plan:  
MISSION:  
The essence of the City bicycle plan is to provide bike lanes on arterial and major collector streets to 
provide direct, continuous, and convenient transportation access to all parts of the community.  
 
GOAL:  
The plan should be used to require dedication of right-of-way with land partitions or street construction 
with all new subdivisions, roadway improvement projects and wherever possible with land use 
applications.  
 
This practical solution will provide bicycles and pedestrians with access into all residential, 
commercial and industrial areas of the community thereby encouraging use of bicycles for all type of 
trips, to decrease reliance on the automobile and to provide low cost transportation options for people 
without cars – the young, the elderly, the poor and the disabled. To coordinate the City of Coeur 
d’Alene Bicycle Plan with other cities, districts and state agencies to develop a regional network of 
bicycle transportation facilities.  
 
The applicant has provided a plan that modifies the pedestrian and bicycle traffic on and through the 
site. 
 

Evaluation: The Planning Commission must determine, based on the evidence 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.  
 
 

Finding #B9: The design and planning of the site is compatible with the location, setting and 

existing uses on adjacent properties. 
 
The Coeur d’Alene Resort development was designed and developed as a destination resort that focuses 
primarily on waterfront access with secondary access to the Sherman Avenue commercial core. 
 
The applicant’s attached narrative provides further observations about the design and planning. 
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C. Generalized GIS land use. 
 
    

  
 

 

 

Urban Forestry 
 
The Urban Forestry Committee has approved the concept of removing the red maple street trees 
within the PUD along Sherman Ave. and 2nd Street. For the street trees on the north side of Sherman 
Ave. that the applicant references in its application, the Urban Forestry Committee has likewise 
approved the concept of removing the trees but the applicant will need to submit a formal application to 
the Committee for a removal request and/or a request to not plant replacement trees. Replacement 
street trees will most likely be required  by the city code.  Katie Kosanke, Urban Forestry Coordinator 
 

Evaluation: The Planning Commission must determine, based on the evidence before them whether the 
design and planning of the site is compatible with the location, setting and existing uses on adjacent properties 

 

 

Finding #B10: C. The proposal is compatible with natural features of the site and adjoining 

properties 

The subject property is relatively flat developed property and has no physical features that need to 
be preserved or that would minimize development of the proposed improvements. 

 
 

 

Evaluation: The Planning Commission must determine, based on the evidence before them, whether the 
physical characteristics of the site make it suitable for request at this time. 

COMMERCIAL 

CIVIC 

VACANT 

MULTI-
FAMILY 
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Finding #B11: D. The location, design, and size of the proposal are such that the development will 

be adequately served by existing streets, public facilities and services. 

 Wastewater Department: 
Public sewer is available and of adequate capacity to support this project. Mike Becker, Utility Project 
Manager 

Water Department: 
 The property is currently adequately served by a 12” main in Front Avenue and 12” and 6” mains 
extended within public utility easements in the park area and 1

st
 St ROW to the northwest of the Resort. 

The proposed changes do not change the adequacy of the water service. The Water Department requires 
that all mains will be under asphalt or concrete for maintenance access and purposes. Terry W. Pickel, 
Assistant Water Superintendent 

Engineering Department: 
Since the proposed action is only impacting the Resort proper (the area between the westerly boundary 
and the westerly r/w of 2nd St), and not affecting the areas of 2nd Street or Front Avenue, Engineering 
has no comments or issues to address. Chris Bates, Engineering Project Manager 

Trails  
Trail Interface Recommendations:  
This proposal was presented to the Pedestrian/Bicycle Committee on July 17, 2013.  The Committee 
requested that where the trail enters the Resort PUD from 2

nd
 Street, the curve to the north along 2

nd
 

Street should have a gentler radius to reduce the grade of the path up to Sherman Ave.  
 
Monte McCully, Trails Coordinator 

Fire 
There were no requirements/comments pertaining to the PUD portion of the design 
 

Evaluation: The Planning Commission must determine, based on the evidence before them, that public 
facilities and utilities are or are not available and adequate for the proposed use.  

 

E.   The proposal provides adequate private common open space area, as determined by the 

commission, no less than ten percent (10%) of gross land area, free of buildings, streets, 

driveways or parking areas. The common open space shall be accessible to all users of the 

development and usable for open space and recreational purposes. 

 

OPEN SPACE: 

The existing development provides open space that includes landscaped areas and a number of 
pedestrian walkways that are accessible to the public, including a 12-foot floating walkway/breakwater. 
With the addition of the circular parking lot, the open space provided on land is 2.15 acres or 33% of the 
land area. 

 

Evaluation: The Planning Commission must determine that the open space is accessible to all users 
of the development and usable for open space and recreational purposes. 
 
 
 

Finding #B8F:Off street parking provides parking sufficient for users of the development. 
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The existing PUD has a 550-space parking garage The proposed change would replace the ten space 
circular parking lot with landscaping. Approximately three (3) of those ten (10) spaces are located on the 
First Street ROW. Removal of these spaces does not affect the Coeur d'Alene Resort’s ability to meet 
parking requirements. The circular parking lot was programed to be removed if a restaurant approved in 
the original PUD was ever constructed.  
  
Evaluation: All uses within the development have complied with on-site parking requirements. 
 

Finding #B8G: That the proposal (does) (does not) provide for an acceptable method for the 

perpetual maintenance of all common property. 

 
A development agreement was established with the original PUD to maintain all common property. An 
additional agreement is being drafted to address the changes. 

 

 

PROPOSED CONDITION: 
1. Where the trail enters the Resort PUD from 2

nd
 Street, the curve to the north along 2

nd
 Street should 

have a gentler radius to reduce the grade of the path up to Sherman Ave. 

 

 

 

 

 

Ordinances and Standards Used In Evaluation: 
 
Comprehensive Plan - 2007. 
Coeur d’Alene Trails and Bikeways Master Plan 
Municipal Code. 
Idaho Code. 
Wastewater Treatment Facility Plan. 
Water and Sewer Service Policies. 
Urban Forestry Standards. 
Transportation and Traffic Engineering Handbook, I.T.E. 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. 

 

 

ACTION ALTERNATIVES:   
The Planning Commission must consider these requests and make appropriate findings to 
approve, deny or deny without prejudice. The findings worksheets are attached.  
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 COEUR D'ALENE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 FINDINGS AND ORDER 

 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This matter having come before the Planning Commission on August 13, 2013, and there being 

present a person requesting approval of item: PUD-1-83m.3 a request for a modification to a planned 

unit development known as The Coeur d’Alene Resort PUD” 

  

APPLICANT: JRB PROPERTIES, LLC 

LOCATION: 6.5 ACRES KNOWN AS THE COEUR D’ALENE RESORT 
 
 

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 off-street parking, hotel, motel, restaurant/lounges, 
convention center, marina and retail sales. 

 
B2. That the Comprehensive Plan Map designation is Stable Established. 

 
B3. That the zoning is DC PUD. 

 
B4. That the notice of public hearing was published on, July 27, 2013,  which fulfills the proper 

legal requirement. 
 

B5. That the notice of public hearing was posted on the property on August 5, 2013, which fulfills 
the proper legal requirement.  

 
B6. That 129 notices of public hearing were mailed to all property owners of record within three-

hundred feet of the subject property on July 26, 2013. 

 
B7. That public testimony was heard on August 13, 2013. 

 

B8. Pursuant to Section 17.07.230, Planned Unit Development Review Criteria, a planned unit 

development may be approved only if the proposal conforms to 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.  This is 

based upon the following policies: 

 

 

 

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 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B8C The proposal (is) (is not) compatible with natural features of the site and adjoining 
properties.  In the case of property located within the hillside overlay zone, does not 
create soil erosion, sedimentation of lower slopes, slide damage, or flooding 
problems; prevents surface water degradation, or severe cutting or scarring; reduces 
the risk of catastrophic wildfire in the wildland urban interface; and complements the 
visual character and nature of the city. This is based on   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Criteria to consider for B8B: 

1. Density    6. Open space 

2. Architectural style  7. Landscaping 

3. Layout of buildings 

4. Building heights & bulk 

5. Off-street parking   

Criteria to consider for B8C: 

1. Topography  3. Native vegetation           

2. Wildlife habitats  4. Streams & other water    

                                                areas  
 



PLANNING COMMISSION FINDINGS:  PUD-1-83M.3                AUGUST 13, 2013 Page 3 
 

 

B8D 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 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B8E The proposal (does) (does not) provide adequate private common open space 

area, as determined by the Commission, no less than 10% of gross land area, free 

of buildings, streets, driveways or parking areas.  The common open space shall be 

accessible to all users of the development and usable for open space and 

recreational purposes.  This is based on  

 

 

 

 

B8F Off-street parking (does)(does not) provide parking sufficient for users of the 

development. This is based on   

 

 

 

 

B8G That the proposal (does) (does not) provide for an acceptable method for the 

perpetual maintenance of all common property.  This is based on  

 

 

 

 

Criteria to consider for B8D: 

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 the existing street system accommodate the anticipated   

        traffic to be generated by this development? 

 4. Can police and fire provide reasonable service to the property? 
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C. ORDER:   CONCLUSION AND DECISION 

 

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

PROPERTIES, LLC for approval of the planned unit development, as described in the application 

should be (approved) (denied) (denied without prejudice). 

 

Special conditions applied are: 

 

 1. Where the trail enters the Resort PUD from 2
nd

 Street, the curve to the north along 2
nd

  
  Street should have a gentler radius to reduce the grade of the path up to Sherman Ave. 

 

Motion by ____________ seconded by ______________ to adopt the foregoing Findings and Order. 

 

ROLL CALL: 
 

Commissioner Bowlby               Voted  ______  
Commissioner Evans   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Luttropp   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Messina   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Soumas   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Haneline   Voted  ______ 

 

Chairman Jordan   Voted  ______ (tie breaker) 

 

Commissioners ______________were absent.  

 

Motion to __________carried by a ____ to ____ vote. 

 

 

__________________________ 

CHAIRMAN BRAD JORDAN 

 

 

 



S-2-13 August 13
th

 2013    PAGE 1                                                                               

 PLANNING COMMISSION  
 STAFF REPORT 
 
 
 
FROM:                           TAMI STROUD, PLANNER  
DATE:   AUGUST13, 2013 
SUBJECT:                     S-2-13 – “GILBERT TRACTS” - 11-LOT PRELIMINARY PLAT SUBDIVISION                     

LOCATION – +/- 0.88 ACRE PARCEL NEAR THE INTERSECTION OF 15
th

 ST. AND 
GILBERT AVE. (2801 N. 15

th
 ST.) 

 
 
DECISION POINT: 

 

Hat Trick Investments, LLC is requesting the following:  

 

 Approval of "Gilbert Tracts" an 11 lot Preliminary Plat Subdivision in the R-12 (Residential at 12units/acre) 

zoning district. 

 Approval of “Gilbert Tracts” subdivision request which would allow for Pocket Housing at this location. All 11 

lots have street frontage, however; street frontage is not a requirement for pocket housing development per 

17.10.1010: F. Frontage: Frontage on a public street is not required for lots in a pocket housing 

development provided that the planning and zoning commission determines through the subdivision 

process that the development provides for adequate access to the lot via easements, shared driveways 

or other means. 

 
SITE PHOTOS: 
 
    A.    Aerial photo 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 

Subject 
Property 
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B. Subject property: 

 

 
 
 
Subject property from 14

th
 Place looking southwest: 
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Subject property from 14

th
 Place looking north:     

 
 
Subject property from 14

th
 Place looking west: 
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B. Generalized land use pattern and zoning: 
 

 
 
 
Zoning: 
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C. 2007 Comprehensive plan – Stable Established – NE Prairie District: 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Stable Established: 
These areas are where the character of 
neighborhoods has largely been 
established and, in general, should be 
maintained. 
The street network, the number of 
building lots and general land use are 
not expected to change greatly within 
the planning period. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D. Preliminary Subdivision of “Gilbert Tracts” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NE PRAIRIE 
DISTRICT  
BOUNDARY 

 

STABLE ESTABLISHED 

AREA (PURPLE) 

SUBJECT 

PROPERTY 
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E. Owner/:  Hat Trick Investments, LLC 
 Applicant        11741 W. Romin Road 

Post Falls, ID 83854 
 
G. Land uses in the area include residential - single-family, duplex, multi-family, civic, and vacant land. 
  
H. The subject property has been cleared (vacant). 
 
 
REQUIRED FINDINGS: 
 
A.         Finding #B8A: That all of the general preliminary plat requirements (have) (have not) been met, as 

attested to by the City Engineer.    
 

Evaluation: Per Gordon Dobler, City Engineer, the preliminary plat submitted contains all of the 
general information required by Section 16.12.020 of the Municipal Code, General 
Requirements.  

 
B.         Finding #B8B: That the provisions for streets, alleys, rights-of-way, easements, street lighting, fire 

protection, planting, drainage, and utilities (are) (are not) adequate.    
  

   
WATER: 
 

The property is fronted by 6” water mains on 14th Place and Gilbert Avenue and a 12” main on 15th St. The 
property is currently served by two domestic services. If the property is broken into 11 individual lots for residential 
purposes, each lot would require installation of its own domestic service if not already existing. Additional fire 
hydrants may also be required for the density. These costs are all borne by the developer. 

 
-Submitted by Terry Pickel, Assistant Water Superintendent 

 
SEWER:  
 

1. Public sewer is available and of adequate capacity to support this project as described in S-2-13. 
2. Sewer CAP Fees are $3,325 for each Single Family Dwelling (SFD) and will be assessed during the 

permitting process.   
3. Each lot will need an individual sewer lateral per City Standards and Requirements.    

 
-Submitted by Michael Becker, Utility Project Manager  

 
UTILITIES SUMMARY 

 
Stormwater 
 
 City Code requires a stormwater management plan to be submitted and approved prior to any 

construction activity on the site. 
 
 Evaluation 
 

1. The proposed subdivision is located in an area of the City that has existing hard pipe 
stormwater facilities therefore curb adjacent drainage swales will not be required to be installed.  

 
2. All residential drainage is required to be contained on each individual lot and shall not 

migrate to any adjoining lot. Individual site drainage is required to be contained within the 
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lot perimeter, either in on-site landscaping, or, through the use of drainage structures (i.e.: drywells, 
swales, or, swale drains).  

 
3. Best Management Practices (BMP’s) shall be implemented to protect the existing hard 

pipe stormwater drainage system that serves vicinity impacted by the proposed 
development. BMP’s shall be installed prior to the commencement of any construction activity on the 
subject property. 

 
Traffic 
 
 The ITE Trip Generation Manual estimates the project may generate approximately 8.5 trips per day 

during A.M. peak hour periods (7-9 A.M.), and, 11.2 trips per day during P.M. peak hour periods (4-6 
P.M.). 

 
Evaluation 

 
 The subject property is situated on one of the City’s major north/south collector streets that provides 

direct access to east/west collector streets, a complete network of local streets, and,   U.S. Interstate 90. 
The proximity to the major collector intersection of 15th Street and Best Avenue, which is a fully 
signalized intersection, also assists in the dispersion of vehicles. These elements of the local 
transportation network will accommodate additional traffic volume.  

 
Streets  
 
 The proposed subdivision is bordered by 15th Street on the east, Gilbert Avenue on the  

south, and 14th Place on the west. The current right-of-way widths are fifty feet (50’) for 15th St., and, 
forty feet (40’) for both Gilbert Ave. and 14th Place. There is no sidewalk on either the Gilbert or 14th 
Place frontages, however it is in place along the 15th Street frontage. 

 
 
Evaluation: 
 
Although the right-of-way widths are less than the current City standard, the pavement sections are 
developed to City standards, and, no change is expected to them since they are in established 
neighborhoods with adequate levels of service. No additional right-of-way dedications will be required. 
Since other than the 15th Street frontage, there is no sidewalk along any of the streets in the surrounding 
neighborhoods, therefore, per City Code Section 12.28.210 (C), sidewalk will not be required on either 
Gilbert Avenue or 14th Place. 
 

Subdivision Improvements 
 

1. Lot frontages on all three streets are less than the minimum required.  
 
Evaluation 
  
Due to the fact that the subdivision is a “pocket housing” development, reduced frontages are allowed 
without having to utilize the deviation process. 

 
2. Due to the reduced frontages on the lots, driveway width will be restricted to the minimum standard 

size that is allowed for access by City Code. This will restrict the driveway width to sixteen feet (16’) 
total width, which allows for a ten foot (10’) driveway throat with two, three foot (3’) “wing” tapers. Per 
City Code, the approach is also required to be five feet (5’) off of the property line which allows for a 
ten foot (10’) separation between the adjoining approaches. If the developer, builder, or, subsequent 
property owner desires a larger approach, the utilization of a joint access approach will be required, 
and, a recorded easement between the adjoiners will also be required. 
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APPLICABLE CODES AND POLICIES 
 
Utilities 
 
1. All proposed utilities within the project shall be installed underground. 
2. All water and sewer facilities servicing the project shall be installed and approved prior to issuance of 

building permits. 
3. All required utility easements shall be dedicated on the final plat. 
 
Streets 
 
4. All required street improvements shall be constructed prior to issuance of building permits. 
5. An encroachment permit shall be obtained prior to any work being performed in the existing right-of-way. 
 
Stormwater    
 
6. All site drainage is required to be contained on the individual lots and shall not drain to adjoining 

properties. Best Management Practices (BMP’s) shall be installed prior to the commencement of any 
construction activity on the subject property. 

 
Fire Protection    
 
7. Fire hydrants on adjacent corners at 14th Place, and, 15th Street & Gilbert Avenue meet the spacing 

requirements of the City Fire Department.  
 
General 
 
8. The final plat shall conform to the requirements of the City. 
9. Prior to approval of the final plat, all required improvements must be installed and accepted by the City.  

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

 
-Submitted by Chris Bates, Engineering Project Manager 

Fire:  
   

 There are plenty of fire hydrants in the area and access is good. 
 

  -Submitted by Bobby Gonder, Fire Inspector/Investigator  
    
C. Finding #B8C: That the preliminary plat (is) (is not) in conformance with the                           
 Comprehensive Plan as follows:  

  
1. The subject property is within the existing city limits.   
 
2. The City Comprehensive Plan Map designates the subject property as Stable  Established – 

NE Prairie District, as follows:  
  

NE Prairie Tomorrow: 
 

It is typically a stable established housing area with a mix of zoning districts. The majority of this 
area has been developed. Special care should be given to the areas that remain such as the 
Nettleton Gulch area, protecting the beauty and value of the hillside and wetlands. 
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The characteristics of NE Prairie neighborhoods will be: 
 
• That overall density may approach three to four residential units per acre (3-4:1), however, 

pockets of higher density housing and multi-family units are appropriate in compatible areas. 
• Commercial uses are concentrated in existing commercial areas along arterials with 

neighborhood service nodes where appropriate. 
• Natural vegetation is encouraged and should be protected in these areas. 
• Pedestrian connections and street trees are encouraged in both existing neighborhoods and 

developing areas. 
• Clustering of smaller lots to preserve large connected open space areas as well as views and 

vistas are encouraged. 
• Incentives will be provided to encourage clustering. 
 
 

Significant 2007 Comprehensive Plan policies for your consideration: 
 

 Objective 1.02 - Water Quality:   
Protect the cleanliness and safety of the lakes, rivers, watersheds, and the aquifer. 

 

 Objective 1.11- Community Design:         
Employ current design standards for development that pay close attention to context, 
sustainability, urban design, and pedestrian access and usability   throughout the city.  

 

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

 

       Objective 1.13 - Open Space:   
Encourage all participants to make open space a priority with every development and annexation. 
  

 

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

 

 Objective 1.16 - Connectivity:   
Promote bicycle and pedestrian connectivity and access between neighborhoods, open spaces, 
parks, and trail systems. 
 

 Objective 1.18 – Night Sky:   
Minimize glare, obtrusive light, and artificial sky glow by limiting outdoor lighting that is 
misdirected, excessive or unnecessary. 

 

 Objective 2.02 - Economic & Workforce Development:      
 Plan suitable zones and mixed use areas, and support local workforce development and housing 

to meet the needs of business and industry.  
 

 Objective 2.05 - Pedestrian & Bicycle Environment:    
 Plan for multiple choices to live, work, and recreate within comfortable walking/biking distances 
 

 Objective 3.01 - Managed Growth:    
 Provide for a diversity of suitable housing forms within existing neighborhoods to match the needs 

of a changing population.  
 
 Objective 3.04 - Neighborhoods:    

Encourage the formation of active neighborhood associations and advocate their participation in 
the public process. .  
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 Objective 3.05 - Neighborhoods:    
 Protect and preserve existing neighborhoods from incompatible land uses and developments.  

 

 Objective 3.08 - Housing:     
 Design new housing areas to meet the city's need for quality neighborhoods for all income and 

family status categories. 
 

 Objective 3.10 - Affordable & Workforce Housing:    
 Support efforts to preserve and provide affordable and workforce housing.  
 

 Objective 3.16 - Capital Improvements:    
 Ensure infrastructure and essential services are available prior to approval for properties seeking 

development. 
 

 Objective 3.18 - Transportation:  
Provide accessible, safe and efficient traffic circulation for motorized, bicycle and pedestrian 
modes of transportation, requesting input from authoritative districts and neighboring communities 
when applicable. 

 

 Objective 4.02 - City Services:   
 Provide quality services to all of our residents (potable water, sewer and stormwater systems, 

street maintenance, fire and police protection, street lights, recreation, recycling and trash 
collection). 
 

TRANSPORTATION PLAN POLICIES: 
 

The Transportation Plan is an addendum to the Comprehensive Plan and is a policy document that is 
intended to guide decisions that affect transportation issues. Its goal is to correct existing deficiencies and 
to anticipate, plan and provide for future transportation needs. 

 
33A: “Safe vehicular and pedestrian circulation should be enhanced through  
             careful design and active enforcement.” 

 
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.  

 
 

D. Finding #B8D: That the public interest (will) (will not) be served.  
 

The proposed subdivision is within the corporate limits, and is in conformance with the 
Comprehensive Plan policies and the NE Prairie District Plan by providing opportunities 
for additional residential development along 15

th
 Street. 

 
Evaluation: The Planning Commission must determine, based on the information before them, 

whether the request will or will not serve the public interest. Specific ways in which this 
request does or does not should be stated in the finding.  

 
E.         Finding #B8E: That all of the required engineering elements of the preliminary plat    

 (have) (have not) been met, as attested to by the City Engineer.    
 

Evaluation: A preliminary plat and utility design was submitted indicating that all subdivision code 
design standards and improvement requirements have been met and approved by the 
City Engineer. 

 
F.         Finding #B8F: That the lots proposed in the preliminary plat (do) (do not) meet the    

 requirements of the applicable zoning district.  

Objective 3.10 

Affordable & Workforce 

Housing:    

 Support efforts to preserve 

and provide affordable and 

workforce housing.  
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 Zoned R-12, this proposed subdivision is planned for a Pocket Housing development.   

All lots will have ROW frontage on 15th Street, Gilbert Avenue or 14
th
 Place.  Gilbert 

Tracts is proposed as two phases: Phase 1, 4-lots, Phase II, 6 lots.  
  
 17.07.1010: BASIC DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS F.) - Frontage: Frontage on a public 

street is not required for lots in a pocket housing development provided that the planning 
and zoning commission determines through the subdivision process that the 
development provides for adequate access to the lot via easements, shared driveways or 
other means. 

  
Evaluation: The 11 lots proposed in the preliminary plat meet the minimum lot size requirements. 

Zero frontage lots may be approved for Pocket Housing. 
   

G.         Finding #B9: That the proposal (would) (would not) adversely affect the                                                                     
surrounding neighborhood at this time with regard to traffic, neighborhood 
character, and existing land uses.  

 
 The subject property is zoned R-12 and will not change with this request. Development in 

the area consists of a mix of multi-family, duplex, and single family residential units. The 
adjacent and connecting streets will accommodate the additional traffic volume. 

 
PROPOSED CONDITIONS 
 

1. Best Management Practices (BMP’s) shall be implemented to protect the existing hard 
pipe stormwater drainage system that serves vicinity impacted by the proposed 
development. BMP’s shall be installed prior to the commencement of any construction activity on the 
subject property. 

 
2. Driveway width will be restricted to sixteen feet (16’) total width, which allows for a ten foot (10’) driveway 

throat with two, three foot (3’) “wing” tapers. If the developer, builder, or, subsequent property owner 
desires a larger approach, the utilization of a joint access approach will be required, and, a recorded 
easement between the adjoiners will also be required. 
 

ORDINANCES AND STANDARDS USED IN EVALUATION: 
 

 Comprehensive Plan - Amended 2007. 
 Transportation Plan 
 Municipal Code. 
 Idaho Code. 
 Wastewater Treatment Facility Plan. 
 Water and Sewer Service Policies. 
 Urban Forestry Standards. 
 Transportation and Traffic Engineering Handbook, I.T.E. 
 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. 
 Coeur d’Alene Bikeways Plan 
 Kootenai County Assessor's Department property records 
 Resolution No. 09-021 Complete Street Policy 

 
 
ACTION ALTERNATIVES: 

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



PROPERTY INFORMATION 

1. Gross area: (all land involved): 0.88 acres, and/or sq .ft . 

2. Total Net Area (land area exclusive of proposed or existing public street and other public 

lands): o. 88 acres, and/or sq . ft . 

3. Total length of street frontage: 585 ft., and/or miles. 

4. Total number of lots included: 11 

5. Average lot size included: 3,480 sf 

minimum lot size: 3,143 sf 

maximum lot size: 4,048 sf 

6. Existing land use: Vacant - Residential 

SEWER AND WATER REIMBURSEMENT POLICY 

Over sizing of utilities will not be eligible for reimbursement from the city unless a request is 
approved in writing by the City Council prior to issuance of Building Permits or the start of 
construction, whichever comes first. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Please describe the concept of the proposed subdivision: 

This project consists of the re-platting of 10 existing 

residential lots, into 11 single-family residential lots 

for the purpose of a Pocket Residential Development. 

3 
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 COEUR D'ALENE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 FINDINGS AND ORDER 

 

A. INTRODUCTION 

 This matter having come before the Planning Commission on, August 13, 2013, and there 

 being present a person requesting approval of ITEM: S-2-13 a request for preliminary plat  

 approval of "Gilbert Tracts" an 11 lot Preliminary Plat Subdivision in the R-12 (Residential at 

 12units/acre) zoning district. 

.  

APPLICANT:  HAT TRICK INVESTMENTS, LLC 

LOCATION:    LOCATION – +/- 0.88 ACRE PARCEL NEAR THE INTERSECTION OF 15
th
 AND  

                      GILBERT AVE. (2801 N. 15
th
 ST.)  

    

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, duplex, multi-family, civic, and 

vacant land 

B2. That the Comprehensive Plan Map designation is  Stable Established. 
 

B3. That the zoning is  R-12. 
 

B4. That the notice of public hearing was published on July 27, 2013, which fulfills the proper 
legal requirement. 
 

B5. That the notice was not required to be posted on the property. 

 

B6. That 49 notices of public hearing were mailed to all property owners of record  

  within three-hundred feet of the subject property on July 26, 2013. 

 

B7. That public testimony was heard on August 13, 2013. 

 

B8. Pursuant to Section 16.10.030A.1, Preliminary Plats:  In order to approve a preliminary 

plat, the Planning Commission must make the following findings: 

 

B8A. That all of the general preliminary plat requirements (have) (have not) been 

met as attested to by the City Engineer.  This is based on  
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B8B. That the provisions for sidewalks, streets, alleys, rights-of-way, easements, 

street lighting, fire protection, planting, drainage, pedestrian and bicycle 

facilities, and utilities (are) (are not) adequate. This is based on  

 

 

B8C. That the preliminary plat (is) (is not) in conformance with the Comprehensive 

Plan as follows:  

 

 

 

B8D. That the public interest (will) (will not) be served based on  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B8E. That all of the required engineering elements of the preliminary plat (have) 

(have not) been met, as attested to by the City Engineer.  This is based on  

  

 

B8F That the lots proposed in the preliminary plat (do) (do not) meet the 

requirements of the applicable zoning district for the following reasons:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Criteria to consider for B8D: 

1. Does this request achieve the goals and policies of the comp plan?  

2. Does it provide for orderly growth and development that is 

compatible with uses in the surrounding area?  

3. Does it protect the public safety by providing adequate public 

utilities and facilities to mitigate any development impacts? 

4. Does the it protect and preserve the natural beauty of Coeur 

d’Alene? 

5. Does this have a positive impact on Coeur d’Alene’s economy? 

6.     Does it protect property rights and enhance property values? 
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B9. That the proposal (would) (would not) adversely affect the surrounding neighborhood 

at this time with regard to traffic, neighborhood character, and existing land uses 

because  

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

C. ORDER:   CONCLUSION AND DECISION 

 

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

TRICK, LLC for preliminary plat of approval as described in the application should be 

(approved) (denied) (denied without prejudice). 

  

 Special conditions applied to the motion are: 

 

1. Best Management Practices (BMP’s) shall be implemented to protect the existing hard 
pipe storm water drainage system that serves vicinity impacted by the proposed 
development. BMP’s shall be installed prior to the commencement of any construction activity on 
the subject property. 

 
2. Driveway width will be restricted to sixteen feet (16’) total width, which allows for a ten foot (10’) 

driveway throat with two, three foot (3’) “wing” tapers. If the developer, builder, or, subsequent 
property owner desires a larger approach, the utilization of a joint access approach will be 
required, and, a recorded easement between the adjoiners will also be required. 

 

Criteria to consider for B8F: 

1. Do all lots meet the required minimum lat size? 

2.     Do all lots meet the required minimum street frontage? 

3.     Is the gross density within the maximum allowed for the    

    applicable zone?  
 

Criteria to consider for B9: 

1.  Can the existing street system support traffic generated 

    by this request?   

2.     Does the density or intensity of the project “fit ” the    

 surrounding area? 

3.     Is the proposed development compatible with the existing 

    land use pattern? i.e. residential, commercial, residential 

     w churches & schools etc. 

4.     Is the design and appearance of the project compatible 

with the surrounding neighborhood? 
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Motion by _____________, seconded by _____________, to adopt the foregoing Findings and 

Order. 

 
 
ROLL CALL: 

 
Commissioner Bowlby               Voted  ______  
Commissioner Evans   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Luttropp   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Messina   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Soumas   Voted  ______ 
Commissioner Haneline   Voted  ______ 

 
Chairman Jordan   Voted  ______ (tie breaker) 

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

 

 

 

 

_______________________________ 

CHAIRMAN BRAD JORDAN 

 

 

 

 




