
 PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
 CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS    
 
 JANUARY 9, 2007 

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

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

5:30 P.M. CALL TO ORDER: 
 

 
ROLL CALL: Bruning, Bowlby, George, Jordan, Rasor, Messina, Souza, McCloskey, (Student Rep) 
 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
 
December 12, 2006  
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
 
 
COMMISSION COMMENTS: 
 
  
STAFF COMMENTS: 
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
1. Public Hearing Notices 
 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS: 
 
1. Applicant: Ruen-Yeager & Associates 
 Location:   1411 Kaleigh Ct 

Request:   Proposed 2 unit Condominium Plat “Leslie Condominiums” 
  SHORT PLAT, (SS-1-07)  
 
 

2. Applicant: Ruen-Yeager & Associates 
 Location: 1387 Kaleigh Ct   

Request:   Proposed 2-unit Condominium Plat  
  “Idaho Pacific West LLC Condos”   
  SHORT PLAT, (SS-2-07) 
 

3. Applicant: River House Development, Inc. 
 Location:   1950 Bellerive Lane 

Request:    Proposed 44-unit Condominium Plat “Riverfront House” 
  SHORT PLAT, (SS-3-07) 

 
4. Applicant: Riverstone West, LLC 
 Location: 3513 W. Seltice 
 Request: Proposed landscaping plan 
   ADMINISTRATIVE, (LS-1-07) 
 
 



PUBLIC HEARINGS:  
 
1. Applicant: City of Coeur d’Alene, Parks Department  
 Location: Southeast corner of Short and C Streets 
 Request: A proposed essential service special use permit 
   In the R-12 (Residential at 12 units/acre) zoning district 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL, (SP-1-07)   
 
 
2. Applicant: Cammie and Marc Chavez  
 Location: 2260 W. Fairway Drive 
 Request: A proposed community education special use permit 
   In the R-12 (Residential at 12 units/acre) zoning district 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL, (SP-2-07) 
 
3. Applicant: Beehive Homes  
 Location: 2100 Sherman Avenue 
 Request: A proposed zone change from R-17 (Residential at 17  
   Units/acre) to C-17L (Commercial Limited at 17 units/acre) 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL, (ZC-1-07) 
 
 
4. Applicant: Shefoot Investments, LLC 
 Location: 19th Street and Nettleton Gulch RD 
 Request: A proposed 5-lot preliminary plat “Shefoot” 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL, (S-1-07) 
 
 
 
5. Applicant: Riverstone Center and Riverstone Center W. LLC 
 Location: A section of Riverstone and Beebe Boulevard 
 Request: A proposed 10-lot preliminary plat “Village at Riverstone” 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL, (S-2-07) 
 
 
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 
 DECEMBER 12, 2006  
 CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 
 
 
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT   STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT
John Bruning, Chairman    Dave Yadon, Planning Director 
Heather Bowlby     John Stamsos, Associate Planner 
Melinda George     Shana Stuhlmiller, Public Hearing Assistant 
Brad Jordan     Warren Wilson, Deputy City Attorney  
Tom Messina     Gordon Dobler, Engineering Services Director  
Scott Rasor 
Mary Souza 
Annie McCloskey, Student Representative 
      
COMMISSIONERS ABSENT 
 
There were none. 
 
CALL TO ORDER  
 
Chairman Bruning called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m.  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
 
Chairman Bruning commented that a citizen who testified at last months hearing brought forward 
corrections to her testimony that she would like included in the minutes for November 14, 2006. 
 
Commissioner Souza commented that she also had some corrections to the minutes for November 14, 
2006, which she had discussed earlier with staff. 
 
Motion by Rasor, seconded by Bowlby, to approve the amended minutes of the Planning Commission 
Meeting held on November 14, 2006.  Motion approved. 

 
 
COMMISSION COMMENTS: 
 
Commissioner Souza commented that from listening to previous testimony, and from watching the past 
Planning Commission meetings on channel 19, noticed that numerous people who testified complained 
that the Public Hearing notices sent to the neighborhood were confusing.  She recommended that as a 
Commission, we should review these forms with staff to see if these notices could be modified so they are 
not confusing. 
 
The Commission concurred. 
 
Motion by Souza, seconded by Bowlby, for staff to bring forward examples of public hearing 
notices sent to the public to be reviewed with staff at the next Planning Commission Meeting 
scheduled on January 9, 2006.   Motion approved. 
 
 
STAFF COMMENTS: 
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Associate Planner Stamsos announced that at the City Council Meeting held on December 5, 2006 
approved the request of Active West Development for a PUD, Subdivision, Special Use Permit and a zone 
change by a 4-2 vote.  He explained that this item was denied by the Planning Commission on August 8, 
2006 and later appealed by the applicant. He commented that the next Comprehensive Plan Workshop is 
scheduled for Thursday, December 14th starting at 5:00 p.m. 
 
Planning Director Yadon announced that Planning Commission has received a draft copy of the Affordable 
Housing Study, and that a workshop will be held on December 19th from 12:00p.m. to 2:00 p.m. to address 
any questions that Council may have for staff. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
 
Roger Snyder, 319 Park Avenue, Coeur d’Alene, commented that he is requesting the support of the 
Planning Commission to help prevent the closure of Sorenson Elementary School and commented that he 
recently addressed the City Council at an earlier meeting, who offered their support.  He continued that 
there is a meeting with the school board scheduled on Monday, December 20th to address questions from 
the public.  
 
Commissioner Rasor inquired if the committee knew the reasons why the school board wants to close 
Sorenson Elementary.  
 
Mr. Snyder commented that he believes that the primary reason is financial. 
 
Commissioner Souza inquired if there is any information on the internet by the school district to help 
explain the reasons why the school should be closed.  
 
Mr. Snyder commented that he is not aware of any information on the internet and explained that recently 
the committee received a document from the school district giving some information as to why the school 
should be closed   
 
Commissioner Souza inquired if the committee is aware of what the school board is intending to do with 
the building, if the school is closed.   
 
Mr. Snyder commented that he has not heard of plans for the building.  
 
Teresa Runge, 905 Boyd, Coeur d’Alene, commented that she is opposed to the closure of Sorenson 
School and is aware of kids being turned away from the school because of lack of space.  
 
Amy Evans, 517 A Street, Coeur d’Alene, commented that the information recently submitted by the 
school board is incomplete and feels that the committee has requested facts on the closure and that only 
speculative data was received.  She added that this committee is frustrated and does not want to see this 
school closed. 
 
Commissioner Souza inquired regarding the process by the school board to decide the closure of the 
school.  
 
 
 
Ms. Evans explained that the next step is a vote of the school board and feels that the meeting held on 
December 20th is an important meeting for the public to attend, so the school board can hear how much 
this school means to the community. 
 
The Commission concurred by a unanimous vote and will support this request by attending the meeting on 
December 20th. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS:   
 
1. Applicant: Riverstone West, LLC 
 Request: Modification of Riverstone West 1st Addition 
   preliminary plat 
   ADMINISTRATIVE (I-5-06)  
 
Associate Planner Stamsos presented the staff report and then asked if the Commission had any 
questions. 
 
Engineering Services Director Dobler explained that the original plat showed three lots and explained that 
the applicant is now requesting to combine the lots into one, because there is an unfilled gravel pit where 
these lots would be located and until this pit is filled it would not even be possible to do surveying to create 
the lots.  
 
Motion by Rasor, seconded by Souza, to approve Item I-5-06.  Motion approved. 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS
 
 
1. Applicant: City of Coeur d’Alene 
 Request: New Zoning Districts 
   LEGISLATIVE (0-4-06) 
 
Planning Director Yadon presented the staff report and explained that he recently presented these two 
new zoning districts to the General Services meeting who will support the request. 
 
Commissioner Bowlby questioned if the height requirements listed in both zoning districts should be 
consistent, and feels that thirty-two feet should be proposed. 
 
Planning Director Yadon explained that in previous discussions, the additional height requested in the 
commercial district was decided because thirty-two feet is not enough to be creative when designing a 
building. 
 
Commissioner Messina concurs that the height requirements should be consistent. 
 
Commissioner Souza questioned how the affect of three feet would determine how many stories could be 
added to the building. 
 
Planning Director Yadon explained that when designing some of these buildings, the intent of the 
additional height is to provide a mixed use building where commercial is in the bottom and residential at 
the top.   
 
After further discussion, the Planning Commission agreed that the height for both zoning districts shou 
 
Motion by Bowlby, seconded by Messina, to approve Item 0-4-06 Motion approved. 
 
Commissioner Jordan commended his fellow Commissioners for a job well done on their work on this 
ordinance. 
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1. Applicant: Riverstone West, LLC 
 Location: 2800 Seltice Way 
 Request: A proposed PUD “Riverstone West” 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL (PUD-4-06)   
 
Associate Planner Stamsos presented the staff report, gave the mailing tally as 0 in favor, 1 opposed, and 
0 neutral, and answered questions from the Commission.  
  
Commissioner Messina inquired if Tilford Lane is considered a private street. 
 
Associate Planner Stamsos replied that it was. 
 
Commissioner Bowlby questioned if public access would be allowed if the City owns the park and Tilford 
Land is considered a private street. 
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson answered that the City will acquire an easement for public access that this is 
not an uncommon practice by the City and that is done with many projects. He commented that Marina 
Drive, for example, is a private street, and that the City has obtained an easement allowing the street to 
remain open for public access and is confident Riverstone will agree to do the same thing. 
 
Commissioner Messina inquired when this request came before the Planning Commission last month, if 
there was a decision made for the building heights in this area.  
 
Associate Planner Stamsos answered that last month the applicant requested the height for the buildings 
to be 220 feet, but has changed that request to 165 feet. 
 
Commissioner Souza questioned if this project is approved, can a condition be added tying the design of 
the buildings to the approval of the project.  
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson responded that the approval can only be tied to the building envelopes 
provided on the site plan.  He explained that a condition can be made on the site plan, but not on the 
design of the buildings. 
 
Dave Guthrie, 104 S. Division Street, Spokane, commented that the last time they were here they had 
proposed the height of the building to be 220 feet and recently changed that number to 165 feet.  He 
added that he wanted to clarify that Riverstone is not part of downtown, but feels that the same principals 
should apply in this area.  He explained that an easement would be obtained protecting the public access 
to the park in perpetuity. He commented that what is presented tonight is the height, bulk and scale and 
that more study to the design of the buildings will be decided later.   He commented that this is a great 
project and by having this approved as a Planning Unit Development allows more open space for the 
project. 
  
Commissioner Souza commented that it states in the Downtown Design Regulations that developers 
wanting to increase density need to provide features to help achieve a greater FAR.  She questioned what 
type of features this project would add to justify the additional height requested to the buildings. 
 
Mr. Guthrie explained that the building lots for this project are big compared to the lots downtown, which 
allows greater FAR’s for buildings that are taller.  He added that features provided to these buildings are 
street level retail, cinemas, a public courtyard and various water features providing public art.  
 
Commissioner Bowlby inquired how many units would be in the towers. 
 
Mr. Guthrie explained that there are two buildings proposed on each site with 100 units in each tower and 
that parking will be provided in the middle that connects with both towers.  He continued that there would 
be a total of 400 units for the four buildings. 
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Commissioner Souza questioned if the view corridor will change with the addition of these buildings. 
 
Mr. Guthrie explained that the elevation changes between 30 to 55 feet on the property and that the only 
views affected will be for the people living in the Fairwinds Retirement Community.  
 
John Stone, applicant, S. 104 Division, Spokane, commented that this property has evolved in the prior 
years from a sawmill and gravel pit to be replaced by a development that will be an asset to the 
community. He added that this development is based on a vision set years ago and shared by the City to 
help promote a live, work and walk environment. He commented that staff has been great to work with and 
looks forward to providing a quality project that the City will be proud of in the future.  
 
Lynn Morris, 304 S. 11th Street, Coeur d’Alene, commented that she is opposed to this request because of 
the additional height requested to the four buildings proposed on the property.  She feels that more public 
input is needed before a decision is made allowing these buildings to be constructed.  
 
Rita Snyder, 818 Front Avenue, Coeur d’Alene, commented that she is concerned that if spot zoning is 
allowed that a new downtown will be located on Northwest Boulevard. 
 
REBUTTAL: 
 
Dave Guthrie commented that he has a commitment for the residential housing that is comprised of 70% 
local and 30% people who live out of town.  He commented that in the past year, a lot of fill has been 
moved in order to develop this project and explained that the placement of the buildings help preserve the 
open space, and that the project will be an asset to the community. 
 
Jim Rivard commented that from designing the buildings for this project, the view corridors will be affected 
by other buildings and not primarily from this project. He added that the heights of the buildings have been 
reduced from 225 feet to 165 feet and that would reduce the impact on views in the area.   
 
Commissioner Bowlby commented that the City is currently working on an Affordable Housing study for 
downtown and questioned if any of these units will be considered affordable housing.   
 
Mr. Rivard commented that some of the units located in the Village would be smaller and more moderately 
priced. 
 
Commissioner George inquired what the estimated price would be for these units. 
 
Mr. Rivard answered that the units in the Village will be estimated to be around $299,000. 
 
Testimony is closed. 
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Commissioner Rasor commented that he supports this request and is amazed that they have taken a 
gravel pit and transformed the property into a great project.  He added that he feels comfortable that they 
have done the homework to achieve the right tools that will enhance this area.  He added that this project 
may take the pressure off of downtown and commented that this project needs time to “blossom”. 
 
Commissioner Jordan commented that he has visited many resorts and found it is not uncommon to see a 
high-rise building in the area for residential housing.  He added that this area is in transition, and feels that 
this project is a good fit.  He commented that maybe in the future the Commission could discuss a way for 
a C-17 overlay to be added that would address heights in this area.  
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Commissioner Bowlby commented that she feels comfortable with the placement of the towers on the 
property and feels that they will not stick out but cautioned the applicant to be careful when designing 
future buildings in the area. 
 
Commissioner Messina commented that he is excited to see the proposed buildings in this area and feels 
that this is a planned neighborhood that is not competing with the downtown and will support this project. 
 
Commissioner Souza commented that by approving this request that the community will acquire public 
access and complimented the applicant on a great design.   She added that it is so nice when coming out 
of the theatre and looking at the views in this area. She continued that she would like to see the towers 
along the river at a lower height feels that the height will not be an impact and supports the project.  
 
Chairman Bruning commented that he feels the buildings along the river are going to stick out and that 
another project in the City was a shock after construction.  He commented that building height and bulk is 
a concern, but concurs with the other Commissioners that this is a great project.  
 
Commissioner George commented that this development will be an enhancement to the area.  
 
Motion by Jordan, seconded by Rasor, to approve Item PUD-4-06.  Motion approved. 
 
 
ROLL CALL:  
 
Commissioner Bowlby  Voted Aye 
Commissioner George  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Jordan  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Messina  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Rasor  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Souza  Voted Aye 
 
Motion to approve carried by a 6 to 0 vote.  
 
2, Applicant: Trails Edge Development, LLC 
 Location: 1010 and 1014 E. Mullan Avenue 
 Request: A proposed 3’ foot height variance above the  
   maximum 38 feet allowed in the R-12 (Residential at 12 units/acre) 
   zoning district 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL (V-5-06) 
 
Associate Planner Stamsos presented the staff report, gave the mailing tally as 2 in favor, 30 opposed, 
and 2 neutral and answered questions from the Commission.  
 
Commissioner Bowlby questioned why 38 feet was selected as the maximum height for the Infill Overlay 
District. 
 
Associate Planner Stamsos commented that it was the recommendation from the consultant Mark 
Hinshaw that 38 feet would be a good number for the transition from residential to the Downtown Core 
Zone. 
 
Commissioner Bowlby commented that she vaguely remembers that discussion and feels that maybe this 
is the wrong number for the maximum height in the area and would to like to revisit this topic in the future.  
 
Commissioner Souza questioned what is the maximum height allowed in the R-12 zoning district. 
 
Associate Planner Stamsos answered that the maximum height is 31 ¼ feet. 
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Public testimony open. 
 
Todd Butler, applicant representative, 401 S. 18th, Coeur d’Alene, commented that he has lived in this 
area for many years and when the applicant approached him about this project he was excited.  He 
explained that this property is an area that is in transition and feels that the design of the project will fit 
nicely with the neighborhood.  He distributed renderings of how the buildings will look after construction 
and explained the intent behind the need for a variance.  He commented that the decision to provide 
underground parking was a challenge and explained that the lots are not very deep, and that trying to put 
in a ramp was a challenge. He continued that they have recently submitted for building permits with a 
building 38 feet, but that does not allow a lot of room for the duct work that will be located near the ceiling. 
He explained that they originally had requested an additional three-feet but after further review of the 
design of the project, would only need two-feet to accommodate the ductwork and that this is why they are 
requesting a two-foot variance rather than three-feet. 
 
Commissioner George inquired how many units would be in the building. 
 
Mr. Butler answered that there will be eight units planned in the building. 
 
Public testimony open. 
 
Pat Pace, 419 S. 13th Street, Coeur d’Alene, commented that she is worried about future height requests 
in this area and that there needs to be a limit.  
 
Barb Crumpacker, 1015 Lakeside Avenue, Coeur d’Alene, commented that by approving this request, it 
would be setting precedence and feels that the height of the building should be comparable to the other 
projects in the neighborhood. 
 
Mike Whallon, 1022 Lakeside Avenue, Coeur d’Alene, commented that these developers are testing the 
waters to see how much they can get away with and advised the Commission to stick with the reasons 
why the Infill Regulations were approved for this area. 
 
Denise Lundy, 5196 N. Davenport Street, Dalton Gardens, commented that this project was designed to 
comply with the Infill Regulations and can sympathize with the neighborhood opposition. She explained 
that she feels this project will be a win/win project by providing upscale homes in an area that needs 
improvement.  She questioned staff if the Commission approves this request do they feel that this project 
will set precedence for future projects. 
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson commented that projects considered by the Commission are reviewed on a 
case-by-case basis.  He added that future projects would need to look the same and have the same 
conditions in order for a precedence to be set. 
 
Ms. Lundy commented that from listening to previous testimony, the Iceplant project is getting a lot of 
support from the community and feels that this project will be comparable.  She explained that providing 
parking underground would keep cars off the street and not impact the neighborhood.  
 
Anne Anderson, 1101 Lakeshore Drive, Coeur d’Alene, commented that she appreciates the applicant 
bringing this project forward and feels that this type of project will revitalize this area of town.  She 
commented that the variance process is a nice option for projects that have special circumstances and 
feels that the City should not get rid of this tool.  
 
R.J. Obeid, 1103 Lakeshore Drive, Coeur d’Alene, commented that in this neighborhood, there is a lot 
quality of homes that need work and that the City and neighborhood should be thankful for this type of 
project that will add character to the area.   
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He commented that trying to limit heights to the design of a building is a shame and explained that a lot of 
character is created by the building design and that by setting limits will take away the appeal of a project. 
 He added that he supports the variance process and hopes the City does not take away this tool. 
 
Lynn Morris, 304 S. 11th, Coeur d’Alene, commented that she believes that developers have good 
intentions to develop quality projects, but concurs with Commissioner Bowlby that the height limits in this 
area should be reviewed.    
 
Rita Snyder, 818 Front Avenue, Coeur d’Alene, commented that staff should review the legal notices 
before they are mailed and commented that a few of her neighbors who are within the 300 foot radius 
were not notified of the hearing.  She added that the notices are also confusing. She added that parking 
underground is a design choice and that this is the third request for a variance this year.  She commented 
that if we get rid of all the affordable homes in the area, the children would leave this area and schools like 
Sorenson will close because of lack of attendance. 
 
Ken Snyder, 818 Front Avenue, Coeur d’Alene, commented that he grew up in this area and remembers 
The Fort Grounds as not a nice area.  He commented that when he moved into his home, it was 
considered a teardown, and with some work, is now one of the nicest homes in the neighborhood.  He 
commented that by approving this variance a precedence will be set and asked the Commission to 
enforce the 38 feet in this area.  
 
REBUTTAL: 
 
Todd Beutler, commented that he feels this project will have minimal impact to this area and is trying to be 
sensitive to the needs of the surrounding neighborhood. He commented that by setting limits all that can 
be built are duplexes and tri-plexes with parking on the street.  He added that they recently have submitted 
for building permits with the City for plans with the 38 foot proposed as the height limit, but felt by going 
through the process to request a two-foot variance would not be an impact to the neighborhood.  
 
Commissioner Bowlby commented that she is undecided if two feet would be an impact to the area, but 
feels that 38 feet was set as the height limit for this area and it should be honored. 
 
Public testimony closed. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Commissioner Messina commented that he is on the fence on approving this request and that designers 
and developers are aware of this ordinance, but can see both sides. 
 
Commissioner Souza commented that this project has great architecture and visual benefits with parking 
located underground and feels that this neighborhood will be enhanced by this project. She commented 
that when the Infill District was proposed it was intended for projects like this to help these neighborhoods. 
She feels that every project proposed has to be approved on its own merits. 
 
Commissioner Bowlby commented that this is a nice project, but feels that it should conform to the 
proposed 38 feet mentioned in the Infill Regulations. She added that denying this request is demonstrating 
that the City is serious about these guidelines.   
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson noted that there are two findings needed for approval of this variance one that 
this structure can be erected safely and will this structure impose any major adverse visual impacts if 
approved.  He added that a decision must be based on evidence presented and if changes are to be made 
than that would require a change to the code. 
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Commissioner Rasor commented that he does not think an additional two feet will be an impact to the 
area and continued that this is the type of project made for the Infill District.  He added that by denying this 
request would be saying to a developer that staff has provided tools for this type of projects, but when it is 
time for approval, staff changes their mind and says ‘just kidding”. 
 
Motion by Rasor, seconded by Souza, to approve Item V-5-06.  Motion approved. 
 
ROLL CALL:  
 
Commissioner Bowlby  Voted Nay 
Commissioner George  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Jordan  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Messina  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Rasor  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Souza  Voted Aye 
 
Motion to approve carried by a 5 to 1 vote.  
 
 
3. Applicant: Riverstone West, LLC 
 Location: 3513 W. Seltice Way 
 Request: Proposed 7-lot preliminary plat “Riverstone Plaza” 
   QUASI-JUDICIAL, (S-13-06) 
 
Associate Planner Stamsos presented the staff report, gave the mailing tally as 2 in favor, 0 opposed, and 
2 neutral and answered questions from the Commission.  
 
Mike Craven, applicant representative, 104 S. Division, Spokane commented that this is a straightforward 
plat and asked if the Commission had any questions. 
 
Commissioner Rasor questioned if the applicant approves of all the conditions listed in the staff report. 
 
Mr. Craven replied that they approve of the conditions listed in the staff report. 
 
Motion by Bowlby, seconded by George, to approve Item S-13--06.  Motion approved. 
 
 
ROLL CALL:  
 
Commissioner Bowlby  Voted Aye 
Commissioner George  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Jordan  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Messina  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Rasor  Voted Aye 
Commissioner Souza  Voted Aye 
 
Motion to approve carried by a 6 to 0 vote.  
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4. Applicant: City of Coeur d’Alene 
 Request: Amendments to the Subdivision Ordinance  
   LEGISLATIVE (0-5-06) 
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson presented the staff report and explained that this request is to provide the 
City Council with a recommendation regarding the adoption of the proposed amendments dealing with the 
processing of condominiums and the review and approval of final plats.  He added that he would like to 
address the review and approval of final plats and then gave a brief history of why this request has came 
forward.  He explained that previously, a developer had submitted a preliminary plat showing bike paths 
and that those items were omitted when approval of the final plat requested.  He added, that by approving 
this change to the ordinance, it would ensure those things that were promised by the developer and 
approved on a preliminary plat are included in the final plat.  
 
Commissioner Souza commented that she remembers a previous subdivision where the developer 
promised to keep the trees on the property and when the project was completed, the trees were gone. 
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson answered that hopefully those types of incidents will be resolved with the 
approval of these changes.   
 
Engineering Services Director Dobler commented that the code requires a five-foot sidewalk and 
explained if there is a deviation indicating a bike path to be added that when the final plat comes forward 
with those items excluded it makes it difficult for staff to go back to the developer and request those 
changes. He commented that the changes in this ordinance will be a tool for staff to guarantee that these 
things promised will be done once the project is completed.  
 
Commissioner Souza questioned if a condition for bike paths needs to be placed on subdivisions coming 
forward for approval. 
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson commented that this will not be necessary and explained that these changes 
to the ordinance will fix that problem. 
 
Engineering Services Director Dobler commented that by approving these changes, it would help staff 
enforce these issues not shown on the plat, when coming forward for final approval. 
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson explained to the Commission the changes presented in the staff report 
regarding condominium plats and then asked if the Commission had any questions. 
 
Commissioner Rasor commented that he would like clarification on the part of the condominium plat 
definition referring to the division of units and suggested adding something more generic explaining that 
these units might take a different form rather than a building. 
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson answered that he feels that this definition is generic and explained that this 
definition is for a unit of space rather than a form.  He explained that the difference between a 
condominium plat and a regular plat is that the condominium plat is when the air space is divided and with 
a regular plat the dirt is divided into parcels.  He continued explaining the next section of the code section 
16.12.060 and then gave a brief history of why this has come forward. 
 
Commissioner Rasor inquired if these certificates will require the signatures of the owners on the plat and 
questioned if that includes the lenders as well. 
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson commented that the signature will be required by the lender since he is still 
considered the owner until the property is paid for by the buyer. 
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Commissioner Jordan commented that he has not seen other City’s require signatures from lenders.  
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson commented that he is not aware of what other municipalities are doing and 
commented that this problem is not unique to the City.  He explained that there was an incident three 
years ago where the City was almost in litigation over an issue where the City did not require the 
signatures of all the property owners, and when the property was divided, the owners of the property 
defaulted on the property, and the lending institutions involved said they were not notified.  He added they 
were able to work out the problem, but it put the City in an uncomfortable position.  
 
Commissioner Jordan commented that if this problem does not happen often, maybe there is another 
solution, and feels that the City should not be going in that direction. 
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson commented that these are only recommendations brought forward from staff 
and if the Commission feels that one section should be eliminated, that is their right. 
 
Commissioner Bowlby questioned, if conversions would be allowed on new construction with the changes 
to the ordinance.  She added that she is concerned for people who do not have a place to go if a 
conversion occurs. 
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson answered that is a concern, and explained that this request is for the 
formation of the units and that displacement would be addressed as a separate ordinance dealing with 
affordable housing.  
 
Commissioner Jordan complimented staff on the work to this ordinance but has a concern with the 
language in 16.12.060 B.  He explained that by requiring the signature of all parties’ involved, gives the 
potential to hold the potential buyer hostage.   
 
 
He commented that he has been in the real estate business for a long time, and that you can not sell a 
piece of property without the sellers consent, and feels that this request has good intentions, but by 
approving this request could hold people up trying to put together a transaction. 
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson commented that he understands the concerns, but explained that he has to 
look out for the liability for the City, so another incident like what happened three-years ago doesn’t 
happen again.  He added that it makes sense to acquire all the signatures on a piece of property so that 
the City avoids liability.  
 
Commissioner Jordan commented that he understands that the City does not want to be liable and that a 
lot of municipalities he has been involved with do not have this requirement and does not agree with it.  
 
Engineering Services Director Dobler commented that he disagrees and commented that in California, this 
type of requirement is put on plats when they are recorded.     
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson commented that he concurs with Mr. Dobler that this practice happens in 
other states and it is a difficult situation when you are put in the middle of two lenders asking why this was 
allowed to happen.  
 
Commissioner Souza concurs with Commissioner Jordan that you should not give the power of approval 
to the bank. 
 
Commissioner Jordan explained that if you have a several properties with several lenders, and there is a 
requirement by the City to get all signatures of those involved with the property, it will make it tough for 
people to subdivide in Coeur d’Alene.  
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Commissioner Souza commented that Commissioner Jordan represents an industry that is prominent in 
our area and has been in the business a long time and feels that we should respect what he is saying. 
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson commented that this is just a recommendation and if the Commission feels 
that there is a change needed to any section, it is their right to make that change.  
 
Commissioner Messina commented he understands staff’s side of the issue and feels that it is up to the 
Commission to make a recommendation on this issue. 
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson commented that staff is trying to protect the taxpayers because if an issue 
like this goes to litigation; it is the taxpayers who will be paying. 
 
Commissioner Bowlby suggested the Commission make a recommendation for Council and that they will 
see why there is an issue on this topic. 
 
Deputy City Attorney Wilson commented that if the Planning Commission agreed, they could adopt 
everything in this ordinance excluding the language in 16.12.060. B.  He added that the City Council will 
then decide after reviewing the Planning Commissions recommendation, if they agree with it or not. 
 
Motion by Jordan, seconded by Rasor, to approve Item 0-5-06 excluding 16.12.060 B.  Motion 
approved. 
 
 
Commissioner Jordan recommended the following language to 16.12.060 B.  He commented that it is not 
uncommon to have multiple parcels of property which are then assembled together for a subdivision 
development, and that these multiple parcels may each have security interests from various lenders.  He 
added that in some cases, not all, it will make it difficult for the developer to get the approvals in place to 
get the subdivision approved, and then to refinance and clear the underlying deeds. He commented that 
he feels it is the responsibility of the title insurance to track this and solve the problem of liability. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT:
 
Motion by Souza, seconded by Bowlby to adjourn the meeting.  Motion approved. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:15 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted by John Stamsos, Associate Planner 
 
Prepared by Shana Stuhlmiller, Public Hearing Assistant 
 
 
 



 



TO:   Planning Commission 
FROM:   Christopher H. Bates, Project Manager  
DATE:   January 9, 2007 
SUBJECT:  SS-1-07, Leslie Condominiums           

 
 
DECISION POINT 
 
 Approve or deny the applicant's request for a one (1) building, two (2) unit residential condominium 

subdivision.   
 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
1. Applicant: Mike Hathaway   
   Ruen-Yeager & Associates      
   3201 N Huetter Road  
   Suite 102  
   Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814        
    
2. Request: Approval of a one (1) building, two (2) unit residential condominium subdivision.   
 
3. Location: Kaleigh Court, north of Spokane Avenue between 7th & 9th Streets.      
    

 
PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS  
     
1. Zoning:  Existing zoning for the subject property is R-12 which is intended to be a residential area 
    that permits a mix of housing types at a density not to exceed 12 units/acre. 
         
2.         Land Use: The structure on the subject property is existing and was permitted as a duplex unit.  
 
 Infrastructure: Utilities, Streets, & Storm Water Facilities 

 
Utilities:  Sewer & Water 

 
The existing structure is connected to City sewer and water utilities.   

  
Streets: The public street adjoining the subject property is fully developed.   
 
Fire: Fire protection was adequately addressed at the time of building construction on 

the subject property, and, with the underlying subdivision.   
 

Storm Water:   Street and site drainage were addressed with the underlying development and 
meet City requirements.      

 
Proposed Conditions:  
 
None 
 

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

ss107pc 











TO:   Planning Commission 
FROM:   Christopher H. Bates, Project Manager  
DATE:   January 9, 2007 
SUBJECT:  SS-2-07, Idaho Pacific West LLC Condominiums           

 
 
DECISION POINT 
 
 Approve or deny the applicant's request for a one (1) building, two (2) unit residential condominium 

subdivision.   
 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
1. Applicant: Mike Hathaway   
   Ruen-Yeager & Associates      
   3201 N Huetter Road  
   Suite 102  
   Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814        
    
2. Request: Approval of a one (1) building, two (2) unit residential condominium subdivision.   
 
3. Location: Kaleigh Court, north of Spokane Avenue between 7th & 9th Streets.      
    

 
PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS  
     
1. Zoning:  Existing zoning for the subject property is R-12 which is intended to be a residential area 
    that permits a mix of housing types at a density not to exceed 12 units/acre. 
         
2.         Land Use: The structure on the subject property is existing and was permitted as a duplex unit.  
 
 Infrastructure: Utilities, Streets, & Storm Water Facilities 

 
Utilities:  Sewer & Water 

 
The existing structure is connected to City sewer and water utilities.   

  
Streets: The public street adjoining the subject property is fully developed.   
 
Fire: Fire protection was adequately addressed at the time of building construction on 

the subject property, and, with the underlying subdivision.   
 

Storm Water:   Street and site drainage were addressed with the underlying development and 
meet City requirements.      

 
Proposed Conditions:  
 
None 
 

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

ss207pc 









TO:   Planning Commission 
FROM:   Christopher H. Bates, Project Manager  
DATE:   January 9, 2007 
SUBJECT:  SS-3-07, Riverfront House           

 
 
DECISION POINT 
 
 Approve or deny the applicant's request for a two (2) building, forty-four (44) unit commercial/residential 

condominium subdivision.   
 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
1. Applicant: Roger A. Nelson   
   River House Development, Inc.       
   PO Box 3070  
   Coeur d’Alene, ID 83816        
    
2. Request: Approval of a two (2) building, forty-four (44) unit commercial/residential condominium 

subdivision. The structures will have underground parking, with 1st floor commercial use, 
and, four additional floors of residential use. 

 
3. Location: Bellerive Lane at the end of Beebe Boulevard.      
    

 
PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS  
     
1. Zoning:  Existing zoning for the subject property is C-17 (PUD-1-04) which is intended to be a  

broad spectrum commercial district that permits limited service, wholesale/retail and 
heavy commercial uses, as well as residential at density not to exceed 17 units/acre. 

         
2.         Land Use: The two (2) structures on the subject property have been permitted through the building 

permit process and construction activity is underway.   
 
 Infrastructure: Utilities, Streets, & Storm Water Facilities 

 
Utilities:  Sewer & Water 

 
Sewer and water service are provided to the subject property.   

  
Streets: The private street adjoining the subject property is fully developed.   
 
Fire: Fire protection was adequately addressed with the building permit, and, at the 

time of infrastructure construction for the underlying subdivision.   
 

Storm Water:   Street and site drainage were addressed with the underlying development and 
meet City requirements.      

 
Proposed Conditions:  
 
None 

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

ss307pc 































  
         PLANNING COMMISSION  
 STAFF REPORT 
 
 
FROM:                           PLANNING STAFF   
DATE:   JANUARY 9, 2007 
SUBJECT:  LS-1-07 – DETERMINE AMOUNT AND SPACING OF PARKING LOT LANDSCAPING 

FOR RIVERSTONE PLAZA SHOPPING CENTER . 
     LOCATION – 2400-2800 W. SELTICE WAY AND RIVERSTONE DRIVE (CENTRAL 

PRE-MIX SITE)   
DECISION POINT: 
 
SRM Development is requesting Planning Commission approval of the amount and spacing of landscaping for a 
parking lot in excess of 300 spaces, pursuant to Section 17.06.835E of the Zoning Ordinance (environmental 
landscaping, requirements for parking lots).  
 
GENERAL INFORMATION: 
 

A. Site photo 
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B. Site plan: 

 

 
 
 
 
C. Applicant: SRMFRC, LLC   
   104 South Division  
   Spokane, WA 99202  
 

SELTICE 
WAY  

RIVERSTONE 
BLVD.  

E. The applicant has submitted a site plan showing a parking lot with 472 spaces. 
  
 
PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS: 

 
A. The intent of the Landscaping Regulations as they pertain to parking lots is to mitigate the impact of 

noise, glare, sun, and air pollution through the use of landscaping. 
 

For parking lots containing more than 300 spaces, the Planning Commission must approve the 
landscaping plan as follows:  

 
1. The amount of landscaping provided. 
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2. Spacing (maximum distance between landscaped areas).   
 
 
B. The standards the Planning Commission must use are in Section 17.06.835.E, as follows:  
 

For parking lots with more than three hundred 300 parking spaces, the Planning Commission shall 
determine the amount and spacing of landscaping required up to a maximum not to exceed 2% additional 
area per each 100 additional cars or fraction thereof, and no parking space shall be more than 100 feet 
from a landscaped area.  

 
C. For the proposed plan showing 472 parking spaces, there would be a minimum of 13,593 sq.ft. of parking 

lot landscaping required with a maximum spacing between landscaped areas of 100 feet.  
  
D. The proposed plan shows approximately 60,264 sq. ft. of landscaping contained in planter islands, perimeter 

landscaping and swale areas. Landscape islands contain approximately 16,163 sq. ft. (See site plan) The 
applicant is providing 114 trees throughout the site (41 conifer, 79 deciduous.) 
 
The plan layout shows all parking spaces to be no more than 60 feet from landscaping. The landscape design 
utilizes a minimum of 135’ long by 5.5’ wide planter islands within parking rows, and islands at the end of 
parking rows.   The perimeter of the parking lot and large landscaped areas throughout the site to be used for 
swales.  A 300’ by 20’ buffer is proposed on the East and West property lines with Fairwinds Retirement Home 
on the East, and Riverstone Boulevard on the West 

 
E. In summary, the proposed plan: 
 
  1. Exceeds the minimum amount of required landscaping by approximately 2500 sq. ft.   
 
  2.  The 100-foot requirement for distance from landscaping is met throughout the parking lot.  
 
ACTION ALTERNATIVES: 

 
The Planning Commission must consider this request and by simple motion approve, deny or continue the 
item for further study. Findings are not required. 

 
 
 



 PLANNING COMMISSION  
 STAFF REPORT 
 
 
 
 
FROM:                           JOHN J. STAMSOS, ASSOCIATE PLANNER  
DATE:   JANUARY 9, 2007 
SUBJECT:  SP-1-07 – REQUEST FOR AN ESSENTIAL SERVICE SPECIAL USE 

PERMIT IN AN R-12 ZONING DISTRICT    
LOCATION:  A +/- 11,021 SQ. FT. PARCEL AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SHORT  
   AVENUE AND "C" STREET. 
 
 

 
 
DECISION POINT: 
 
The City of Coeur d'Alene, Parks department is requesting an Essential Service Special Use Permit in the 
R-12 (Residential at 12 units/acre) zoning district to allow construction of a 30 foot by 50 foot equipment 
storage building with 5 paved parking spaces. 
 
SITE PHOTOS: 
 

A. Aerial photo. 
 

 

SP-10-88 & SP-1-90

SP-10-88 
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B. Subject property looking north from Short Avenue. 
 

 
 
 
C. Houses to the east of subject property. 
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GENERAL INFORMATION: 
 

A. Zoning 
 

   
 
B. Generalized land use pattern: 
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C. Site Plan 
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 D. Building elevations: 
 

  

Proposed building height is 
15 feet with metal siding  
painted in an earth tone color  

 
 
 
 E. Applicant/ City of Coeur d'Alene, Parks Department  
  Owner  710 East Mullan Avenue 
    Cœur d'Alene, ID 83814 

 
F. Existing land uses in the area include Residential - single-family, duplex, multi-family and 

  civic.    
 
G. The subject property is vacant. 
 
H. Previous actions in the area 
 

• SP-10-88 - Essential Service - Park's Department shops across the street and 
Forest Cemetery. 

• SP-1-90 - Essential Service - Allowed expansion of Park's Department shops. 
 

 
PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS: 
 

A. Zoning: 
 

The requested use is allowed by Special Use Permit in the R-12 zone and must meet 
the following site performance standards: 
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• Setbacks: 
  
  Front yard 20 feet 
  Side yard 25 feet 
  Side street yard 25 feet 
  Rear yard 25 feet 
 
• Minimum lot size:  50 feet of frontage and 5,500 sq. ft. 

 
• Building height: 43 3/4 feet 
 
• Landscaping Ordinance : 
 

 Buffer yard requirements (50% sight obscuring - 5 foot high, 5 foot 
wide  vegetative buffer or five foot fence) where the use is adjacent 
to residential  uses on the North and East property lines. 

  
 Parking lot landscaping - 8% of total parking stall area. 

  
 Street trees on both "C" Street and Short Avenue. 

  
 Front and side street yard areas along "C" Street and Short Avenue. 

 
• Parking:  One parking space per 1,000 sq. ft. of gross floor area. 

 
  Evaluation: Compliance with site performance requirements is   
    ensured through the building permit process. 

 
B. 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, 
as follows:  

  
 Stable Established:  

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

 
Page 28 – All requests for zone changes, special use permits etc., will be made    

 considering, but not limited to: 
1. The individual characteristics of the site; 

2. The existing conditions within the area, and  

3. The goals of the community. 

 
  Significant policies for consideration: 
 

4C: “New growth should enhance the quality and character of existing areas and 
the general community.” 
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 6A: “Promote the orderly development of land use at locations that are compatible 
             with public facilities and adjacent land uses.”  

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

42A2: “Property rights of citizens should be protected in land use decisions.” 

46A: “Provide for the safe and efficient circulation of vehicular traffic.” 
 
 51A: “Protect and preserve neighborhoods both old and new.” 
  
 51A5: “Residential neighborhood land uses should be protected from intrusion of 

incompatible land uses and their effects.” 
 

 62A: “Examine all new developments for appropriateness in regard to the character  of 
the proposed area. Inform developers of City requirements and encourage 
environmentally harmonious projects.” 

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

before them, whether the Comprehensive Plan policies do or do not 
support the request. Specific ways in which the policy is or is not 
supported by this request should be stated in the finding.  

 
 
B. Finding #B8B: The design and planning of the site (is) (is not) compatible with       

 the location, setting, and existing uses on adjacent properties.       
  

 The storage building proposed for the site will be a tall pole building painted in earth 
tones to blend in with the residential area to the north and east, five on-site parking 
spaces and access to C Street. The landscaping requirements indicated on page 5 will 
also help the project to blend into the surrounding neighborhood. 

  
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: 
 

The water line on "C" Street is only a 1 inch galvanized line and currently feeds a ¾ inch 
to lot 7, block 4 (one lot north of corner lot) and a 1 inch service to the west of C St. We 
would not support any additional services to be attached to this line and if a fire hydrant is 
required, a new main will have to be installed south on "C" Street. If they can use an 
existing service and there is sufficient fire flow within 250 feet of the property corner, then 
it may work. 
 

 Submitted by Jim Markley, Water Superintendent 
 
  SEWER: 
    

 A City sewer lateral has previously been available to this lot. 
 

Evaluation: The existing lateral is of adequate size to support any additional sewer 
 required from this pole building.  
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 Submitted by Don Keil, Assistant Wastewater Superintendent. 
STORMWATER: 
 
City Code requires a stormwater management plan to be submitted and approved 
prior to any construction activity on the site. The standard plan will be required to 
show site layout w/ on-site swale locations and include sizing calculations for the 
IMPERVIOUS AREA. 
 
TRAFFIC: 
 
The ITE Trip Generation Manual estimates the project (1500 s.f. storage building) will 
generate approximately 0.88  trips per day during the peak hour periods. 
 
Evaluation: The traffic generation from the subject property can be considered 

 insignificant and will not impact the adjacent and/or connecting 
 streets.  

 
STREETS: 
 
The subject property is bordered by “C” Street on the west and Short Avenue on the 
south.  
 
Evaluation: Both streets are developed, paved sections. “C” Street is built to 

current standards, however, Short Street is a less than standard width 
for the entire length between Lincoln Way and Government Way. 
Sidewalk on the “C” street frontage will be required to be installed 
with the issuance of the building permit for the subject property; 
however, no improvements will be required on Short Avenue. 
Placement of any improvements on the Short Avenue frontage would 
not be beneficial in the short term and, at some point if the roadway 
were be reconstructed, would most likely be torn out due to design 
issues.  

 
APPLICABLE CODES AND POLICIES: 
 
UTILITIES 
 
All proposed utilities within the project shall be installed underground. 
 
 
STREETS 
 
An encroachment permit shall be obtained prior to any work being performed in the 
existing right-of-way. 
 
 
STORMWATER 
 

 A stormwater management plan shall be submitted and approved prior to start of any 
construction.  The plan shall conform to all requirements of the City. 
 
Submitted by Chris Bates, Engineering Project Manager 
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FIRE: 
 

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

 
POLICE: 
 

  The Police department was contacted and had no concerns. 
 

Submitted by Steve Childers, Captain Police Department 
 

E. Proposed conditions: 
 
  Engineering 
 

1. Installation of standard sidewalk will be required along the “C” Street frontage 
with the issuance of any building permit for the subject property. 

 
 F. Ordinances and Standards Used In Evaluation: 
 

 Comprehensive Plan - Amended 1995. 
 Municipal Code. 
 Idaho Code. 
 Wastewater Treatment Facility Plan. 
 Water and Sewer Service Policies. 
 Urban Forestry Standards. 
 Transportation and Traffic Engineering Handbook, I.T.E. 
 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. 

 
 

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

 
 
[F:staffrptsSP107] 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 



COEUR D'ALENE PLANNING COMMISSION 

FINDINGS AND ORDER 
 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This matter having come before the Planning Commission on January 9, 2007, and there being 

present a person requesting approval of ITEM SP-1-07, a request for an Essential Service Special 

Use Permit in the R-12 (Residential at 12 units/acre) zoning district  

 
LOCATION:       A +/- 11,021 sq. ft. parcel at the Northeast corner of Short   

       Avenue and "C" Street. 
 
APPLICANT: The City of Coeur d'Alene, Parks department  

  
 

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 Residential - single-family, duplex, multi-family and  

  civic.    
 
B2. That the Comprehensive Plan Map designation is Stable Established 
 
B3. That the zoning is R-12 (Residential at 12 units/acre) 
 
B4. That the notice of public hearing was published on, December 23, 2006, and January 2, 

2007, which fulfills the proper legal requirement. 
 
B5. That the notice of public hearing was posted on the property on, December 28, 2007, which 

fulfills the proper legal requirement.  
 
B6. That 40 notices of public hearing were mailed to all property owners of record within three-

hundred feet of the subject property on December 22, 2006, and ______ responses were 

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

 
B7. That public testimony was heard on January 9, 2007. 
 

 

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

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

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

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

and existing uses on adjacent properties.  This is based on  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

is based on  

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

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

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

 

 

C. ORDER:   CONCLUSION AND DECISION 
 

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

THE CITY OF COEUR D’ALENE, PARKS DEPARTMENT for a Essential Service special use permit, 

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

 

Special conditions applied are as follows: 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION FINDINGS:  SP-1-07  JANUARY 9, 2007     PAGE 2 



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

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

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

_______________________________ 
CHAIRMAN JOHN BRUNING 
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 PLANNING COMMISSION  
 STAFF REPORT 
 
 
 
 
FROM:                           JOHN J. STAMSOS, ASSOCIATE PLANNER  
DATE:   JANUARY 9, 2007 
SUBJECT:  SP-2-07 – REQUEST FOR A COMMUNITY EDUCATION DAYCARE 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT IN AN R-12 ZONING DISTRICT    
LOCATION – +/- 11,239 SQ. FT. PARCEL AT 2260 WEST FAIRWAY DRIVE 

 
DECISION POINT: 
 
Cammie and Marc Chavez are requesting a Community Education Daycare Special Use Permit in the R-
12 (Residential at 12 units/acre) zoning district to allow operation of a daycare center for elderly adults who 
can no longer manage independently thus, providing an opportunity for the care-giver to have a period of 
respite. 
 

 
SITE PHOTOS: 
 
 
  A. Aerial photo 
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B. House on subject property 
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GENERAL INFORMATION: 
 
 
A. Zoning 
 

   
 
 
B. Generalized land use pattern: 
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 C. Site plan: 
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West Fairway Drive 

PROPOSED 
PARKING FOR  
3 SPACES 

PROPERTY LINE 

 
 



 
 D. Applicant/ Cammie and Marc Chavez  
  Owner:  4281 W. Lennox Loop 
    Cœur d'Alene, ID 83815 

 
E. Existing land uses in the area include residential - single-family, duplex and multi-family, 

  commercial service, civic and vacant lots.     
 
F. The subject property contains a single-family dwelling.   

 
 
PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS: 
 

A. Zoning: 
 
  The requested day care activity is allowed by Special Use Permit in an R-12  
  zone and is classified as a community education activity.  

 
Evaluation: The requested use is located in an R-12 zone and meets the 

definition of a community education activity.  
 

B. 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 a Transition Area.  

  
 Transition Areas:  

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

 Protect and/or enhance the integrity of existing residential areas. 
 Encourage residential when close to jobs and other services. 
 Discourage uses that are detrimental to neighboring uses.  
 Encourage commercial clusters that will serve adjacent neighborhoods vs. city 

as a whole. 
 Pedestrian/bicycle connections. 
 Encourage cluster developments to maintain open space and forest lands. 
 Overall buildout density approximately = 3 units/acre. Individual lat size will 

typically not be smaller than 8,000 sq. ft. (5 units/acre). Higher densities and 
mixed uses encouraged close to abutting transportation corridors. 

 
Page 28 – All requests for zone changes, special use permits etc., will be made    

 considering, but not limited to: 
1. The individual characteristics of the site; 

2. The existing conditions within the area, and  

3. The goals of the community. 

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

  
  15G:   “City government should be responsive to the needs and desires of the  
   citizenry.” 

 
 42A: “The development of Coeur d’Alene should be directed by consistent and 

thoughtful decisions, recognizing alternatives, effects and goals of citizens.”
  

42A2: “Property rights of citizens should be protected in land use decisions.” 
 

  46A: “Provide for the safe and efficient circulation of vehicular traffic.” 
 
 51A: “Protect and preserve neighborhoods both old and new.” 
  
 62A: “Examine all new developments for appropriateness in regard to the character 

of the proposed area. Inform developers of City requirements and encourage 
environmentally harmonious projects.” 

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

before them, whether the Comprehensive Plan policies do or do not 
support the request. Specific ways in which the policy is or is not 
supported by this request should be stated in the finding.  

  
 

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

 
 The proposed use would be conducted in an existing single-family 

dwelling that would be converted to an adult daycare facility for 17 
people, including elderly patients and staff with required parking of 3 
spaces.  

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

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

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

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

   
  WATER: 
 

 Water is available to the site. 
 

Evaluation: Due to Fire Code for an education center, they will be required to add a 
new fire hydrant and a complete fire sprinkler system to the existing 
house. There is a 6 inch main on the south side of the street and a 12 
inch main on the north side of the street so there is sufficient capacity to 
accomplish this. 

 
  Submitted by Terry Pickel, Assistant Water Superintendent 

 
  SEWER: 
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  A sewer service (lateral) is currently utilized for this lot. 
   Evaluation: The existing lateral is of adequate size to support this request.  
  

 Submitted by Don Keil, Assistant Wastewater Superintedent 
 

 STORMWATER: 
 
 City Code requires a stormwater management plan to be submitted and approved 
prior to any construction activity on the site. 
 
 Evaluation: The subject property contains an existing structure and no new 

construction is planned. No stormwater modifications will be required 
unless new impervious surface is added to the subject property. 

 
TRAFFIC: 
 
 The ITE Trip Generation Manual does not have a category similar to the proposed use 
that can be utilized to estimate the approximate trips per day, unless however, a child 
day care center is used. In such cases, the number of trips during peak hour periods 
is 5.16/employee.  
 
Evaluation: The adjacent and/or connecting streets tend to be low volume streets 

that provide an excellent connectivity to the surrounding area. If the 
intended use will not generate significantly more volume that a single 
family dwelling unit, the local streets will accommodate the traffic 
volume. If there is a continual flow of traffic to the subject property, 
the typical low volume local street may become congested due to the 
proximity to the adjacent public golf course.  

 
STREETS: 
 
 The subject property is bordered by W. Fairway Drive. The current right-of-way width 
meets City standards and the roadway is fully developed. 
 
Evaluation: No alterations to the roadway will be required.  
 
APPLICABLE CODES AND POLICIES: 
 
STREETS 
 
 An encroachment permit shall be obtained prior to any work being performed in the 
existing right-of-way. 
 
STORMWATER 
 
 A stormwater management plan shall be submitted and approved prior to start of any 
construction.  The plan shall conform to all requirements of the City. 

 
Submitted by Chris Bates, Engineering Project Manager   

 
FIRE: 
 

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



 
SP-2-07     JANUARY 9, 2007                                            PAGE 8  
 
 

 

 
POLICE: 
 

  The Police department was contacted and had no concerns. 
 

Submitted by Steve Childers, Captain Police Department 
 

E. Proposed conditions: 
 

None proposed. 
 
 F. Ordinances and Standards Used In Evaluation: 
 

 Comprehensive Plan - Amended 1995. 
 Municipal Code. 
 Idaho Code. 
 Wastewater Treatment Facility Plan. 
 Water and Sewer Service Policies. 
 Urban Forestry Standards. 
 Transportation and Traffic Engineering Handbook, I.T.E. 
 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. 

 
ACTION ALTERNATIVES: 

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

 
 
[F:staffrptsSP906] 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 



COEUR D'ALENE PLANNING COMMISSION 

FINDINGS AND ORDER 
 

A. INTRODUCTION 
This matter having come before the Planning Commission on January 9, 2007, and there being 

present a person requesting approval of ITEM SP-2-07, a request for a Community Education 

Daycare special use permit in the R-12 (Residential at 12 units/acre) zoning district.  

  
LOCATION – +/- 11,239 sq. ft. parcel at 2260 West Fairway Drive 

 
 
APPLICANT:  Cammie and Marc Chavez 

  
 

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 residential - single-family, duplex and multi-family,  

  commercial service, civic and vacant lots.     

 
B2. That the Comprehensive Plan Map designation is Transition 
 
B3. That the zoning is R-12 (Residential at 12 units/acre) 
 
B4. That the notice of public hearing was published on,December 23, 2006, and, January 2, 

2007, which fulfills the proper legal requirement. 
 
B5. That the notice of public hearing was posted on the property on, January 1, 2007, which 

fulfills the proper legal requirement.   
 
B6. That 19 notices of public hearing were mailed to all property owners of record within three-

hundred feet of the subject property on December 22, 2006, and ______ responses were 

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

 
B7. That public testimony was heard on January 9, 2007. 
 

 

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

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

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

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

and existing uses on adjacent properties.  This is based on  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

is based on  

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

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

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

 

 

C. ORDER:   CONCLUSION AND DECISION 
 

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

CAMMIE AND MARC CHAVEZ for a Community Education special use permit, as described in the 

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

 

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

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

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

_______________________________ 
CHAIRMAN JOHN BRUNING 
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 PLANNING COMMISSION  
 STAFF REPORT 
 
 
 
 
FROM:                           JOHN J. STAMSOS, ASSOCIATE PLANNER  
DATE:   JANUARY 9, 2007 
SUBJECT:  ZC-1-07 – ZONE CHANGE FROM R-17 TO C-17L  
LOCATION    +/- 2,800 SQ. FT. PARCEL ADJACENT TO ST. THOMAS CEMETERY AND  
   BEEHIVE HOMES. 
 
 
 
DECISION POINT: 
 

Beehive Homes is requesting a zone change from R-17 (residential at 17 units per gross 
acre) to C-17L (Commercial Limited at 17 units/acre). The proposed zone change is on 
property that is part of St. Thomas Cemetery and is requested in order to allow the fourth Bee 
Hive Homes building proposed to be built next to this parcel to be built closer to the property 
line than 10 feet. If the subject property remains R-17, the building set back for the building 
would be 10 feet. If the subject property is re-zoned to C-17L, the building setback would be 
zero feet. The zoning on the cemetery parcel adjoining the subject parcel to the north is C-17. 

   
 
SITE PHOTOS: 
  
 A. Aerial photo  
 
 

  

Location of 4th 
Beehive Homes 
building 

 B. Subject property on east side of fence running north (24 feet wide by 120 feet long) 
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The subject property 
starts here and runs to 
the left beyond the 
brown shed.  

 
 B. Looking at subject property from Sherman Avenue. 

 

 

The subject 
property runs 
along the fence, 
on the cemetery 
side, to just 
beyond the brown 
roofed shed you 
see in distance.  

 
 
 
 
 

GENERAL INFORMATION: 

ZC-1-07  JANUARY 9, 2007            PAGE2  
 



 
A. Zoning: 
 

 

ZC-13-98 - APPROVED 
FROM R-17 TO C-17L 

 
B. Generalized land use pattern: 

 
 

 
C. Applicant: Beehive Homes 
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                2100 East Sherman Avenue 
    Coeur d'Alene, ID  83814 
 
 E. Owner:  Roman Catholic Diocese of Boise 
    303 Federal Way 
    Boise, ID  83705 
 
 F. All property owners have consented to this request 
 

G. Land uses in the area include residential - single-family and multi-family, commercial – retail 
sales and service, civic and vacant land. 

 
H. The subject property is a portion of the St. Thomas Cemetery. 
 
I. Previous actions in the surrounding area 
 
 1. ZC-13-98 - Zone Change from R-17 to C-17L approved by City Council. 

 
PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS: 
 

A. Zoning: 
 

Approval of the zone change request would intensify the potential uses on the property by 
allowing commercial service uses on a parcel that now only allows residential and civic 
uses. 
 
The C-17L District is intended as a low density commercial and residential mix district. 
This District permits residential development at a density of seventeen (17) units per 
gross acre as specified by the R-17 District and limited service commercial businesses 
whose primary emphasis is on providing a personal service.  
 
This District is suitable as a transition between residential and commercial zoned areas 
and should be located on designated collector streets or better for ease of access and to 
act as a residential buffer.  

 
Principal permitted uses:  
 
Single-family detached housing (as specified by the R-8 District).  
Duplex housing (as specified by the R-12 District).  
Cluster housing (as specified by the R-17 District).  
Multiple-family (as specified by the R-17 District).  
Home occupation.  
Community education.  
Essential service.  
Community assembly.  
Religious assembly.  
Public recreation.  
Neighborhood recreation.  
Automobile parking when serving an adjacent business or apartments.  
Hospitals/health care.  
Professional offices.  
Administrative offices.  
Banks and financial establishments.  
Personal service establishment.  
Group dwelling-detached housing.  
Handicapped or minimal care facility.  
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Child care facility.  
Juvenile offenders facility.  
Boarding house.  
Nursing/convalescent/rest homes for the aged.  
Rehabilitative facility.  
Commercial film production.  

 
  Uses permitted by special use permit:  

 
Convenience sales.  
Food and beverage stores for off/on site consumption.  
Veterinary office or clinic when completely indoors.  
Commercial recreation.  
Hotel/motel.  
Remaining uses, not already herein permitted, of the C-17 District principal permitted 
uses.  
Residential density of the R-34 District density as specified.  
Criminal transitional facility.  
Noncommercial kennel.  
Commercial kennel.  
Community organization.  
Wireless communication facility.  

 
The zoning and land use patterns (See page 2) indicate that the majority of the parcels along 
this portion of the Government Way corridor are either zoned commercial or used for non-
residential uses indicating the transition from residential use to commercial use is well 
established. This lot, however, is the first interior lot with no frontage on Government Way to 
be proposed for C-17L zoning  

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

determine if the C-17L zone is appropriate for this location and setting.     
    

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

 
The subject property is within the existing city limits.  
 
The City's Comprehensive Plan designates this area as Stable Established, as follows:  

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

  
  In reviewing all projects, the following should be considered: 
  

 Page 28 – All requests for zone changes, special use permits etc., will be made    
considering, but not limited to: 
 
1. The individual characteristics of the site; 

2. The existing conditions within the area, and  

3. The goals of the community. 
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  Significant policies for consideration: 

 
4C: “New growth should enhance the quality and character of existing areas and the 

general community.” 
 

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

 
  15G:   “City government should be responsive to the needs and desires of the citizenry.” 

 
42A: “The physical development of Coeur d’Alene should be directed by consistent and 

thoughtful decisions, recognizing alternatives, affects and goals of citizens 
 

42A2: “Property rights of citizens should be protected in land use decisions.” 

 51A: “Protect and preserve neighborhoods both old and new.” 
  
 51A5: “Residential neighborhood land uses should be protected from intrusion of 

incompatible land uses and their effects.” 
 

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

them, whether the Comprehensive Plan policies do or do not support the 
request.  

 
C. Finding #B9:  That public facilities and utilities (are) (are not) available and                    

adequate for the proposed use.   
  

  WATER: 
 

 New mains, fire hydrants and services have been recently installed to provide service to the 
beehive homes. The property in question will not require any further services. 

 
  Submitted by Terry Pickel, Assistant Water Superintendent 
 
  SEWER: 
 
  No comment, no sewer impact or change noted. 
 
  Submitted by Don Keil, Assistant Wastewater Superintendent 

 
STORMWATER: 
 
City Code requires a stormwater management plan to be submitted and approved prior to 
any construction activity on the site. Any stormwater issues will be addressed at the time 
of building permit submittal on the subject property. 
 
TRAFFIC: 
 
Traffic issues were addressed at the time of the initial development of the subject 
property.  
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Evaluation: The subject property and facility are situated adjacent to local signalized 
 intersections Sherman Avenue with the 3-lane center turn lane section, 
 and I-90. Adjacent and/or connecting streets will accommodate the 
 generated traffic volume. 

 
STREETS: 
 
The proposed subdivision is bordered by Sherman Avenue, 21st Street and Front Street.  
The current right-of-way widths meet City standards. 
 
Evaluation: No alterations to the roadway sections will be required.  
 
APPLICABLE CODES AND POLICIES: 
 
STREETS 
 
An encroachment permit shall be obtained prior to any work being performed in the 
existing right-of-way. 
 
STORMWATER 
 
A stormwater management plan shall be submitted and approved prior to start of any 
construction.  The plan shall conform to all requirements of the City. 
 
Submitted by CHRIS BATES, ENGINEERING PROJECT MANAGER 
 
FIRE: 
 

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

 
  Submitted by Dan Cochran, Deputy Fire Chief 
 
  POLICE: 
 
  I have no comments at this time. 

 
Submitted by Steve Childers, Captain, Police Department 
 

 
D. Finding #B10: That the physical characteristics of the site (do) (do not) make it        

                                  suitable for the request at this time. 
 

The subject property is flat with no physical constraints.  
 
Evaluation: There are no physical limitations to future development. 

 
 E. Finding #B11:  That the proposal (would) (would not) adversely affect the                  
                surrounding neighborhood with regard to traffic, neighborhood                      
  character, (and) (or) existing land uses.  

  
  The zone change is requested in order to allow the fourth Bee Hive Homes 
  building proposed to be built next to this parcel to be built closer than 10  
  feet from the property line. If the subject property remains R-17, the building 
  set back for the building would be 10 feet. If the subject property is re-zoned 
  to C-17L, the building setback would be zero feet. 
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   Evaluation: The Planning Commission must determine what affect  
     the proposed zone change will have on the surrounding  
     area. 
 
F. Proposed conditions: 
 

None proposed.   
 
G. Ordinances and Standards Used In Evaluation: 

Comprehensive Plan - Amended 1995. 
Municipal Code. 
Idaho Code. 
Wastewater Treatment Facility Plan. 
Water and Sewer Service Policies. 
Urban Forestry Standards. 
Transportation and Traffic Engineering Handbook, I.T.E. 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. 

 
ACTION ALTERNATIVES: 

 
The Planning Commission must consider this request and make appropriate findings to approve, deny or 
deny without prejudice. The findings worksheet is attached. 
 
[F:staffrptsZC107] 
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 COEUR D'ALENE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 FINDINGS AND ORDER 

 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This matter having come before the Planning Commission on January 9, 2007, and there being 

present a person requesting approval of ITEM ZC-1-07, a request for a zone change from R-17 

(residential at 17 units per gross acre) to C-17L (Commercial Limited at 17 units/acre).     

  

 LOCATION:   +/- 2,800 sq. ft. parcel adjacent to St. Thomas Cemetery and    
   Beehive Homes. 
 

APPLICANT: Beehive Homes  

  

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

RELIED UPON 

(The Planning Commission may adopt Items B1-through7.) 
B1. That the existing land uses are residential - single-family and multi-family, commercial – 

retail sales and service, civic and vacant land. 

 

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

 

B3. That the zoning is R-17 (residential at 17 units per gross acre) 

 

B4. That the notice of public hearing was published on December 23, 2006, and January 2, 

2007, which fulfills the proper legal requirement. 

 

B5. That the notice of public hearing was posted on the property on January 1, 2007, which 

fulfills the proper legal requirement.  

 

B6. That 53 notices of public hearing were mailed to all property owners of record within three-

hundred feet of the subject property on December 22, 2006, and ______ responses were 

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

 

B7. That public testimony was heard on January 9, 2007. 

 

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

follows:  

  



 

 

 

 

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

use.  This is based on 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

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

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

this time because  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

 

 

 

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

regard to traffic, neighborhood character, (and) (or) existing land uses because  
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Criteria to consider for B11: 
1. Traffic congestion   
2. Is the proposed zoning compatible with the surrounding area in terms of 

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

churches & schools etc. 

 

 

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

 BEEHIVE HOMES for a zone change, as described in the application should be (approved) 

(denied) (denied without prejudice). 

Special conditions applied are as follows: 

 

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

Order. 

 

 ROLL CALL: 

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

 
Chairman Bruning   Voted  ______ (tie breaker) 

 

Commissioners ______________were absent.  

 

Motion to __________carried by a ____ to ____ vote. 

 

 

 

__________________________ 

CHAIRMAN JOHN BRUNING 
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 PLANNING COMMISSION  

 STAFF REPORT 

 
 

FROM:                           JOHN J. STAMSOS, ASSOCIATE PLANNER  
DATE:   JANUARY 9, 2007 
SUBJECT:  S-1-07 -- 5 LOT PRELIMINARY PLAT SUBDIVISION 

LOCATION – +/- 3.5 ACRE PARCEL IN THE VICINITY OF 19TH STREET AND 
NETTLETON GULCH ROAD ADJACENT TO GREYSTONE SUBDIVISION               
      

 
DECISION POINT: 
Shefoot Investments, LLC is requesting Preliminary Plat approval for “Shefoot”, a 5-lot subdivision on +/- 
3.5 acres. This is a re-plat of the "Shefoot" subdivision (S-8-06) approved on July 11, 2006, in order to 
approve the design of Shefoot Court to less than the City's design standards. 
 
Within the first +/- 150 feet starting at Nettleton Gulch Road, the applicant's property is only 50 feet wide 
where it is adjacent to four existing lots. This will reduce the right-of-way for the proposed Shefoot Court to 
50 feet rather than the standard 60 feet and result in a street section that is less than the standard street 
required by the City. The street standards requested by the applicant for this section include a 32 foot 
paved street with curb and gutter, 5 foot sidewalk and 71/2 foot swale on the west side of the street. 
 
A standard street section is a 36 foot wide paved street with curb and gutter, 5 foot sidewalk both sides, 7 
1/2 foot swale both sides in a 60 foot right-of-way. (Also, see discussion on streets in utilities section on 
page 12) 
 
Deviations to the standard street section is the only change to the request (S-8-06) approved by 
the Planning Commission on July 11, 2006. 
 

SITE PHOTOS: 
A. Aerial photo: 
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B. Entrance to subject property from Nettleton Gulch Road. 

 

 
 

GENERAL INFORMATION: 
A. Zoning 
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B. Generalized land use pattern: 
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C. Preliminary Plat for “Shefoot” 

 

 

SUBJECT 
PROPERTY 
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D. Street profile. 
 

 

THIS PORTION 
OF THE RIGHT- 
OF - WAY IS 50 
FEET 
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E. Five foot elevation contours: 
 

 
 
 
 
F. Applicant/  Shefoot Investments, LLC  
 Property owner   2863 Sugarpines Drive 
    Coeur d'Alene, ID  83815 
 

G. Land uses in the area include single-family dwellings and duplexes. 

H. The subject property contains a single-family dwelling with a tree cover of Ponderosa pine and other 

 native conifers. 

I. Previous actions on the subject property: 

 

 1. A-4-06 & S-8-06 approved by the Planning Commission on July 11, 2006. 

 

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS: 

 
A. Zoning: 

 The maximum allowable density on the site at 3 units/gross acre would be 14-units. The   
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 proposal is for 5 single-family lots with an average lot size of 24, 306 sq. ft. (lots  range in  

 size from 15, 943 sq. ft. to 38, 159 sq. ft.) for an overall density of 1.4 dwelling units per   

 acre. 

 Evaluation: The zoning is generally compatible with the existing development in the area and the 

   proposed preliminary plat has a density of 1.4 units per acre, which is less than the  

   maximum allowable density in the R-3 zone of 3 units per acre. 

     

 B. Finding #B8A: That all of the general preliminary plat requirements (have) (have not) been 

met, as attested to by the City Engineer.    
  

 The preliminary plat submitted contained all of the general information required by Section 

16.12.020 of the Municipal Code, General Requirements.  

 

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

 lighting, fire protection, planting, drainage, and utilities (are) (are not) 

 adequate where applicable.  

 
SEWER: 
 
Sanitary sewer is available to the proposed subdivision. 
 
Evaluation: There is an existing sanitary main line located at the intersection of 19th Street 

and Nettleton Gulch Road. This line is of adequate size to serve the proposed 
subdivision; however, the sewer main will need to be extended from this location 
to the proposed development. Design plans will be required to be submitted and 
approved prior to any construction activity on the subject property. Service 
laterals will be required to be installed for the adjoining properties situated 
between the subject property and Nettleton Gulch Road to provide future 
connections to the sewer without cutting into the newly constructed street. All 
sanitary main lines and laterals will be extended at no cost to the City. 

 
WATER: 
 
City water is available to the proposed subdivision. There is an existing six inch (6”) water main 
located in Nettleton Gulch Road that serves as a “single feed” that  provides water service to the 
existing residence on the subject property. 
 
Evaluation: 1. The existing water main is undersized for the development and fire flow 

necessary to provide service. The developer will be required to replace 
the existing water main with a City standard eight inch (8”) C-900 water 
main that will be required to make a looping connection to Willow Road, 
adjoining the subject property.  

 
  2. The loop connection to Willow Road will be required to be placed within a 

twenty foot (20’) easement dedicated to the City, with a ten foot (10’) 
paved pathway over the top, and, fenced along both sides.  

 
  3. The replacement of this six inch (6”) line will be required to extend to the 
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connection point in Nettleton Gulch Road where there is an existing eight 
inch (8”) main at 19th Street. The City Water Department will participate in 
the cost difference between the 6” and the 8” pipe sizing. All cost of 
installation will be the responsibility of the developer with the City only 
participating in the pipe upsizing.  

 
  4. Fire hydrant installations will be determined during the review of   
   subdivision improvement plans for the subject property. 
 
STORMWATER: 
 
City Code requires a stormwater management plan to be submitted and approved prior to any 
construction activity on the site. 
 
Evaluation: A detailed stormwater plan with sizing calculations showing swale locations  
  will be required to be submitted with any infrastructure plans for the subject  
  property. 
 TRAFFIC: 
 
The ITE Trip Generation Manual estimates the project will generate approximately 4.5 trips per 
day during the peak hour periods. 
 
Evaluation: The adjacent and/or connecting streets will accommodate the additional traffic 

 volume. 
 
STREETS: 
 
1. The proposed subdivision is bordered by Nettleton Gulch Road to the south. The current 

right-of-way width varies along its length, as does the jurisdictional control over the 
roadway (City & Lakes Highway District).  

 
Evaluation: Additional right-of-way (if necessary) on Nettleton Gulch along the subject 

property’s frontage will be required to be dedicated to the City if the 
existing r/w for the “half section” of roadway is less than thirty feet (30’). 
The applicant's surveyor will need to present adequate information to the 
City in order to make that determination. 

 
2. The proposed street accessing the development is situated within a fifty foot (50’) right-of-

way that widens to the standard sixty feet (60’) with a ten foot (10’) utility easement after it 
passes some intervening properties.  

 
 Evaluation: The roadway accessing the development through the portion of fifty foot 

(50’) right-of-way is being requested to be a less than standard thirty-two 
feet (32’) wide. This would be feasible if “no parking” is allowed on the 
roadway. If parking is allowable, emergency fire access may be impeded 
(26’ width is required for fire access), therefore, the 32’ width would be 
feasible w/ the parking restriction. The proposed interior right-of-way 
meet City standards, however, the utility easement will be required to be 
widened to fifteen feet (15’) in order to accommodate sidewalk. A City 
standard thirty six foot (36’) street width, with a minimum fifty foot (50’) 
radius cul-de-sac will be required to be constructed in the areas of 
standard right-of-way. The required typical section of will consist of the 
street/swale section in the r/w and the sidewalk/private utilities in the 
easement.  

 
3. The narrower fifty foot (50’) right-of-way section does not allow for expansion to the east 
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due to the location existing structures adjoining the right-of-way. Enlargement to the west 
would result in setback problems with structures to the west. A deviation for this less than 
standard r/w will be required. 

 
Evaluation: Due to the less than standard right-of-way, the existing structures and hillside, 

sidewalk will only be required on west side of the roadway and around the 
“knuckle”. Sidewalk will not be required along the portion of Lot 5 out of the 
knuckle or along the easterly portion of the access roadway.  

 
APPLICABLE CODES AND POLICIES: 
 
UTILITIES 
 
1. All proposed utilities within the project shall be installed underground. 
2. All water and sewer facilities shall be designed and constructed to the requirements of the 

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

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

4. All required utility easements shall be dedicated on the final plat. 
 
 
STREETS 
 
5. All new streets shall be dedicated and constructed to City of Coeur d’Alene standards. 
6. Street improvement plans conforming to City guidelines shall be submitted and approved 

by the City Engineer prior to construction. 
7. All required street improvements shall be constructed prior to issuance of building permits. 
8. An encroachment permit shall be obtained prior to any work being performed in the 

existing right-of-way. 
 
STORMWATER 
 
9. A stormwater management plan shall be submitted and approved prior to start of any 

construction.  The plan shall conform to all requirements of the City. 
 
GENERAL 
 
10. The final plat shall conform to the requirements of the City. 
 

  Submitted by Chris Bates, Engineering Project Manager  
 

FIRE: 
 
We will address any fire department issues such as water supply and fire department access, 
prior to any site development. 

 
 Submitted by Dan Cochran, Deputy Fire Chief 
 
 POLICE: 
 
 I have no comments at this time. 

 
Submitted by Steve Childers, Captain, Police Department 

 
D. Finding #B8C: That the preliminary plat (is) (is not) in conformance with the   
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   Comprehensive Plan as follows:  
 
The City Comprehensive Plan Map designates the subject property a Transition Area, as follows:  
 

 Transition Areas:  
 
“These areas represent the locations where the character of neighborhoods is in transition and, 
overall, should be developed with care. The street network, the number of building lots and general 
land use are planned to change greatly within the planning period.” 
 
• Protect and/or enhance the integrity of existing residential areas. 
• Encourage lower intensity commercial service and manufacturing uses close or abutting 
 major transportation routes. 
• Encourage residential when close to jobs and other services. 
• Discourage uses that are detrimental to neighboring uses. 
• Encourage commercial clusters that will serve adjacent neighborhoods vs. city as a whole. 
• Pedestrian/bicycle connections. 
• Encourage cluster housing developments to maintain open space and forestlands.   
• Overall build-out density approximately 3 dwelling units per acre. Individual lot size will 
 typically not be smaller than 8,000 sq. ft. (5 du’s/acre). Higher densities and mixed uses 
 encouraged close or abutting transportation corridors. 
 Neighborhood development should consist of: 

 Size of 25 to 65 acres 
 Urban services 
 Sidewalks/bike paths 
 Street trees 
 Neighborhood parks 
 Interconnecting street network 

 

Significant policies: 
 

4C: “New growth should enhance the quality and character of existing areas and the general 

 community.” 

4C1: Development that proposes to increase the density of a given area may be allowed, provided 

 that the increase maintains the character of the community.” 

4C3: Population growth should be compatible with preserving Coeur d’Alene’s character and 

 quality of life.” 

4C5: “New development should provide for bike paths and pedestrian walkways in accordance with 

 the transportation plan and bike plan.” 

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

 facilities and adjacent land uses.” 

14A3: “All new developments must provide for immediate hook up to the sanitary sewer   

 system.” 

24C: “Natural vegetative cover should remain as a dominant characteristic of Coeur   

 d’Alene.” 

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

42C1: “Providing service to new areas should not be at the expense of areas presently being 

 serviced.” 

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. 
31A: “Develop an improved arterial system that integrates with existing street                 

 patterns.” 

33A: “Safe vehicular and pedestrian circulation should be enhanced through careful design and 

 active enforcement.” 

34A: “Use existing street systems better.” 

34B: “Reduce automobile dependency by providing bike paths and sidewalks.” 

38A: “Improve traffic safety by zoning actions and infrastructure improvements.” 

40A: “New street construction should enhance the visual and physical environment.” 

 

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.  

   

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

 

The proposed plat is within the Coeur d’Alene Area of City Impact boundary, is requesting an R-3 

zoning classification, which has a density that is consistent with the Transition Area designation, is 

compatible with existing development in the area, is served adequately by public services and 

facilities and has a street layout plan that adequately connects proposed streets to existing streets. 

  

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.  

 

F. 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.    
A preliminary utility design was submitted indicating that all proposed lots can be served. 
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G. Finding #B8F: That the lots proposed in the preliminary plat (do) (do not) meet the 

requirements of the applicable zoning district.  
All lots within the proposed plat meet the R-3 zone minimum lot size and frontage requirements.  

  

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

  whether the request does or does not meet the minimum requirements of the R-3  

 zoning district. 

 
H. 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 in an established single-family neighborhood, the proposed zoning is R-3, 

which allows single-family development only and has an overall density of 1.4 dwelling units per acre, 

which is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Transition Area designation (Overall build-out 

density approximately 3 dwelling units per acre. Individual lot size will typically not be smaller than 

8,000 sq. ft. (5 du's/acre).  

 

I. Proposed conditions: 

 

Engineering: 

 
1. The sanitary sewer main will need to be extended from its location at Nettleton Gulch 

Road and 19th Street to the proposed development. Service laterals will be required to be 
installed for the adjoining properties situated between the subject property and Nettleton 
Gulch Road to provide future connections. All sanitary main lines and laterals will be 
extended at no cost to the City. 

 
2. The developer will be required to replace the existing water main with a City standard 

eight inch (8”) C-900 water main that will be required to make a looping connection to 
Willow Road adjoining the subject property.  

 
3. The loop connection to Willow Road will be required to be placed within a twenty foot (20’) 

easement dedicated to the City, with a ten foot (10’) paved pathway over the top, and, 
fenced along both sides.  

 
4. The replacement of this six inch (6”) line will be required to extend to the connection point 

in Nettleton Gulch Road where there is an existing eight inch (8”) main at 19th Street. The 
City Water Department will participate in the cost difference between the 6” and the 8” 
pipe sizing. All cost of installation will be the responsibility of the developer with the City 
only participating in the pipe upsizing.  

 
5. Additional right-of-way (if necessary) on Nettleton Gulch along the subject property’s 

frontage will be required to be dedicated to the City if the existing r/w for the “half section” 
of roadway is less than thirty feet (30’). The applicant's surveyor will need to present 
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adequate information to the City in order to make that determination. 
 
6. The proposed utility easement adjoining the right-of-way will be required to be widened to 

fifteen feet (15’) in order to accommodate sidewalk. 
 
7. A City standard thirty six foot (36’) street width, with a minimum fifty foot (50’) radius cul-

de-sac will be required to be constructed. The required typical section of will consist of the 
street/swale section in the r/w and the sidewalk/private utilities in the easement. If the 
thirty-two foot (32’) roadway is allowed, it shall be signed by the developer as “no parking” 
with standard MUTCD signage. 

 
8. Due to the less than standard right-of-way, the existing structures and hillside, sidewalk 

will only be required on west side of the roadway and around the “knuckle” cul-de-sac. 
 

J. Ordinances and Standards Used In Evaluation: 

Comprehensive Plan - Amended 1995. 

Municipal Code. 

Idaho Code. 

Wastewater Treatment Facility Plan. 

Water and Sewer Service Policies. 

Urban Forestry Standards. 

Transportation and Traffic Engineering Handbook, I.T.E. 

Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. 

 

ACTION ALTERNATIVES: 
 

The Planning Commission must consider this request and make appropriate findings to approve, deny or 

deny without prejudice. The findings worksheet is attached. 

 

 
[F:plgstaffrptsS107] 
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 COEUR D'ALENE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 FINDINGS AND ORDER 

 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This matter having come before the Planning Commission on January 9, 2007, and there 

being present a person requesting approval of ITEM S- 1-07:  a request for preliminary plat 

approval of “Shefoot”, a 5 -lot subdivision located in the R-3 (Residential at 3 units/acre) 

zoning district. 

.  

APPLICANT:   Shefoot Investments, LLC 

LOCATION :  +/- 3.5 acre parcel in the vicinity of 19th Street and Nettleton Gulch Road 

     adjacent to Greystone Subdivision  

    

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 single-family dwellings and duplexes. 

 

B2. That the Comprehensive Plan Map designation is Transition 

 

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

 

B4. That the notice of public hearing was published on December 23, 2007, and, January 2, 

2007, which fulfills the proper legal requirement. 

 

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

 

B6. That 78 notices of public hearing were mailed to all property owners of record within 

three-hundred feet of the subject property on December 22, 2007,and ______ 

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

 

B7. That public testimony was heard on January 9, 2007. 

 
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: 
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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  

 

 

 

B8B. That the provisions for streets, alleys, rights-of-way, easements, street lighting, 

fire protection, planting, drainage, and utilities (are) (are not) adequate where 

applicable. 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  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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? 

 

 

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:  

 

PLANNING COMMISSION FINDINGS:  S-1-07   JANUARY 9, 2007     PAGE 2  



 

 

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?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

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  
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Criteria to consider for B10: 
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? 

 

 

 

B10. Deviations from Provisions Criteria, Section 16.32.010, Standards for Granting.  In 

specific cases, the Commission may authorize deviations from the provisions or 

requirements of this title that will not be contrary to public interest; but only where, owing 

to special conditions pertaining to a specific subdivision, the literal interpretation and 

strict application of the provisions or requirements of this title would cause undue and 

unnecessary hardship.  No such deviation from the provisions or requirements of this 

title shall be authorized by the Commission unless they find that all of the following facts 

and conditions exist: 

 

A. Exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applying to the subject 

subdivision or to the intended use of any portion thereof that does not apply 

generally to other properties in similar subdivisions or in the vicinity of the 

subject subdivision.  This is based on  
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B. Such deviation is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial 

property right of the subdivider or is necessary for the reasonable and 

acceptable development of the property.  This is based on  

 

 

 

C. The authorization of such deviation (will) (will not) be materially detrimental to 

the public welfare or injurious to property in the vicinity in which the subdivision 

is located.  This is based on  

 

 

 

D. The authorization of such deviation will not adversely affect the Comprehensive 

Plan.  

 

 

 

E. Deviations with respect to those matters originally requiring the approval of the City 

Engineer may be granted by the Commission only with the written approval of the 

City Engineer. 

 

 

 

C. ORDER:   CONCLUSION AND DECISION
 

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

INVESTMENTS, 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: 

 

 

Motion by _____________, seconded by _____________, to adopt the foregoing Findings and 

Order. 
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ROLL CALL: 

 

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

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

 

 

 

 

_______________________________ 

CHAIRMAN JOHN BRUNING 

 

 
 

 



 PLANNING COMMISSION  
 STAFF REPORT 
 
FROM:                           JOHN J. STAMSOS, ASSOCIATE PLANNER  
DATE:   JANUARY 9, 2007 
SUBJECT:  S-2-07 – 10-LOT PRELIMINARY PLAT SUBDIVISION 
LOCATION:   +/- 25.5 - ACRE PARCEL ADJACENT TO RIVERSTONE DRIVE AND BEEBE  
   BOULEVARD. 

.  
 

 
 

DECISION POINT: 
   

Riverstone Center and Riverstone Center West, LLC is requesting Preliminary Plat approval of “Village at 

Riverstone”, a 10-lot re-plat of Lots 1 through 5, Block 1, Riverstone, and Lots 1 through 5, Block 1, 

Riverstone West, and that portion of Beebe Avenue vacated per Ordinance # 3193 and that portion of the 

Northwest 1/4 of Section 11, Township 50 North, Range 4 in the C-17 (Commercial at 17 units/acre) zoning 

district. 

 
SITE PHOTOS: 

 

A. Aerial view: 

 

 B. Subject property.  
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GENERAL INFORMATION: 
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 A. Zoning. 
 

 
  
 
 B. Generalized land use.  
 

 
 
 
C. "Village at Riverstone" Subdivision : 
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D.         Applicant: Riverstone Center and Riverstone Center West, LLC  

104 S. Division Street 
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    Spokane, WA  99204 
 

E. Land uses in the area include residential – commercial retail sales & service, civic, 
manufacturing and vacant land. 

  
F. The subject property contains several commercial service uses. 
 

PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS: 
 

A. Zoning: 

  The subject property is zoned C-17 and will not change with this request. The C-17 zoning 

district is intended as a broad spectrum commercial district that permits limited service, 

wholesale/retail and heavy commercial in addition to allowing residential development at a 

density of seventeen (17) units per gross acre. This District should be located adjacent to 

arterials. The C-17 zone allows 57 uses by right and 10 uses by special use permit. 

 The zoning pattern in the area shows C-17 zoning in the “Riverstone” development and the 

"Riverstone West" development to the west. All lots have frontage on Riverstone Drive or to 

the abandoned Beebe Boulevard right-of-way, which has a public access easement covering 

the existing street. There are no minimum lot size or frontage requirements for commercial 

lots in a C-17 zone but there is a minimum requirement for access which is legal access. 

   

  Evaluation: All lots have frontage on either Riverstone Drive or the former Beebe Drive  

    Riverstone Drive is a major street through the Riverstone and Riverstone 

West developments and will provide access to both Northwest Boulevard 

and Seltice Way. 

 

    The preliminary plat should be evaluated to determine that it is compatible with 

the land uses in the area, the surrounding street pattern, and the 

Comprehensive Plan.  

    

 B. Finding #B8A: That all of the general preliminary plat requirements (have) (have      

not) been met, as attested to by the City Engineer.    
The preliminary plat submitted contained all of the general information required by Section 

16.12.020 of the Municipal Code, General Requirements.  

 

 

 

 

 

C. Finding #B8B: That the provisions for streets, alleys, rights-of-way, easements, 

S-2-07                                  JANUARY 9, 2007                                                  PAGE 5  
 

 



street lighting, fire protection, planting, drainage, and utilities (are) 

(are not) adequate where applicable.  
   
 SEWER: 
 

Sanitary sewer is available to the proposed subdivision. 
 
 Evaluation: There are existing eight inch (8”) sanitary main lines traversing the 

subject property that are of adequate size to serve the proposed 
subdivision. Some realignment and reconstruction will be required to 
provide service to all of the proposed lots. All sewer mains and laterals 
are required to be installed prior to final plat approval. No building permits 
will be issued until sanitary sewer is to the subject lots and service 
available. All public main lines will be required to be placed into twenty 
foot (20’) single or thirty foot (30’) combined utility easements, dedicated 
to the City. 

 
 WATER: 
 

City water is available to the proposed subdivision. 
 
 Evaluation: There is an existing eight inch (8”) water main line that traverses the 

subject property. This line is of adequate size to serve the proposed 
subdivision. New main lines and lateral services will be extended from 
this existing network. All water mains and laterals are required to be 
installed prior to final plat approval. No building permits will be issued 
until water is to the subject lots and service available. All new water main 
lines and fire hydrant service lines will be required to be placed in twenty 
foot (20’) single or thirty foot (30’) combined utility easements, dedicated 
to the City.  

 
 STORMWATER: 

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

 any construction activity on the site. 
 
Evaluation: The City Stormwater Ordinance requires that all stormwater be detained 

on the individual properties and not flow across any adjoining or 
intervening parcels. If the developer chooses to utilize a community 
stormwater system to serve the subject property, a cooperative 
agreement will be required to be completed that details the area to be 
utilized, method of conveyance of the stormwater to the treatment area, 
and the financial and maintenance responsibilities of the property owners 
that utilize the drainage network. This agreement will be required to be a 
component of any property owner’s association for the subject property 
and will be required to be in place prior to final plat approval. If there is no 
association, such agreement will be required to be a separately recorded 
document and attached to the title of the properties. If this is not utilized, 
each property will be responsible for there own stormwater detention 
facilities. 

 
 
  TRAFFIC: 
 

 The non-specified uses for the subject property make it difficult to project traffic 
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flows from the site, however, the traffic study that was completed for the initial 
underlying development called for the installation of two traffic signals as traffic 
levels increase and levels of service decrease. The developer is responsible to 
install the signals at the intersections of Lakewood/Riverstone Dr., and, 
Riverstone Dr. /Seltice Way no later than February 2008.  

 
 
  STREETS: 
 

 The proposed subdivision is bordered by Northwest Boulevard and Riverstone 
Drive. The current right-of-way widths meet City standards and the roads are fully 
developed. The lots within the development will be accessed by internal private 
streets. 

 
  Evaluation: The internal roadways serving the subject lots will be “private”, 

owned and maintained by the property owners association and 
shown as “tracts” on the final plat document. All roadways will 
have joint ingress/egress easements over them for the use of all 
property owners and the public. These easements will be 
required to include reciprocal parking rights for all owners, 
tenants and the public. All roadways will have street names 
assigned and posted that have been approved by the Kootenai 
County Planning Department. Street sign installation will conform 
to the City Street Name Ordinance # 3033 and Standard 
Drawings M-1 and M-2. Submission of an approved street name 
list will be required prior to final plat approval.  

 
APPLICABLE CODES AND POLICIES 
 
UTILITIES 
 
1. All proposed utilities within the project shall be installed underground. 
2. All water and sewer facilities shall be designed and constructed to the 

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

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

4. All required utility easements shall be dedicated on the final plat. 
 
 
 
STREETS 
 
5. Street improvement plans conforming to City guidelines shall be 

submitted and approved by the City Engineer prior to construction. 
6. All required street improvements shall be constructed prior to issuance of 

building permits. 
7. An encroachment permit shall be obtained prior to any work being 

performed in the existing right-of-way. 
 
 
 
STORMWATER 
 
8. A stormwater management plan shall be submitted and approved prior to 
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start of any construction.  The plan shall conform to all requirements of 
the City. 

 
 
FIRE PROTECTION 
 
9. Fire hydrant(s) shall be installed at locations specified by the City Fire 

Inspector.   
 
GENERAL 
 
10. The final plat shall conform to the requirements of the City. 

 
  Submitted by Chris Bates, Engineering Project Manager 
 

FIRE: 
 
We will address any Fire Department issues such as water supply, fire hydrants and fire 

department access, prior to any site development. 
 

  Submitted by Dan Cochran, Deputy Fire Chief 
 

POLICE: 
 

No further comments. 
 

  Submitted by Steve Childers, Captain, Police Department 
 

D. 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 Transition with 

Northwest Boulevard indicated as a Medium Intensity Corridor, as follows:  
 

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

 

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

close or abutting major transportation routes. 
• Encourage residential when close to jobs and other services. 
• Discourage uses that are detrimental to neighboring uses. 
• Encourage commercial clusters that will serve adjacent neighborhoods vs. 

city as a whole. 
• Pedestrian/bicycle connections. 

 

Medium Intensity Corridors: 
 

“These areas primarily consist of areas where commercial and residential uses may 
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be encouraged.” 

 Residential/commercial mix. 

 Possible residential density = 17/34 du/acre 

 Encourage lower intensity commercial service and manufacturing uses close 

or abutting major transportation routes. 

 Discourage uses that are detrimental to neighboring stable established 

neighborhoods. 

 Arterial/collector corridors defined by landscaping/street trees.  

 

Page 28: All requests for zone changes, special use permits etc., will be made     

considering, but not limited to: 

 The individual characteristics of the site; 

 The existing conditions within the area, and  

 The goals of the community. 

 

Significant policies: 
4C: “New growth should enhance the quality and character of existing areas and 

the general community.” 

4C1: “Development that proposes to increase the density of a given area may be 

allowed, provided that the increase maintains the character of the 

community.” 

4C3: Population growth should be compatible with preserving Coeur d’Alene’s 

character and quality of life.” 

4C5: “New development should provide for bike paths and pedestrian walkways 

in accordance with the transportation plan and bike plan.” 

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

compatible with public facilities and adjacent land uses.”  

  6A2: “Encourage high-intensity commercial development, including professional 

offices, to concentrate in existing areas so as to minimize negative 

influences on adjacent land uses, such as traffic congestion, parking and 

noise.  

   6A3:  “Commercial development should be limited to collector and arterial 

streets.” 

14A3: “All new developments must provide for immediate hook up to the sanitary 

sewer system.” 

23B1: “New developments should be required to be within an existing sewage 

service area or provide a system that does not pollute the aquifer.” 
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42A2: “Property rights of citizens should be protected in land use decisions.” 

 

46A: “Provide for the safe and efficient circulation of vehicular traffic.” 

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

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

incompatible land uses and their effects.” 

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

 
62A: “Examine all new developments for appropriateness in regard to the 

character of the proposed area. Inform developers of City requirements 
and encourage environmentally harmonious projects.” 

 

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. 

31A: “Develop an improved arterial system that integrates with existing street   

             patterns.” 

33A: “Safe vehicular and pedestrian circulation should be enhanced through 

careful design and active enforcement.” 

34A: “Use existing street systems better.” 

  34B: “Reduce automobile dependency by providing bike paths and sidewalks.” 

   

  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.  

 

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

 

The proposed plat is a re-plat of the existing Riverstone plat and will provide separate lots 

for the proposed and existing mixed-use buildings, retail pads and the Regal Cinemas 

building. 

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

S-2-07                                  JANUARY 9, 2007                                                  PAGE 10  
 

 



before them, whether the request will or will not serve the public interest.  

 

F. 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.    
 

A preliminary utility design was submitted indicating that all proposed lots could be 

served. 

 

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

requirements of the applicable zoning district.  
  All lots within the proposed plat meet the minimum requirements of the C-17 zoning district. 
 

Evaluation: The Planning Commission must determine, based on the information 
before them, whether the request does or does not meet the minimum 
requirements of the C-17 zoning district. 
  

H. 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 proposed subdivision is in a developing commercial area along the Seltice 
Way/Northwest Boulevard commercial corridor, which is predominately commercial in use 
and adjacent to streets that can accommodate traffic generated by this development.  

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

before them, what affect the request would have on traffic, neighborhood 
character, and existing land uses. 

 

I. Proposed conditions: 

 

 Engineering: 
 
1. All sewer mains and laterals are required to be installed prior to final plat 

approval. No building permits will be issued until sanitary sewer is to the subject 
lots and service available. All public main lines will be required to be placed into 
twenty foot (20’) single or thirty foot (30’) combined utility easements, dedicated to 
the City. 

 
2. All water mains and laterals are required to be installed prior to final plat approval. 

No building permits will be issued until water is to the subject lots and service 
available.  All new water main lines and fire hydrant service lines will be required 
to be placed in twenty foot (20’) single or thirty foot (30’) combined utility 
easements, dedicated to the City.  

3. If the developer chooses to utilize a community stormwater system to serve the 
subject property, a cooperative agreement will be required to be completed that 
details the area to be utilized, method of conveyance of the stormwater to the 
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treatment area and the financial and maintenance responsibilities of the property 
owners that utilize the drainage network. This agreement will be required to be a 
component of any property owner’s association for the subject property and will 
be required to be in place prior to final plat approval. If there is no association, 
such agreement will be required to be a separately recorded document and 
attached to the title of the properties. If this is not utilized, each property will be 
responsible for there own stormwater detention facilities. 

 
4. The internal roadways serving the subject lots will be “private”, owned and 

maintained by the property owners association and shown as “tracts” on the final 
plat document. All roadways will have joint ingress/egress easements over them 
for the use of all property owners and the public. These easements will be 
required to include reciprocal parking rights for all owners, tenants and the public. 
All roadways will have street names assigned, and posted, that have been 
approved by the Kootenai County Planning Department. Street sign installation 
will conform to the City Street Name Ordinance # 3033 and Standard Drawings 
M-1 and M-2. Submission of an approved street name list will be required prior to 
final plat approval.  

 
J. Ordinances and Standards Used In Evaluation: 

Comprehensive Plan - Amended 1995. 

Municipal Code. 

Idaho Code. 

Wastewater Treatment Facility Plan. 

Water and Sewer Service Policies. 

Urban Forestry Standards. 

Transportation and Traffic Engineering Handbook, I.T.E. 

Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. 

 

ACTION ALTERNATIVES: 
 

The Planning Commission must consider this request and make appropriate findings to approve, 

deny or deny without prejudice. The findings worksheet is attached. 

 
[F:pcstaffreportsS207] 
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 COEUR D'ALENE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 FINDINGS AND ORDER 

 

A. INTRODUCTION 

  This matter having come before the Planning Commission on January 9, 2007,  and there  

  being present a person requesting approval of ITEM S-2-07:  a request for preliminary plat 

  approval of  “Village at Riverstone”, a 10-lot re-plat of Lots 1 through 5, Block 1, Riverstone, 

  and Lots 1 through 5, Block 1, Riverstone West, and that portion of Beebe Avenue vacated per 

  Ordinance # 3193 and that portion of the Northwest 1/4 of Section 11, Township 50 North,  

  Range 4 in the C-17 (Commercial at 17 units/acre) zoning district. 

.  

APPLICANT:   Riverstone Center and Riverstone Center West, LLC 

 LOCATION: +/- 25.5 - acre parcel adjacent to Riverstone Drive and Beebe   
   Boulevard. 

    

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 – commercial retail sales & service, civic, 

manufacturing and vacant land. 

 

B2. That the Comprehensive Plan Map designation is Transition 

 

B3. That the zoning is C-17 (Commercial at 17units/acre) 

 

B4. That the notice of public hearing was published on December 23, 2006, and January 2, 

2007, which fulfills the proper legal requirement. 

 

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

 

B6. That 30 notices of public hearing were mailed to all property owners of record within 

three-hundred feet of the subject property on December 22, 2006, and ______ 

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

 

B7. That public testimony was heard on January 9, 2007. 
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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  

 

B8B. That the provisions for streets, alleys, rights-of-way, easements, street lighting, 

fire protection, planting, drainage, and utilities (are) (are not) adequate where 

applicable. 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  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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? 

 

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  
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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 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?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

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  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

C. ORDER:   CONCLUSION AND DECISION
 

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

RIVERSTONE CENTER AND RIVERSTONE CENTER WEST, 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: 

 

 

Motion by _____________, seconded by _____________, to adopt the foregoing Findings and 

Order. 
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ROLL CALL: 

 

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

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

 

 

 

 

_______________________________ 

CHAIRMAN JOHN BRUNING 

 

 



 



2005 Planning Commission Retreat Priorities Progress 
JANUARY 2007 

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

 Follow-up of Commission 
requests & comments 

 Public Hearing Notices to PC 1/9 

 Meeting with other boards and 
committees 

 Park/rec Committee workshop 12-2:00 p.m. 
September 18th 

 Goal achievement   Checklist of projects 
 Building Heart Awards  Discussed 7/18  No awards will be given this year. 
• Speakers  ULI educational opportunities provided. Council 

sponsored Idaho Smart Growth presentation held. 
• Public Hearings  February 13, 6 items scheduled 

Long Range Planning 
 Comprehensive Plan Update  Tentative Workshop with Council/PC on January 31, 

12:00p.m. 
 Education Corridor  Meeting October completed(Souza) 

Workshop w/prop river corridor owners took place in 
January 06. 
Master planning  in progress by consultant (MIG)  

 Neighborhood Parks & Open 
Space 

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

 Neighborhood Planning  Discussed neighborhood designation in Complan. 
Public Hearing Management 

 Continued work on Findings 
and Motions 

 Warren and Plg staff to review 

 Public hearing scheduling  Chrman Bruning consulted on agenda 
Regulation Development 
   
Downtown Design Regs Hght     Council Hearing hearing July 5th. Approved. Chrmn 

Bruning and Commissioner Souza attend  
Cluster Housing standards  Council approved on 11.21.06  
Subdivision Standards  Prelim review began. PC road trip 10/05 Tweaks of 

condo plats and lot frontages being processed 
Revise Landscaping Regulations  Future.  
Commercial Zoning  Council Hearing scheduled for January 16,2007 
Parking Standards   Future 
Lighting standards   in process – Hinshaw included as part of NC & CC 
Accessory Dwelling Units  See cluster housing. Approved by Council on 

11.21.06 
District and Corridor Design Review  Future ? 
Home Occupations by SP  Council chose not to pursue 
Other Action   
Chairman Bruning retires from 2nd job 
w/ USFS 

 Can now devote more time to PC 
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