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Wednesday, May 11, 2016
City Council Chambers, Municipal Building
911 N. Seventh Avenue
6:30 p.m.

City Hall is accessible to persons with disabilities. Program access accommodations may be provided with three (3) days’
advance notice by contacting Dave Hunt at dhunt@pocatello.us; 208.234.6248 or 5815 South 5th Avenue, Pocatello, ID.

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSON (P&Z)

The Planning & Zoning Commission is a citizen advisory group to the City Council. They are charged with making
recommendations concerning land use plans, planning processes and/or on matters of plan implementation. All regular
meetings of the P&Z are quasi-judicial in nature and are recorded for record retention and minute transcription.

AGENDA CLARIFICATION MEETING: A meeting will be held at 6:00 p.m. in the lwamizawa Conference Room at City
Hall, prior to the regular meeting for clarification of the agenda.

The following is the official agenda of the Planning & Zoning Commission. Discussion and Commission action will be
limited to those items on the agenda. Any citizen who wishes to address the Commission shall first be recognized by the
Chair, and shall give his/fher name and address for the record. If a citizen wishes to read documentation of any sort to the
Commission, he/she shall first seek permission from the Chair. A three (3) minute time limitation is requested for
presentations to the Commission.

AGENDA ITEM #1: DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST, EX-PARTE COMMUNICATION AND SITE VISIT.
Disclose who was talked to, the basic substance of the conversation, and whether the conversation had any influence.
Disclose if a site visit was done, location(s) of the visit, and what was seen.

AGENDA ITEM #2: APPROVAL OF MINUTES
The Commission many wish to approve the minutes from their regular meetings held on April 13 and April 27, 2016.

AGENDA ITEM #3: PRELIMINARY PLAT — EASTPOINTE HILLS DIVISION #7

Scott Briscoe of Hallmark Development, LLC and Rocky Mountain Engineering and Surveying, has submitted an
application to subdivide approximately 3.67 acres into 14 residential lots located north of Daybreak Drive, an extension of
Hallmark Drive.

AGENDA ITEM #4: PUBLIC HEARING - ZONING MAP AMENDMENT

This time has been set aside for the Commission to hear comments from the public regarding a request for a zoning map
amendment. The request is by RNR Development, represented by Dioptra, LLC, and is to rezone the lot at Hawthorne
Road and Snowbird Avenue (approximately 4175 Hawthorne Road) from Residential Medium Density Single Family (RMS)
to Residential Commercial Professional. The Comprehensive Plan Map designation for this area is Commercial.

AGENDA ITEM #5: CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING - SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE
The Commission may wish to continue the public hearing on the proposed changes to the Subdivision Ordinance.
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AGENDA# 1

Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting
Minutes for April 13, 2016 - 6:30 p.m.
City Hall Council Chambers, 911 N Seventh Avenue, Pocatello ID 83201

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSON (PZC)
The meeting began at 6:31PM.

Present: Jack Brennan, Steve Long, Ryan Loveland, Ryan Satterfield, Matthew Tovey, and Kathleen Lewis.
Excused: Bill Hancock.
Staff: Lon Crowell, Dave Foster, Matthew Lewis, Aceline McCulla, and Merril Quayle.

AGENDA CLARIFICATION MEETING: A meeting was held at 6:00 p.m. in the lwamizawa Conference Room at City
Hall, prior to the regular meeting for clarification of the agenda.

The following is the official minutes of the Planning & Zoning Commission {PZC). Discussion and Commission
action will be limited to those items on the agenda. Any citizen who wishes to address the Commission shall first
be recognized by the Chair, and shall give his/her name and address for the record. If a citizen wishes to read
documentation of any sort to the Commission, he/she shall first seek permission from the Chair. A three (3)
minute time limitation was requested for presentations to the Commission.

AGENDA ITEM #1: DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST, EX-PARTE COMMUNICATION AND SITE VISIT.
Disclose who was talked to, the basic substance of the conversation, and whether the conversation had any
influence. Disclose if a site visit was done, location(s} of the visit, and what was seen.

Brennan visited the site on item 3 and had nothing to report, Long visited the site on item 3 and had nothing to
report, Loveland visited the site on item 3 and had nothing to report, Satterfield had nothing to report, Tovey
had nothing to report, and Chair Lewis had nothing to report.

AGENDA ITEM #2: APPROVAL OF MINUTES
The Commission may wish to approve the minutes from the regular meetings from February 24, 2016 and the
work session from March 23, 2016.

A motion was made by Satterfield and seconded by Loveland to approve the February 24 and March 23 Minutes.
Upon roll call, those voting in favor were Brennan, Loveland, Satterfield, Tovey, and Lewis. Abstained: Long.
Motion passed.

AGENDA ITEM #3: SHORT PLAT -~ CHEYENNE GATE
Intermountain Gas Company and David Klatt, surveyor, has submitted an application to subdivide approximately

2.0 acres into 3 lots located on Cheyenne Street at the Portneuf River.

1.J. Murphy with Intermountain Gas Company (IGC), 12584 W Tyhee Road, Chubbuck, Pocatello, stated the
request was to divide the property for a new gate station with Williams Pipeline to provide back-feed service into
Pocatello, and to provide emergency services to Blackfoot and Idaho Falls areas.

Brennan asked Murphy about the proposed lot where the substation would be built. Murphy stated the purpose
for the subdividing the property was to give lot 3 to Williams Pipeline. Williams Pipeline would have their line



coming into lot 3 from their main pipeline, and they will have a meter station there that includes above ground
piping and a meter. The pipeline would continue to lot 2, where IGC will take custody of the pipe using
regulation equipment and back into IGC’s 10-inch pipeline down Cheyenne Avenue.

Matthew Lewis, Planning Manager with the City of Pocatello, summarized the staff report and commented the
lot sizes were larger than standard subdivisions. M. Lewis mentioned IGC would have a small telecommunication
antenna associated with the meter station, and City code is silent on an antenna. All the infrastructure is
permitted outright with the exception of the antenna. The antenna would require a Conditional Use Permit
through a public hearing before a hearing examiner. He stated that staff recommended approval with the three
conditions listed in the staff report Exhibit 1.

A motion was made by Long and seconded by Brennan to recommend approval to City Council for the Cheyenne
Gate Short Plat to subdivide approximately 2.0 acres into 3 lots located on Cheyenne Street at the Portneuf River,
per staff recommendation with three conditions. Upon roll call, those voting in favor were Brennan, Long,
Loveland, Satterfield, Tovey and Lewis. Motion passed.

AGENDA ITEM #4: PUBLIC HEARING - SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE
This time has been set aside for the Commission to hear comments from the public regarding a revision to
Municipal Code Title 16, Subdivision Ordinance.

Lon Crowell, Planning and Development Director with the City of Pocatello, stated that in our continuing
efforts to update and improve municipal codes, department staff from Public Works, Legal and Planning and
Development Services have been working on a comprehensive re-write of the City’s Subdivision Ordinance.
The proposed amendments to the Subdivision Ordinance have been prepared in order to provide a more
efficient, clear and consistent document and to bring the existing ordinance into compliance with current
zoning provisions, ldaho codes and development standards and practices.

The updating, re-organization and editing of the current Subdivision Ordinance was extensive and resulted in
the necessity to completely re-write and re-format the ordinance. Therefore, a simple “delete and insert”
approach to the existing ordinance was not possible. The proposed re-write of the Subdivision Ordinance is
intended to replace the existing ordinance.

Crowell discussed some of the background. The principal governing Idaho Statutes include Title 50 Municipal
Corporations, Chapter 13 Plats and Vacations and Title 55 Property in General, Chapter 19 Recording of Surveys
and Title 67 State Government and State Affairs, Chapter 65 Local Land Use Planning.

The provisions in the existing subdivision ordinance were analyzed for consistency with applicable state
statutes, the current City Zoning Ordinance, and current City development standards. Revisions to the existing
subdivision ordinance were drafted and reviewed by City staff from Planning and Development Services, Public
Works (Development Engineering and Survey)} and the Legal Department.

The proposed amendment of the ordinance was presented for review at a City Council work session on March
10 and staff participated in a general information meeting for surveyors, developers, engineers, and other
interested parties on March 30 in order to obtain input prior to initiating the formal review process. Some of
the comments resulting from the work session and information meeting have been incorporated into the
proposed amendment of the ordinance.



Dave Foster, Associate Planner with the City of Pocatello, discussed that the objectives included eliminating
outdated and conflicting provisions, re-organize and clarify processing requirements, and expand opportunities to
subdivide infill and redevelopment property. The key components include:

Expansion of definitions to improve understanding of applicable terminology.

Clarify and simplify “Short Plat” subdivision options for creating 4 or fewer lots.

Re-organize and clarify the “Preliminary Plat” application procedures.

Re-organize and clarify the “Final Plat” application procedures.

Update provisions for pre-development recording of a final plat and post-development recording

procedures in order to relieve development capital for other development opportunities.

6. Enact “Subdivision Surety” requirements for ensuring completion of development when a subdivision plat
is recorded prior to development.

7. Enact “Warranty Period” requirements for all subdivisions.

8. Clarify and enact procedures for “Property Line Adjustments” in order to ensure compliance with
applicable zoning and subdivision code provisions and Idaho survey and subdivision code provisions.

9. Simplify the subdivision application and development process where possible.

e wNe

Brennan asked if the sections of property would require additional applications. Foster clarified that a property
line adjustment application would clarify new land transfers to the different owners and they would be recorded
at the County with a survey. Brennan asked if the City was trying to consolidate the miscellaneous parcels
currently in the system. Foster stated for pre-1981 parcels the City would recognize these parcels, but from this
point forward, the property adjustment application and process would need to be completed to record the
transfer of property. Crowell commented that the real harm is to the property owner, now you have a
nanconforming property, which actually makes your property worth less. It is harder to insure and harder to
obtain financial funding, that is the real harm. Loveland asked if there was an additional cost for this new
process. Foster commented that costs would vary on each property and how much work needed to be done to
complete the survey, estimated costs would be approximately, $2,000.00, it takes a lot of time to review and
verify the property line adjustments between land transfers.

Loveland asked Foster to clarify the surety bond Foster stated that at the end of any subdivision process a
warranty bond would be required for all subdivisions. Brennan asked if other cities require warranty bonds.
Foster stated it was split in the State, developers are not generally licensed or bonded in Idaho, and this proposal
requires the same level of insurance for developer, as for contractors, to be responsible to correct any issues
during the warranty period. A bond makes it easier to repair an issue if the developer defaults, and if the
developer defaults their bond rates could increase on future bond requests, simifar for auto insurance (if you get
into a few accidents your rates increases). Satterfield commented the current development agreement does not
require a bond, but if the developer fails, this surety bond would protect the City and owners of the property,
and the bond would bind the developer to fix the issue(s). The City would go through the process to get the
repairs completed. Public infrastructure would require a surety bond; private systems on private property would
not require a surety bond.

Foster stated that in addition to these changes, specific development standards for zoning designations that were
eliminated by the 2008 Zoning Ordinance update have been deleted because they are no longer applicable. Also,
the general construction and development requirements have been deleted from the subdivision ordinance
because all construction and development standards are being codified by Public Works under Municipal Code,
Title 14,



Foster mentioned that he received written comments on Wednesday, April 13, 2016, from Mitch Greer and
copies were provided to the Commission during the pre-agenda meeting.

Foster stated the staff recommendation includes expediting the review of a “Short Plat Subdivision” (Chapter
16.16) by allowing staff [evel review of the Short Plat Subdivision application and subject to a determination of
compliance forward the Short Plat Subdivision directly to the City Council for review and final action. The
Short Plat Subdivision option is limited to creating four or fewer lots and does not involve any public
dedications (see Section 16.16.010). The proposed changes are noted in “red text” in Chapter 16.16.

Chair Lewis opened up the public hearing at 7:29 PM

Mitch Greer, 2580 Owyhee, Pocatello, stated he felt this was important and it takes a lot of time to re-write an
ordinance. Greer mentioned he would be significantly impacted. He wanted specific language in the
ordinance removed, such as “at staff discretion or when staff determines” and similar language. The preferred
language should state, “When it is required by the ordinance.” It creates challenges when different staff
members allow one way and another staff member does not, there is no consistency. He felt it was important
to clarify and correct language so it is in the ordinance to eliminate future issues. Greer had concerns with the
preliminary plats section, and thought we were losing sight of what a preliminary plat should be. The
subdivision surety bond section was significant, and he did not see the requirement in other communities. He
felt $25,000.00 for each project was a lot of money. In Pocatello, we are economically and population
challenged and at times politically challenged, which he addressed in the public comment letter he wrote and
submitted to Foster today, which was passed out to the Commission in the pre-agenda meeting. Greer
commented that the property line adjustment needed to be done, but was a significant cost for the new
owner of the property.

Mike Siebert, 1665 Pocatello Creek Road, Pocatello, stated he agreed with Greer.
With no other comments from the public, Chair Lewis closed the public hearing at 7:48 PM.

Discussion ensued between the Commission. Tovey stated there was a lot of technical language in the
ordinance and he felt more time was needed to read through the ordinance and discuss it in a work session.
Satterfield commented that some language changes were necessary. Long stated he would [ook into surety
bond costs for developers. Chair Lewis wanted to have a work session to go through the ordinance
thoroughly within 30 days.

Brennan moved and Tovey seconded to table consideration of the amended Subdivision Ordinance until the
Commission was able to discuss the Ordinance in a work session that would be scheduled during the next
meeting or within 30 days. Upon roll call, those voting in favor were Brennan, Long, Loveland, Satterfield,
Tovey and Lewis. Motion passed.

With no other items to discuss, Chair Lewis adjourned the meeting at 7:54 PM.

Submitted by:

Date Approved:

Aceline McCulla, Secretary
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From: Foster, David

Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2016 1:44 PM

To: McCulla, Aceline

Subject: FW: Subdivision Ordinance Comments
Attachments: Subdivision ordinance review.pdf

From: Mitch Greer [mailto: mitch@rmes.biz]
Sent: Wednesday, April 13, 2016 10:41 AM
To: Foster, David; Lewis, Matthew; Quayle, Merril
Subject: Subdivision Ordinance Comments

Dave,
Please find my comments to the new ordinance attached. I plan on attending the hearing tonight as well.

Mitch

Y. Engineers s Surveyors ¢ Planners

J Mitchell Greer, P.E., P.L.S. | 208-234-0110 | mitch@rmes.biz | i fi rmes.biz

Focused on Solutions

Acceptance and use of any and all electronically transmitted information and/or drawings indicates the Recipient's agreement to the following ferms and
conditions: Click for Full Electronic Document agreement
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2910 17th Ave. West, #307 Willlston, ND 56801 (707) 572-0110

2043 E, Cenier St Pocalello, ID 83201 (208) 234-0110
www.rmes.biz

TO: City Of Pocatello Planning and Development Services

FROM: J. Mitchell Greer
RE: Comments to Title 16, Draft Amendments

DATE: 4-11-16

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed amendments to the
ordinance. | apologize if some of the comments may have already been addressed as |
have heard a new revision to the ordinance has been issued which | do not have a copy
of. | understand the effort it takes to revise ordinances and appreciate the efforts that
the staff has made on this project. | have reviewed the new proposed ordinance and |
understand and appreciate many of the changes, but, as | will be one of the main users
of the ordinance, | have concerns on some of the proposed changes and offer comment
as follows.....

16.12.010- Pre Application Review. Normally we review projects through site plan
review. How is the pre-application review different from site plan review? | have
concerns about how this pre-application review will affect the schedule of projects.
There is no mention of review times or even what the requirements are for the
submission of a pre-application review. Can this be a hand sketch or is more detail
required? Is a pre-application required for all projects such as continuing subdivisions
that have been under development for many years, or are there some project that do
not require this review? | would like more direction as to the requirements of the pre-
application review.

16.12.030.B.4- | appreciate the detail outlining where plats are required; however, | get
concerned when it is left up to interpretation where a plat may be necessary. | believe
that the criteria should be completely established in the ordinance and as much of
language “City Staff determines that the recording of a plat is necessary” be removed.
Judgement calls lead to issues where one developer perceives they are not fairly
treated with respect to another developer, and although not intended, biases can
surface.

16.16.010 Short Plat Subdivision- Similar comment as above. | believe that “If the
City staff determines” should be re-phrased to “if required by the ordinance”

16.20.030 Preliminary Plat Submittal- | believe that a significant portion of the
preliminary plat should be prepared by a licensed engineer. Utilities, road designs,
grading, drainage, etc.... are all functions of engineering that really should not be sealed
by the surveyor. The boundary, or preliminary boundary and the mapping is what would

Focused on Solutions
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be certified by a surveyor. It seems, if the document should be sealed, then both
professions would have to seal the document.

F.1.A.- In several locations, the word basic “plans” is used. Conceptual might be a
better word in this instance. | think that the word preliminary plat should be added to the
definitions and | believe it is important to remember the definition of “preliminary plat” as
it pertains to the process. It is not intended to be a final design. The reason why we
have a preliminary plat is to allow applicants to complete the preliminary application
while performing the minimum amount engineering required to facilitate approval of a
project. It is not intended to full project designs finalized for the preliminary submittal. |
am concerned that the preliminary plat is becoming more and more involved, leaning
toward final designs and requires too much risk and initial investment for developers.

F.5.A Typo in Review"ed”

G.- | question whether the City Internal process should be in the ordinance. | don't
think, that if the department raised an issue after 14 days an applicant would be allowed
to proceed without adequately addressing the issues they raised. | do think a statement
on the time that the City has to review the accepted application is appropriate.

H.- There is no mention as to how site plan review works into the development
process. Is this intended to be the pre-development application? | understand that no
record is made of the site plan proceedings, but it would be beneficial to have as many
comments prior to the submission to incorporate into the preliminary plat.

16.20.050. E.- The criteria for when a traffic study is required should be in the
ordinance and defined rather than leaving it up the judgement of City staff.

H.- |Dbelieve it is appropriate to define an “appropriate sized easement”, or at least
establish a minimum.

16.24.040.G.1- Although we do set fence posts on a lot of our projects, | do not
understand why this is a requirement. There is a lot of added cost to set fence posts on
the corners. ldaho Code defines the requirement for a boundary marker and that
should be adequate. Why do we place more importance on the subdivision boundary
monuments than we do other monuments in the subdivision?

16.24.060 Final Plat Application Review- In general, the preliminary plat is not fully
designed. The hydraulic calculations associated with the water, sewer and storm
systems have not been finalized. Typically preliminary calculations are done to
substantiate the proposal, but they are not finalized and a lot of time, they change
through the final design process. It seems like utility sizing, etc... would not be
something you would want to re-review at a preliminary plat level for as that is not
normally even a major consideration of approval. If there were a substantial changes in
the overall disposal system, that might have an impact, then another look might be

Focused on Solutions
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appropriate. | don't think if we change a pipe size from 12” to 24" you would want to
review that project through planning and zoning again.

Throughout this section, words like “significant” based on staff review are used. |
believe that the deviations should be defined as to what would require a new review.

16.24.110 Subdivision Surety Bond- As a general consideration, | believe that
requiring a bond for projects will have a detrimental effect on development in Pocatello
and will make it much more difficult to develop in our City than many of our surrounding
communities. Requiring a bond will be difficult for most of the developers in our
community. Since most of my clients do not like to have their information out, | will use
a hypothetical project example to illustrate my point. We are seeing per lot
development prices and costs of around 30,000.00 per lot. Most subdivisions in our
area are in the range of 18 lots. The bond has to remain in effect for 2 years.... and |
would like to present a basic cost breakdown of what the bond would mean on these
projects based on rough conceptual numbers (LOWEST BONDING COSTS
APPLIED)....

Lets assume Subdivision 1 was Completed In the Fall of 2014, Final Acceptance would
be around November ....

Cost +/- (18 x 30) $ 540,000

Bond Amount 1.25 x $ 540,000= $ 675,000.00

Estimated Cost of Bond (2-5%) Possibly up to 10%= $16,000.00

Total Bonding Capacity Held for 2 years= $ 101,000.00

In Spring of 2015 Subdivision 2 is Developed
Cost +/- $540,000.00
Bond Amount +/- $ 675,000.00
Estimated Cost of Bond 0.03 x 675,000= $ 16,000.00
Bonding Capicty Held for 2 years $101,000.00

In Fall of 2016 Subdivision 3 is Developed
Cost +/- $540,000.00
Bond Amount +/- $ 675,000.00
Estimated Cost of Bond 0.03 x 675,000= $ 16,000.00
Bonding Capacity Held for 2 years $ 101,000.00

So in 2016, this subdivision developer would be required to have a 1.5 million dollar
bonding capacity. The full price of Subdivision 3 and 4, plus a reduced portion of
Subdivision 1 carryover from the previous year. That would be extremely difficult for
any developer to secure as most bonding companies require significant security for
bonds. In this scenario, | can't help but believe many developers in our area would
have to wait for the bonding to catch up before proceeding with additional projects and
they may not be able to develop as much as desired or needed to meet the market.

The overall costs, to a normal developer, would likely be $ 50,000.00- $100,000.00, just
for the bonding insurance.

Focused on Solutions
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| think before a decision this impactful is made, we should fully understand the costs
that the City has incurred “fixing” problems during the warranty period. | would ask that
these costs be provided. If full project bonding is required, that is what the developer
will provide just for insurance on projects over the range of 1.5 years. The developer is
responsible to fix problems within the warranty period and the bond is only insuring that
both the developer and contractor will do what they are contractually obligated to do. |
hope that we are trying to correct a real problem that actually exists within our
development community, rather than proposing something that sounds good and some
other community does. | would be extraordinary concerned if evidence of the need for
this change is not available from the City.

If full project bonding is not required or intended, then the language should be re-
worded to make that section clear as it is difficult for me to interpret. If 15% of the
project costs is required, the total expenditure for this situation would still be in excess
of $10,000-$15,000.00. | am not aware of any significant expenditures the City has
made for warranty work on most of the significant subdivisions in the past 20 years. In
the past five years, | am not aware of any work that the City has had to perform in these
projects during the 2 year warranty period and, we have had some contractors go out of
business during the required warranty period with no issue.

In addition, | would like to see some avenue by which building permits could be issued
within a development that has been bonded and has adequate infrastructure for life,
health and safety. The City’s interest is protected through the bond and control over
occupancy permits.

Chapter 16.28- Property line adjustments

My concern with this section centers on the time and expense that will be required to
comply. | should be happy for the additional work, but | believe a lot of the parcels that
are being transferred under this section are worth less than what the cost will be to
provide the documentation to the City to complete all of the requirements required.

A site plan is required to be submitted to planning for review, a record of survey is
required to be submitted to the City surveyor for review. | believe to prepare this
application for most transfers will be several thousand dollars and will likely take a
month or 2 to fully complete, for a transaction that | believe the City should not be
involved in until a building permit is required.

Summary

All'in all, | am in support of ordinance changes. | philosophically believe all changes
should be reviewed and compared to other Cities in our region and we should insure
that Pocatello’s ordinances are “slightly” more development friendly than our neighbors
to insure a robust development economy in our City.




Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.

Wﬁw/
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AGENDA # )

Planning & Zoning Commission (PZC) Meeting
Minutes for April 27, 2016 - 6:30 p.m.
City Hali Council Chambers, 911 N Seventh Avenue, Pocatello ID 83201

The meeting began at 6:32 PM,

Present: Jack Brennan, Bill Hancock, Ryan Loveland, Ryan Satterfield, Matthew Tovey, and Kathleen Lewis.
Excused: Steve Long.

Staff: Dave Foster, Matthew Lewis, Aceline McCulla, and Merril Quayle.

AGENDA CLARIFICATION MEETING: A meeting was held at 6:00 p.m. in the lwamizawa Conference Room at
City Hall, prior to the regular meeting for clarification of the agenda.

The following is the official minutes of the Planning & Zoning Commission (PZC). Discussion and Commission
action will be limited to those items on the agenda. Any citizen who wishes to address the Commission shall
first be recognized by the Chair, and shall give his/her name and address for the record. If a citizen wishes to
read documentation of any sort to the Commission, he/she shall first seek permission from the Chair. A three
(3) minute time limitation was requested for presentations to the Commission,

AGENDA ITEM #1: DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST, EX-PARTE COMMUNICATION AND SITE VISIT.
Disclose who was talked to, the basic substance of the conversation, and whether the conversation had any
influence. Disclose if a site visit was done, location{s) of the visit, and what was seen.

Brennan visited the site for item 3 and had nothing to report, Hancock had nothing to report, Loveland had
nothing to report, Satterfield visited the site for item 3 and had nothing to report, Tovey had a conflict with
item 3 and would be excused from discussion and had nothing else to report, and Chair Lewis had nothing to
report.

AGENDA ITEM #2: SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE
The Commission may wish to remove the Subdivision Ordinance from being tabled and set a date for
continued consideration.

A motion was made by Hancock and seconded by Satterfield to continue the review of the Subdivision
Ordinance Rewrite discussion on May 11. Upon roll call, those voting in favor were Brennan, Hancock,
Loveland, Satterfield, Tovey, and Lewis. Motion passed.

Chair Lewis excused Tovey for item #3 discussion at 6:37 PM.

AGENDA ITEM #3: PRELIMINARY PLAT —JUNIPER RESERVE

Juniper Land Development and Rocky Mountain Engineering and Surveying, has submitted an application to
subdivide approximately 9.3 acres into 16 residential lots located on an extension of Shadowpines Way and
south of Stoneridge Drive.

Mitchell Greer with Rocky Mountain Engineering and Surveying, 600 East Oak Street, Pocatello, stated he was
representing Juniper Land Development’s request to subdivide 9.3 acres into 14 residential lots and two (2)
stormwater lots for the Juniper Reserve Subdivision. He went over the overview on the PowerPoint
presentation. Greer believes most of the conditions had been met at this time. The slope analysis had been
done and was not included in the staff report, but the subdivision complied with the ordinance.



Brennan asked if the waterline currently crossed the draw. Greer stated it stopped short just before
Shadowpines ties into Stoneridge. Loveland asked to clarify the total acreage in the staff report for the Slope
Chart, the 15.0-24.9 slope class percentage shows .55 total acreage with the disturbed acreage of.325 acres,
which is over 50%, however, the map, showed .65 acres for this slope class. Greer clarified it should be .65
total acres in the 15.0-24.9 slope class percentage. Brennan stated he recalled the last time this subdivision
was approved the storm water retention pond ownership needed to be resolved or this subdivision would not
be approved. The ownership of the retention pond has not been addressed and the homeowner association
has not been established, which shows ownership and responsibility of the retention pond and its
maintenance. Greer stated he would bypass the area if the homeowners did not want to create a
homeowners association and take responsibility of the water retention area. Hancock mentioned if the
homeowners do not create a homeowner’s association the property needs to be owned by someone. Greer
stated he would like to rectify the issue, but would bypass this area if necessary. The owners were not
receptive for a homeowners association. The owners do not want the responsibility of the storm water pond.

Matthew Lewis, Planning Manager with the City of Pocatello, summarized the staff report and went through
the four conditions listed. He stated that staff recommends approval with the four conditions listed. This
subdivision fell under the slope subdivision standards and required more information as part of the
preliminary plat. A correction in the staff report in the 15.0 to 24.9 percent slope class should be corrected to
.65 total acres from the .55 total acres listed in the table.

Merril Quayle, Public Works Development Engineer with the City of Pocatello clarified the City’s preference of
the water line location due to pressure zones. This would eliminate the crossing and installing the line across
the damn or in the fill area. He noted it would need to be the approved by City Council. Satterfield
commented on the drainage into the pond. Greer mentioned rerouting the water into Lot 7 and asked if there
the City would have a problem with this route. Quayle clarified that final plat would need to identify
ownership of the retention area property and if that could not work, to put it into the natural drainage on the
current developer’s property in Lot 7, owned by Juniper Land. Brennan asked Greer how long he anticipated it
would take to resolve the ownership of the property for the retention pond. Greer felt it would be this year;
the discussions would be initiated and would need to be addressed by the time the final plat is submitted for
approval. Satterfield asked if an attempt was to create a homeowner association. Greer stated the
homeowners were against an association.

Discussion ensued between Commission members.

Motioned by Hancock and seconded by Brennan to recommend approval to City Council for the Juniper
Reserve preliminary plat to subdivide approximately 9.3 acres into 16 residential lots located on an extension
of Shadowpines Way and south of Stoneridge Drive, per staff recommendation and four conditions. Upon roll
call, those voting in favor were Brennan, Hancock, Loveland, Satterfield, and Lewis. Those who abstained
were Tovey. Motion passed.

Chair Lewis adjourned the meeting at 7:09 PM,
A motion was made by Brennan and seconded by Loveland to move into the work session at 7:09 PM.

ADJOURN TO WORK SESSION
The Commission may wish to adjourn to a work session to review the proposed changes to the Subdivision
Ordinance.



Matthew Tovey joined the work session at 7:09 PM.

The Commission ensued in discussion as they reviewed the Subdivision Ordinance Rewrite.

Bill Hancock was excused at 7:55 PM.

Chair Lewis scheduled the next work session to review the Subdivision Ordinance Rewrite for May 3, 2016.
Chair Lewis adjourned the work session at 9:01 PM.

Submitted by:

Date Approved:

Aceline McCulla, Secretary



\GENDA # _ 5

SUBDIVISION APPLICATION
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT
STAFF REPORT

TYPE:

Preliminary:XXXXXX

SUBDIVISION: Eastpointe Hills, Division #7 \\A
[

DATE: Flanning & Zoning Commission Meeting May 11, 2016
APPLICANT: Hallmark Development, LLC. (Scott Briscoe)

TITLE REPORT: Title report was submitted and reviewed by the City Surveyor
LOTS/UNITS: 14-lots

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Hold Over: Deny: Approve: Approve
w/Conditions: XXX

CONDITIONS
1 Public Works: All conditions submitted by Public Works Department representatives as
noted in (EXHIBIT 1) shall be adhered to.
2. All corrections noted by City representatives on the preliminary plat shall be made prior to

submittal of the final plat.
All other standards or conditions Municipal Code not herein stated but applicable to
residential development shall apply

GENERAL BACKGROUND

a. Applicant and Request: Scott Briscoe representing Hallmark Development LLC (mailing
address 558 W. 75 S., Blackfoot, ID 83221), represented by Rocky Mountain Engineering
& Surveying (RMES), has submitted an application and preliminary plat to subdivide the
subject property into 14 residential lots with the subdivision to be known as Eastpointe
Hills Division 7.

b. Site Detail: The proposed subdivision consists of an extension of Hallmark Drive. It
consists of approximately 3.67-acres and is zoned Residential Medium Density Single
Family (RMS). This designation requires a minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet. The
smallest lot in the subdivision measures 8,845 square-feet in size.

c. Right-Of-Way Improvements: Hallmark Drive, will be extended 600-feet (+/-) eastward
to a temporary hammerhead, thus completing the road between Spaulding on the west
and Marinus Lane on the east. Hallmark Drive includes a 50-foot right-of-way with a 37-
foot wide street section and 7-foot wide planter on both sides. The 4-foot sidewalk will be
located in a 15-foot wide utility easement.

d. Storm Water: All storm water associated with Eastpointe Hills Division 7 will be detained
in the storm water pond installed in Eastpointe Division 6. The pond was constructed
Maintenance of the lot will be the responsibility of the homeowners association.



r. e Public }Vorks Department o
911 North 7" Avenue P.O. Box 4169 ,
Rxate O Pocatello, ID 83205-4169 )
/

Phone (208) 234-6225  Fax (208) 234-6151

A MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, OF IDAHO

Exhibit 1

Memorandum

To: Matt Lewis, Planning Division Manager

From: Merril Quayle PE, Public Works Engineer /@Z

Date: May 4, 2016

Re: Eastpointe Hills Division 7 - P&Z Preliminary Plat 5-11-2016

The Public Works Department has reviewed the preliminary plat application for the above mentioned
project and submits that the following changes and items shall be addressed prior to final plat application.

1. Plat

a. Coordinate all plat correction through Mark Jensen, City of Pocatello City Surveyor.

b. Subdivision plat shall conform to all state and local laws and ordinances.

c. Notes on the plat shall be approved by the City of Pocatello City Surveyor and Legal
Department prior to recording.

d. Add not to existing 18" water transition line easement as found in Eastpointe Hills Division 6
Plat “a 10 foot wide water line easement is granted to the City of Pocatello to cover an existing
City of Pocatello water line, which lies outside of a 15 foot easement described in instrument
no. 563580, lying within section 11 and adjoining the section line. The placement of
permanent structures or planting of trees within the easement is prohibited.”

e. The boundary of the subdivision shall be marked with 5/8" rebar and stamped 2” aluminum
cap.

f.  Clarify if there is any CCR’s associated with this plat. CCR”s shall be submitted to the City
for review and approval prior to recording.

g. Provide adjoining property owners recorded deeds, a copy of all recorded easements and
document(s) which grants the signatory to sign the plat on the behalf of the owner(s) to the
City Surveyor for final review.

h. The plat shall be black opaque ink, no gray scale or color.

i.  The plat shall be reproducible on an 8.5x11 sheet of paper per Bannock County instructions.

2. Construction Plans/Infrastructure

a. The 1997 uniform building code appendix chapter 33 section 3309 "excavation and grading"
shall be followed. For example if grading is in excess of 5,000 cubic yards then a soils
engineering report and engineering geology report shall be required at the time of final
application.

b. Filing of a notice of intent (NOI) and a formal Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
in accordance with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Construction General Permit
(CGP) shall be submitted if the project requires, if required then a copy shall be submitted to
the City.

Page 1 of 2



At the time of final plat application a sediment and erosion control plan shall be submitted
for approval. Submittal shall meet the requirements of the City of Pocatello Ordinance and
the CGP.

At the time of the final plat submittal to city a qualified engineer shall submit a written
analysis of the stormwater plan currently constructed for the area. The analysis should
include confirmation and documentation that the existing system has not changed and meets
the core elements of the Portneuf Valley Stormwater Manual {Ordinance 2944 May 7, 2015).
Install a 1 inch injection and a 3 inch blow off port at opposite ends of the waterline reach for
flushing and disinfection purposes.

Provide a copy of the bid schedule of the infrastructure for the City’s year end reporting.

A “will serve” letter from each serving utilities is required to be submitted to the City.

Utility and street light approval is required by the City.

US Mail box units required and location approved by the Post Master and the City of
Pocatello.

At the time of final plat application please provide a disk with PDF of the documents
submitted.
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N

i PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
PO Box 4169, 911 NORTH 7 AVENUE
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83205
a e O PHONE (208)234-6184; FAX (208)234-6586

A MUNICIPAL CORPORATICN OF IDAHO

PRELIMINARY PLAT APPLICATION
Submittal Received: QZZ ﬁé ’/49 Permit No.: ”0 '(Pq l
Staff Contact: m L Receipt #: (/7 //Q/—
PZC Meeting Date: 05/ / 2 (J Receipt Date; (04 + 0¥+ [l

Filing Fee: $350.00

Applicant: Engineer:

Hallmark Development LLC - Scott Briscoe Rocky Mountain Engineering & Surveying
Name Firm & Contact

558 West 75 South, Blackfoot ID 83221 600 East Oak Street, Pocatello ID 83201
Mailing address Mailing address

208.243.0544 208.234.0110

Phone (work/cellular/home) Phone (work/cellular’home)

Project Information:

Subdivision Name: Eastpointe Hills Division No. 7 Is this a replat? OYes* MNo

Zoning: Residential Medium Density (RMS) Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designation: Residential

Location (Section, Township, Range): N 1/2 NE 1/4 Sec. 14, TOWI‘lShip 6 SOUth, Range 34 EaSt, B.M.

General Location: North of Daybreak Drive / Connection of Hallmark Drive

Total Acreage: 3-67 Acres Total Number of Lots: 14 Residential Lots

TERMS AND CONDITIONS

* Replats require submittal, with this application, of the original plat and any associated homeowner covenants.

The approval of this application does not permit the violation of any section of the Building Code or other Municipal
Codes.

| hereby acknowledge that | have read this application and state that the above information is correct. THIS APPLICATION
SHALL NOT BE CONSIDERED COMPLETE (NOR WILL A HEARING DATE BE SCHEDULED) UNTIL ALL REQUIRED
INFORMATION HAS BEEN SUBMITTED AND VERIFIED.

| am also aware the applicant or a representative must be present at the Planning & Zoning Commission andfor City Council
meeting.

| HAVE READ THE FOREGOING AND AGREE TO THE ABOVE TERMS AND CONDITIONS.

Signature of Applicant: U){o 1 L f/:——;"“‘“’ Date: /’/ /ﬂ ’ /(a

Signature of Representative:w Date: V/é//é

\

* A sign (giving public notice) will be posted at the proposed site during the course of these proceedings.

Revised 10/1/15
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AGENDA ITEM _A__
STAFF REPORT
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION

HEARING DATE: May 11, 2016

Applicant: RNR Properties, represented by Dioptra, LLC

Subject: Rezoning property from Residential Medium Density Single-Family (RMS)
to Residential-Commercial-Professional Zoning District

Location: 4175 Hawthorne Road (corner of Hawthorne Road and Snowbird Avenue)

Legal Description: Lot 1, Block 7, Ward Park Subdivision, 1% Addition

Staff: Terri Neu, Assistant Planner

Request:

RNR Properties (mailing address: 435 Mayse Lane, Inkom, ID 83245), represented by Dioptra,
LLC (mailing address: 4737 S. Afton Place, Suite B, Chubbuck, ID 83202), has submitted an
application for a Zoning Map Amendment from Residential Medium Density Single Family
(RMS) to Residential Commercial Professional (RCP).

Background:

The rezone application has been initiated by RNR Development, represented by Dioptra, LLC,
pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.02.180(B)(1). The rezaning request encompasses one lot
but is situated between two lots that were rezoned in 2015 from RMS to RCP. The City’s
Comprehensive Plan Map has all properties designated as “Commercial” therefore a change to
the map is not needed as part of this request.

Planning & Zoning Commission Action:

The Planning & Zoning Commission shall hold a public hearing on this matter and render a
recommendation. The Commission shall submit findings of fact and recommendations to the
City Council within forty-five {45) days following closure of the public hearing.

Municipal Code Provisions:

Based on staff review of the property, surrounding properties and corridor and the fact that the
Comprehensive Plan Map has the area designated “Commercial”, it was determined that a
straight rezoning from RMS to RCP at this location would be appropriate.

Zoning Ordinance 17.02.180(B)(1) — Private Property Owner Initiation: An owner of private
property within the municipal boundary of the City of Pocatello or their duly authorized
representative, may initiate a request to amend the text of this ordinance or to amend the
zoning district map by submitting an application to Planning and Development Services.



RNR Development
REZ 16-758
May 11, 2016 - P&Z Hearing

Zoning Ordinance 17.02.180(E) — Criteria for Map Amendment: The Planning & Zoning
Commission and City Council shall review the facts and circumstances of each proposal in terms
of the following standards:

1. How the requested zoning at the location in question would be in the community’s best
interest.

Applicant’s Response: “The proposed zone change from Residential Medium Density Single
Family (RMS} to Residential Commercial Professional (RCP) would serve to match the
property to the surrounding properties in both permitted and conditionally permitted uses.”

Staff Analysis: The Hawthorne corridor, specifically in Chubbuck, consists of a mix of land uses
including but not limited to an assisted living center; new high density residential (150-units
total); an entrance is provided from Hawthorne Road to the Pine Ridge Mall as well as Home
Depot. Allstate Call Center is in the general vicinity as well. The community is in need of
additional lands which can accommeodate the type of uses that are permitted and conditionally
permitted in the RCP zone. The properties are of various square-footages to allow professional
office, mixed use development, and limited commercial.

2. How the list of uses permitted by the zoning ordinance would blend with surrounding
uses.

Applicant’s Response: “The proposed zone change from Residential Medium Density Single
Family (RMS) to Residential Commercial Professional (RCP) would serve to match the
surrounding properties in both permitted and conditionally permitted uses.”

Staff Analysis: The Hawthorne corridor, specifically in Chubbuck, consists of a mix of land uses
including but not limited to an assisted living center; new high density residential (150-units
total); an entrance is provided from Hawthorne Road to the Pine Ridge Mall as well as Home
Depot. Allstate Call Center is in the general vicinity as well.

The land uses that are listed under Table 17.03.330 are not out of character with those in the
general area. Properties to the west of the lot in question are zoned RMS. if development
occurs in the RCP area Municipal Code Section 17.05.270 would require transitional landscape
buffers. The width would be dependent upon the type of land use proposed.

Municipal Code Section 17.03.320(C):Residential/Commercial/Professional District {RCP): The
RCP zoning district is intended to accommodate a mix of residential, professional office, and
neighborhood commercial uses including business/professional services, convenience retail,
personal services, and restaurants, in close proximity to residential areas and major
transportation facilities. Residential uses are permitted consistent with the density and
requirements of the RH zoning district. Heliports, medical centers, and some utilities are
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RNR Development
REZ 16-758
May 11, 2016 - P&Z Hearing

conditionally permitted. Developments in the RCP zoning district may be used to serve as a
buffer between residential areas and commercial and/or industrial areas.

The list of uses Permitted, Restricted, Conditionally permitted, and Nonpermitted in the district
are outlined under Table 17.03.330 below:

COMMERCIAL AND MIXED USE ZONING DISTRICTS USE TABLE

| P = Permitted R = Restricted C = Conditional N = Nonpermitted .
| Use Category NC CG RCP cc
Residential:

Group living, supervised R%/C R/C RGN | R/cC
Group living, unsupervised b2 p R [l 1
Home occupation R* R’ p R* |
Household living R R' B R
Residential daycare R’ R® P R’
Shelter housing P P P P
Transitional housing N C N C

Housing types:
Accessory dwelling units ¢ g° o c’
Boarding house R’ R’ R’ R’ |
Manufactured home units N N P N
Manufactured/mobile home parks N N N N
Multi-family dwelling units R' R P R'
Residential condominium N N P N
Single dwelling units, attached (townhouses) N N P N
Single dwelling units, detached N N P N
Two-family units N N P N
Zero lot line dwelling units N N P N

Civic (institutional):
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RNR Development
REZ 16-758
May 11, 2016 — P&Z Hearing

Basic utilities p¥/C Pé/C pYc  P’/C
Colleges C C C C
Community recreation p P p p
Cultural institutions P P 2 P |
Emergency services P P P p !'
Medical centers C C C C ‘
Public/social support facilities P P P P !
Religious institutions C & P C 1:
Schools C C P € ;
Social/fraternal clubs/lodges C P P P
Commercial: ’
Commercial lodging R’ p R? p ;
Eating and drinking establishments p/c'® P p/c® p/ct® ;

Entertainment oriented: |
|

Adult entertainment N ol N RM |
Indoor entertainment p/C* P (o5 p
Major event entertainment N & N C

]
Outdoor entertainment N p G c |

General retail:

Animal related N P N P |
Consumer services P/Cm P k. P L
Outdoor sales N P N N |
Repair oriented P P P P
Sales oriented i P RY/C P

Motor vehicle related:
Motor vehicle sales/rental N [ N C

Motor vehicle servicing/repair C P C C
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RNR Development

REZ 16-758

May 11, 2016 -

P&Z Hearing

Vehicle fuel sales
Nonaccessory parking
Office
RV parks
Self-service storage

U.S. postal service

Industrial:

Other:

Industrial services

Manufacturing and production:

Heavy industrial
Light industrial
Railroad yards
Research and development
Warehouse/freight movement
Waste related

Wholesale sales

Accessory structures
Cemeteries
Detention facilities
Heliports

Mining

WECS

Wireless communication facilities

Notes:

14

14

1. Residential uses are permitted outright in upper stories, provided that ground floor commercial use is also

provided on the property.

2. Group living is allowed as a residential use in existing residential structures and consistent with Idaho state

code: in all other cases it is a conditional use.

3. Permitted only in existing residential structures and afler meeting all standards for and obtaining a boarding
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RNR Development
REZ 16-758
May 11, 2016 — P&Z Hearing

house permit and license.

4. Permitted only in existing residential structures and subject to the requirements of section 17.06.400, "Home
Occupations”, of this title.

5. Permitted only in existing residential structures and subject to the requirements contained in litle 5, chapter
5.28 of this code and elsewhere in this title.

6. Permitted subject to the requirements of section 17.06.100, "Accessory Dwelling Units", of this title.

7. Permitted only in existing residential structures and after meeting all standards for and obtaining a boarding
house permit and license.

8. The following are permitted outright: water lines, storm sewer lines, retention/detention areas, sanitary sewer
lines, and local electrical, gas, cable, or telephone lines or conduit. Specifically excluded are uses such as, but
not limited to, substations, satellite facilities, and utility operation centers; all others shall be by conditional use
permit.

9. Bed and break fast facilities with 5 or less guestrooms are permitted. Other types of commercial lodging are
nonpermitted.

10. Uses operating before 6:00 A.M. and after 10:00 P.M. and drive-up windows are permitted by conditional
use, as governed in section 17.02.130, "Conditional Use Permits (CUP)", of this title.

11. Subject further to provisions of title 5, chapter 5.60 of this code governing adult entertainment.

12. Limited to 10,000 gross square feet in size, except retail grocery outlets, which are limited to 40,000 gross
square feet; all others shall be by conditional use permit.

13. To a maximum of 10,000 square feet; all others shall be by conditional use permit.

14. See title 15, chapter 15.42, "Wireless Telecommunications Towers And Facilities", of this code for
requirements for permitted and restricted facilities.

15. Drive-through operations are allowed through the conditional use permit process.

The zoning and uses surrounding the subject property are described below.

North: Mix of RCP and RMS — developed with a mix of single family dwellings and a pet
boarding facility

South: RCP - developed with single family dwellings

West: RMS - developed with a mix of single family dwellings (townhouses and unattached
units) and assisted living facilities

East: Chubbuck — Commercial & Residential High density.

3. If the subject site is physically suitable for the type and intensity of land uses permitted
under the proposed zoning district.

Applicant’s Response: “The stability of existing neighborhoods would be unaffected by the
proposed zone change.”

Staff Analysis: The lot is undeveloped but is 37,190 square feet and is sufficient to allow
development as outlined in the RCP district.

4. If the uses permitted in the proposed zoning district would be adequately served by
public facilities and services such as thoroughfares, police and fire protection, drainage,
refuse disposal, water, sewer, and schools, to ensure the public health, safety and general
welfare.

Applicant’s Response: “All public utilities (water, sewer, power, gas, communications) are
available to the property and no excessive burden would be placed as a result of the proposed
change. Additionally, no change in the delivery of services by any political or public district is
anticipated.”
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RNR Development
REZ 16-758
May 11, 2016 — P&Z Hearing

Staff Analysis: Primary access to the property would be via Hawthorne Road. According to
Bannock Transportation Planning Organization (BTPO) Hawthorne Road is designated as a
Principal Arterial (PA} from Quinn Road north into Chubbuck extending past Tyhee Road.
Hawthorne is designated as a Minor Arterial (MA} south of Quinn Road to W. Alameda Road.

According to the Functional classification update report from BTPO dated April 1, 2013 the PA
system carries the major portion of trip’s entering & leaving the urban area as well as the
majority of through movements desiring to by-pass the Central City. In addition, significant
intra-area travel, such as between central business districts and outlined areas. Hawthorne
Road is one (1) of two (2} designated north/south Principal Arterials. The other is Yellowstone
Avenue.

From Quinn Road north Hawthorne consist of two (2) lanes on the east side a center turn-lane
and single lane on the west side adjacent the subject properties. The corridor is capable of
handling the traffic that would be generated from development associated with the RCP zoning
request, A note was placed on the Ward Park Subdivision, 1% Addition plat that states, “A 15
foot (15’) wide roadway and public utility easement adjoining the west side of the existing
Hawthorne Road right-of-way line. The land inside the boundary of said easement shall he
deeded fee simple to the City of Pocatello for roadway and public utilities upon payment of the
appraised fair market value.” This would only help to increase the public’s health, safety, and
general welfare.

The City of Pocatello is also planning significant improvements to the intersection of Hawthorne
and Quinn Roads. This will include widening, turn lanes and signalization with curb, gutter and
sidewalk. This project will help decrease delays associated with the current 4-way stop
increasing the public health and safety of motorists as well as pedestrians. Any development
along the corridor will be required to meet all City standards including placement of curb,
gutter & sidewalk. This project is planned for construction on 2018.

All infrastructure including water, sewer and utilities are adequate and readily available.

5. If the uses permitted in the proposed zoning district would be compatible in terms of their
scale, mass, coverage, density, and intensity with adjacent land uses.

Applicant’s Response: “The scale, mass, coverage, density and intensity will match the
surrounding properties given the change to the same zoning.”

Staff Analysis: As noted earlier in this report the property in question abuts residential
properties to the West, The maximum height for a residential home in RMS is 35-feet; the
maximum height for a structure in RCP is 45-feet, Setbacks in RCP are generally 10-feet
however greater setbacks are required where two districts transition. The uses permitted under
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RNR Development
REZ 16-758
May 11, 2016 — P&Z Hearing

the RCP designation are more appropriate in this area compared to a Commercial General
zoning designation due to the proximity of the Ward Park Subdivision to the west.

6. Whether the proposed zoning designation is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Land
Use Map Designation.

Applicant’s Response: “The underlying Comprehensive Plan Map designates the property and
surrounding properties as Commercial; the proposed zone change will not affect this
designation.”

Staff Analysis: The Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map Designation for the subject property is
“Commercial”. The proposed RCP would fall into the designation of “Mixed Use”. The mixed
use designation is intended to support zoning districts that allow a mixture of compatible
residential, commercial and office uses. Staff finds that the zoning of RCP better fits in this
corridor considering the nearby residential uses and mix of uses east in Chubbuck.

The following Comprehensive Land Use Goals and Objectives are applicable to this request:

Economic Development Goal 2: Promote employment and income growth and diversification of
the City and regional economy.
Economic Development Goal 3: Strengthen the City's accessibility, convenience, desirability and
image as a regional shopping center and place to do business.
Objective 3.2: Allow for and encourage the development of a variety of retail and
service businesses that are pleasant places for people to shop, work, walk, and
congregate.
Objective 3.4: Provide an attractive business environment with new and expanded
development of high-quality design that is compatible with existing development.
Land Use Goal 6: Coordinate land use planning with Bannock Transportation Planning
Organization and the Idaho Transportation Department plants and programs relating to the
existing and developing transportation network in order to provide for the safe and efficient
transport of people and goods.

Staff Recommendation:

The Comprehensive Plan Map has all properties designated as “Commercial”. The applicant is
requesting to rezone the subject properties to RCP which would fall into a designation of
“Mixed Use”. The mixed use designation on the Comprehensive Plan Map is intended to
support zoning districts that allow a mixture of compatible residential, commercial, and office
uses. Staff finds that the zoning of RCP better fits in this corridor considering the adjacent Ward
Park neighborhood and mix of commercial and office and high density residential uses east in
the City of Chubbuck. Staff also finds that the change is in conformance with numerous Goals,
Objectives and Policies of the Comprehensive Plan. Based on these findings Staff recommends

Page 8 of 9



RNR Development
REZ 16-758
May 11, 2016 -~ P&Z Hearing

APPROVAL of the rezoning request from Residential Medium Density Single Family to
Residential Commercial Professional.

Public Notice:

Proper notice was provided to property owners within 300’ of the subject property, signage
was posted on the property and notice was published in the Idaho State Journal as required per
Municipal Code Section 17.02.300.

Public Comments:

No public comments either for or against have been received.

Attachments: A — 2012 Aerial Photo with property owner location

B — Comprehensive Plan Map
C - Application packet

Page9of 9
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Appendix A: Maps

Map 1: 2010 Comprehensive Plan Map
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Attachment C

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
PO Box 4169, 911 North Seventh Avenue

Pocatello, Idaho 83205
a e O (208)234-6184 FAX (208)234-6586

A MUNICIPAL CORPORATION OF IDAHO

Submittal Received L} IS Ho ame Permit No.: gé’ io's
Hearing Date:___ 5-//—/{ Receipt#: /206/4

Staff Contact: TN Receipt date: _l&ﬂe

Dates for public hearing or Council consideration will not be scheduled until the application is deemed
complete.

ZONE MAP AMENDMENT APPLICATION

Filing Fee: $726.00 + 30 addresses x$3.00=$_ 70 . Total Due $816

Applicant Representative:

RNR Properties LLC Dioptra LLC

Name/Firm Name/Firm

435 Mayse Ln, Inkom, 1D 83245 4737 S. Afton PI, Ste. B, Chubbuck, ID 83202
Mailing address Mailing address

208-681-4440 208-237-7373

Phone (work/cell/home) Phone (work/cell/lhome)

Project Information: Comp. Plan Land Use Designation: Commercial
Existing Zoning: RMS Proposed Zoning: RCP

Street Address: 4175 Hawthorne Rd, Pocatello ID 83202 TO B Determpled
Legal Description: Lot 1 Block 7 Ward Park Subdivision 1st Addition

Does the proposed zone change require a concurrent Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map amendment? Yes OO0 No H

If yes, what designation is requested? Please provide the information requested in # 8 & 9 below.

THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION MUST ACCOMPANY EACH APPLICATION TO BE COMPLETE
A.  Allrequired filing fees must be paid and all required information must be submitted with your application.
B. Two sets of typed, gummed mailing labels with all of the names and addresses of the property owners within a 300 foot

radius of the subject property. A charge of $3.00 per property owner is required (2 notices will be sent). A signed
Affidavit of Mailing List must also be submitted (attached).

C. Two (2) area plans, one (1) measuring 8-1/2" x 11" and one (1) 18" x 24" (or larger), whi
contain the following information: |

ch.describe the proposaland.....
ECEIVE

ines.

1. Location of adjoining streets (including public improvements), alleys, and prop i

APR™ TN 2016

2. Identification of surrounding zoning designations.

Page 1 of 4 C/im[).blu,lé,




D.  Atitle report, property deed, or other legal documentation of ownership of the site in question, whether freehold, option,
or lease.

E.  Awritten analysis of the request must address the following issues:
1. Describe how the proposed zoning or Plan map change would be in the community's best interest.

2, Describe how would the list of permitted and conditionally permitted uses allowed by the Zoning Ordinance blend
with surrounding uses. How will the stability of any existing neighborhoods be affected?

3. Describe the existing uses of the subject property and describe existing adjacent uses.

4, Describe how the allowed uses in the proposed zoning district would be compatible in terms of their scale, mass,
coverage, density, and intensity with adjacent land uses.

5. Describe how the requested zoning district is compatible with the underlying Comprehensive Plan map designation
(existing or proposed).

6. Describe the effects of the proposed zone change upon the delivery of services by any political subdivision or
public district?

7. What utilities, public services, and facilities are available at the proposed location? What are or will be the probable
effects the variety of permitted uses may have on such services?

8. If this is a request for a Comprehensive Plan change, is it to correct an error in the existing Plan designation? If
yes, the please describe the error.

9. If this is a request for a Comprehensive Plan change, is it to recognize substantial changes in the actual conditions
of the adjacent area since the current Plan designation was adopted? If yes, please describe the changes.

The approval of this application does not permit the violation of any federal or state codes, any section of the Building
Code, or other Pocatello Municipal Codes as adopted. Approval of this application does not exempt applicant from
the provisions of the federal Fair Housing Act or ADA requirements. Further, other conditions, requirements, etc. may
be imposed as part of the building permit process.

This application shall not be considered complete (nor will a hearing before the Planning & Zoning Commission or the
City Council be scheduled) until all required information has been submitted and verified along with applicable fees.

I hereby acknowledge that | have read this application and state that the above information is correct and | agree to
the above terms and conditions. | am also aware the applicant or a representative must be present at the public
hearings.

Signature of Applicant; Date:

Signature of Representative: Wﬁ/ Dt 4/1 3/1 6

* A sign giving public notice will be posted at the proposed site during the course of these proceedings.

Page 2 of 4
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DIOPITRA

5( A Company of Geomatics Professionals

April 13,2016
Planning & Development Services
PO Box 4169

911 North Seventh Avenue
Pocatello, Idaho 83205

RE: Zone Map Amendment — Jay Roche

To Whom it may concern:

The property in question is currently vacant and undeveloped. The proposed zone change from Residential
Medium Density Single Family (RMS) to Residential Commercial Professional (RCP) would serve to
match the property to the surrounding properties in both permitted and conditionally permitted uses. The
stability of existing neighborhoods would be unaffected by the proposed zone change. The scale, mass,
coverage, density and intensity will match the surrounding properties given the change to the same zoning,
The underlying Comprehensive Plan Map designates the property and surrounding properties as
Commercial; the proposed zone change will not affect this designation. All public utilities (water, sewer,
power, gas, communications) are available to the property and no excessive burden would be placed as a
result of the proposed change. Additionally, no change in the delivery of services by any political or public

district is anticipated.

Thanks,

Yy

Stewart Ward, PLS

4737 Afton Place, Suite B 208-237-7373
Chubbuck, Idaho 83202
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