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	5:00 P.M.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG 
CONFIRMATION OF QUORUM
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF
CONSIDERATION OF THE AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA:  
PROCLAMATIONS:	None.

	AGENDA ITEMS
	Purpose
	By:

	I. CONSENT CALENDAR:
1. Consideration of accounts payable for January 18 – 23, 2012.
2. Consideration of the January 17, 2012, City Council Minutes.
	Action

	Staff Report
Sharon Bryan
L. Sanchez

	II. ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION:
1. A presentation by the Recreation Center Committee reporting the Committee’s project status and seeking additional project direction from the City Council.
2. Consider contract Amendment No. 11 from CH2M HILL for the operation and maintenance of the Waste Treatment Plant, industrial pre-treatment program and associated sewer lift stations.
3. Consideration of a request to award the 2012 Northeast Sewer Stage 2 Project to Stutzman, Inc., of Twin Falls, Idaho, in the amount of $848,248.62.
4. Consideration of an appeal of a decision by the Planning & Zoning Commission to grant a Special Use Permit to install and operate an aerial tour business on a southeast portion of the Canyon Springs Golf Course within the Snake River Canyon in the City’s Area of Impact.  Appellant:  John T. Lezamiz. 
	
Presentation

Action


Action

Presentation



	
Dennis Bowyer

Jon Caton/
Shawn Moffitt

Lee Glaesemann

Renée Carraway



	III.	ADVISORY BOARD REPORTS/ANNOUNCEMENTS:

	
	

	IV.   PUBLIC HEARINGS:              6:00 
1. A public hearing to consider a request for a Zoning District Change and Zoning Map Amendment for 12.5± acres located on a portion of the Fieldstone Subdivision, south of 900-1100 blocks of Cheney Drive West, undeveloped, and east of the 1350-1450 blocks of Field Stream Way, from R-2 to R-4 PRO PUD, to develop a mixed use project consisting of residential single-family and/or duplex dwellings and professional/medical uses. (app.2475)

	
Public Hearing
	
Renée Carraway

	V.	ADJOURNMENT	 
	

	



*Any person(s) needing special accommodations to participate in the above noticed meeting should contact Leila Sanchez at (208) 735-7287 at least two working days before the meeting.


Present:		Shawn Barigar, Lance Clow, Don Hall, Gregory Lanting, Jim Munn, Jr., Rebecca Mills Sojka, Chris Talkington.
Absent:		None.
Staff Present:	City Manager Travis Rothweiler, City Attorney Fritz Wonderlich, Community Development Director Mitch Humble, 
		Zoning & Development Manager Renée Carraway, Parks & Recreation Director Dennis Bowyer, 
Public Works Director Jon Caton, Project Engineer Lee Glaesemann, City Engineer Jackie Fields, Deputy City Clerk/Recording Secretary Leila A. Sanchez

Mayor Lanting called the meeting to order at 5:00 P.M.  He then invited all present, who wished to, to recite the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 

A quorum was present.  Mayor Lanting introduced staff.

AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA:  
City Manager Rothweiler requested that Consent Calendar Item 2. Consideration of the January 17, 2012, City Council Minutes.
be removed from the agenda.

MOTION:
Vice Mayor Hall made the motion to approve the amended agenda.  The motion was seconded by Councilperson Barigar and roll call vote showed all members present voted in favor of the motion.  Approved 7 to 0.

AGENDA ITEMS
I. CONSENT CALENDAR:
1. Consideration of accounts payable for January 17 – 23, 2012, total:  $435,985.52.
Payroll total:  $106,790.92
Library total:  $150,000.00
2. Consideration of the January 17, 2012, City Council Minutes.

	MOTION:
Councilperson Talkington made the motion to approve the Consent Calendar with the exception of the January 17, 2012, City Council Minutes.  The motion was seconded by Vice Mayor Hall and roll call vote showed all members present voted in favor of the motion.  Approved 7 to 0.


II. ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION:
1. 	A presentation by the Recreation Center Committee reporting the Committee’s project status and seeking additional project direction from the City Council.
 
    	Chris Scholes gave the presentation using overhead projection explaining the conceptual plan of the recreation center and site plan.
 
      	Chris Clark gave the presentation using a PowerPoint presentation, explaining the conceptual design.
 
      	The Recreation Committee is seeking direction from the City Council on a size of a recreation center to guide them to a final                 recommendation in the near future. 
 
      	Council discussion followed.
 
	-Chris Scholes clarified the following:  
	The 50,000 square foot building facility site would allow future expansion.  
	The Committee discussed incorporating a multi-propose room and showers in the locker rooms.
                
	Councilperson Mills Sojka asked for the estimated yearly cost for maintenance, how many additional employees will be needed, the cost of running an indoor pool running year round.   Parks & Recreation Director Bowyer stated at this time rough estimates have not been developed, additional seasonal employees would be needed, and the cost of managing a pool would cost the same as running the City pool. The Committee chose to leave out any aquatic amenities.
 
        Councilperson Barigar asked if the Committee researched the anticipated operating costs.  Chris Scholes stated that until the            Committee receives direction from Council as to the size of the facility and other factors it is difficult to give a meaningful answer to the                 cost. 
 
Vice Mayor Hall asked if discussion had been made to contact other non-profit entities to assist in raising funds.  Chris Scholes stated that the YMCA, Salvation Army and Boys and Girls Club have been involved with the Committee. 
-Funding for the Recreation Center.
 
Chris Scholes stated that a recreation district may be useful in the initial cost and in the day to day costs.  This would be a significant funding source for the smaller project as compared to the larger project.  
 
City Manager Rothweiler stated that the ability to fund a recreation center would come out of the ability to raise revenue.  The recreation component is a general government function, therefore the City uses revenues from predominantly property tax dollars to a citizen operational type funds.  The Jerome Recreation District total operational cost for the 2011 fiscal year was $216,000.  The recreation district is an independent entity in Jerome. Idaho Code specifically states out the purposes and ways to create a recreational district.
 
Chris Scholes discussed the larger center.  The committee is not recommending an aquatic center.  He stated that due to the financial climate the Committee believes that they are better served by devoting their energies to the smaller project, unless told otherwise by Council.
 
Councilperson Talkington asked for clarification that a 50,000 square foot smaller complex would cost $100 to $110 a square foot and the 130,000 square foot complex would double. Chris Clark stated that the 2011 means and cost data shows that the $100 to $110 is accurate for the smaller facility.  
 
Councilperson Clow stated that the schematic for the smaller facility does not compete against other facilities in the area.  He asked if the Committee believes that coaches will pay for gym time and if fees would be increased.  Chris Scholes stated that currently coaches who coach competitive traveling teams already pay for gym time.  
 
Councilperson Munn asked that during the course of the 5-year long term strategic planning process was a recreation center discussed and in order to build a facility would the City need to acquire a bond.  Parks & Recreation Director Bowyer stated that since he was not part of the 5-year long term planning committee, he did not know if a recreation center was discussed.  City Manager Rothweiler said it was not discussed at the 5-year long term planning committee.  City Manager Rothweiler stated that the facility may be paid by using cash reserves or acquiring a bond or a combination of both.  
 
Councilperson Clow stated that the Urban Renewal Agency may be a potential partnership.  He stated his concerns of competing with private enterprise and/or other organization, and burdening the property taxpayer.  He would support a facility downtown.  

Councilperson Barigar stated that he would like a quantification assessment of the demand and the cost to build and run the facility.  
 
Parks & Recreation Director Bowyer explained the cross use agreement with the School District.
 
Council gave the following directives to the Recreation Center Committee:
1.        The Council preferred the 50,000 square feet to 55,000 square feet with an expandable building and facility site.
2.        The Council requested a five year operations and maintenance schedule and to have the Committee report back to the Council 	within 120 days.
3.        The Committee shall seek uses within the facility that are in minimum conflict with public or private entities.
4.       The Council recommended the Committee to provide multiple funding options.

2. Consider contract Amendment No. 11 from CH2M HILL for the operation and maintenance of the Waste Treatment Plant, industrial pre-treatment program and associated sewer lift stations.

Public Works Director Caton explained the request.  

	Staff recommends that Council approve the amendment as presented.

	Council discussion followed.

Councilperson Talkington asked that with the addition of Agro Farma would the contract need to be amended.   Shawn Moffitt, CH2M Hill, stated that adjustments would need to be made when Agro Farma does come online depending on the ending cost.   

Public Works Director Caton stated Section 1 (2.2) of the contract increases the alteration written approval amount from $2,000 to $5,000. Section 2 (2.12) increases the repair budget from $53,870 to $70,000. 

	


	MOTION:
Councilperson Talkington made the motion to approve the CH2M Hill Contract Amendment No. 11, and authorize the Mayor to sign.   The motion was seconded by Councilperson Mills Sojka and roll call vote showed all members present voted in favor of the motion.  Approved 7 to 0.  

3. Consideration of a request to award the 2012 Northeast Sewer Stage 2 Project to Stutzman, Inc., of Twin Falls, Idaho, in the amount of $848,248.62.

Project Engineer Glaseamann explained the request.

Staff recommends that the City Council award the 2012 Northeast Sewer Stage 2 Project to Stuzman, Inc., in the amount of $848,248.62.  

	MOTION:
Councilperson Barigar made the motion to award the 2012 Northeast Sewer Stage 2 Project to Stutzman, Inc., of Twin Falls, Idaho, in the amount of $848,248.62.  The motion was seconded by Vice Mayor Hall and roll call vote showed all members present voted in favor of the motion.   Approved 7 to 0.

4. Consideration of an appeal of a decision by the Planning & Zoning Commission to grant a Special Use Permit to install and operate an aerial tour business on a southeast portion of the Canyon Springs Golf Course within the Snake River Canyon in the City’s Area of Impact.  Appellant:  John T. Lezamiz. 

Councilperson Barigar recused himself from the item for consideration.  He disclosed that he testified on behalf of his employer.
City Attorney Wonderlich stated that the site is located within the area of impact.  Per Twin Falls City Code 10-8-4 (E), Any person directly aggrieved and affected by a final decision of the planning and zoning commission regarding property located within the area of city impact may appeal to the board of county commissioners. The board of county commissioners shall not make a decision on the appeal until it has received a recommendation from the city council.   All appeal hearings shall be based upon the record established by the city planning and zoning commission.   This is not a public hearing.  Two appellants are involved, John Lezamiz and Jody Tatum, representing Magic Valley Flight Simulation.  He requested that the Council grant each side 15 minutes.  John Lezamiz should be given time to rebuttal, the rebuttal should count as part of his 15 minutes.  The appeal is limited to the following three issues filed in the complaint by John Lezamiz:
1. Failing to provide notice to all affected property owners.
2. Conflict of interest by Planning & Zoning Commissioner
3. Failing to follow, adhere to and failing to implement provisions of Twin Falls §10-13-2.2(D)(5).  (This relates to the adequacy of canyon rim road to provide proper access to the road.)

	Zoning & Development Manager Carraway gave a brief history on the project.  
John Lezamiz, appellant, explained his request.  He stated that he would like to discuss the lack of notification to the property owners.  On overhead projection he placed affidavits from Marion J. Clar, 843 Canyon Park Avenue, and Kelly Howa, 827 Canyon Park Avenue, indicating that they did not receive written notice required by City Code.  Mr. Lezamiz estimated 30% of property owners did not receive written notification required by code.  He further stated that notice is mandatory and without notice the request has to go back to the Planning & Zoning Commission.
Safety problems exist on Canyon Springs Road. The road is substandard.  It is twice as steep and one-half as wide as it is supposed to be.  Safety standards require that the road be 38’ to 40’, and Canyon Springs Road is only 24’ wide in spots.  Safety standards require that the maximum allowable grade is 6% to 7%; Canyon Springs Road is 10% to 12%.  
A traffic study was done in June of 2009; showing on average in one week 1,343 vehicles approximately a day using Canyon Springs Road.  There are a large number of vehicles, large variety of vehicles, a wide variety of speed of vehicles, and significant pedestrian traffic.  The City Council reduced the speed from 35 mph to 25 mph and two weeks ago signs were placed indicating that pedestrians should walk on the left side and should walk in a single line when approaching traffic.  Problems exist when a pedestrian is walking downhill and one is walking uphill and there are two vehicles on the road.  
The zip line proponents state in their application that they anticipate a maximum of 96 people daily and claim they can transport the 96 people in 40 vehicles. There will be in increase of 96 vehicles plus additional vehicles for spectators.  The Planning & Zoning Commission agreed that the road is substandard and is at or over capacity; but instead of following the code when essential facilities aren’t adequate to serve that use at that location, what the Commission did was ignore the code.  The Planning & Zoning Commission said that it was a City problem, this is not a problem that the zip line created, the sole function of the Commission is to see if the applicant jumped through the appropriate hoops, and the Commission does not have the authority to look at the traffic safety issue.
Auger Falls is several years in the making before Canyon Springs Road feels the impact of the traffic which may double, triple, or quadruple the traffic that is existing.  

	If the request is sent back to the Commission, John Lezamiz requested that the Commission take into consideration Code Section 
	10-13-2-2(d)(5).

Jody Tatum, representing Magic Valley Flight Simulation, stated that she received a list from the County Assessor with the names and addresses of property owners within 300’.  All listed owners were notified and two letters were returned to her with no forwarding address.  On overhead projection she showed a vicinity map showing the property owners notified.  She stated that she did comply with the policy and procedure within the zoning and application and has done her due diligence.  On overhead projection she showed the property owners notified in the original rim to rim motorized trolley application submitted two and one-half years ago.  The current request does not require the applicant to notify property owners in the original request.
A traffic report by City Engineer Jackie Fields that was submitted to the Traffic Safety Commission on January 13, 2011, gave background of where the zip line would be placed and where the vehicles would be required to park.  It was estimated that with the numbers presented there would be an increase of only 4% to 5% traffic. Rob Storm of the Traffic Safety Commission on February 10, 2011, made the motion not to oppose the project on grounds of traffic safety.  Rod Mathis seconded the motion and everyone in attendance was in favor of the motion.  She also referred to the latest traffic report on the property which showed that on the two busiest days of the year the traffic increased 24% from an average of 22 vehicles per day, Monday through Friday, to an average of 425 per day Saturday and Sunday.  She is anticipating one vehicle for four to six people, depending on the size of the family, and one vehicle for a couple.  Families will be coming down at a scheduled departure time throughout the day.  The tours are for ten to twelve people which are set every two and one-half hours.    They are not expected to receive 50,000 people a day or forty cars at a time.  Expected are ten to twelve vehicles during peak activity days.  This is not a spectator sport but a participation sport.   
	Rebuttal:
John Lezamiz stated that everyone that lives in the Breckenridge Subdivision shows up at every one of the hearings.  He stated that notice was given to 21 people out of 100.  The notice was defective.  In regards to traffic, Canyon Springs Road can’t handle the current traffic.  The road is not adequate to handle additional vehicles until it is widened.  
City Attorney Wonderlich stated the Council can recommend approval or recommend denial of the Special Use Permit.  In understanding the issues of appeal, he explained that the night prior to the public hearing Katie Breckenridge stated that she had not been notified.  He explained to her that if she had not shown up there would have been a fatal flaw in the procedure because she had not been notified.  
Referring to Jody Tatum’s overhead projection, it was presumed that Dave McCollum owned a number of parcels as a single parcel of land, which would encompass basically the entire rim.   He believes what Jody Tatum is saying is that the triangular piece is a separate parcel of land.  The notice required is to notify record property owners within 300’ of the external boundaries of the land being considered.  It is unclear where the 300’ of the external boundaries are located.  He recommended that the Council table the request.
Council discussion followed.
	MOTION:
Councilperson Talkington made a motion to table the appeal.  The motion was seconded by Councilperson Munn.  Roll call vote showed Councilpersons Hall, Lanting, Munn, and Talkington voted in favor of the motion.  Councilpersons Clow and Mills Sojka voted against the motion.  Approved 4 to 2.
	City Attorney Wonderlich stated that the appeal would be heard on February 6, 2012.

III. ADVISORY BOARD REPORTS/ANNOUNCEMENTS:

Recess 7:02 p.m.  
Reconvened 7:14 

IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS:              6:00 
1. 	A public hearing to consider a request for a Zoning District Change and Zoning Map Amendment for 12.5± acres located on a portion of the Fieldstone Subdivision, south of 900-1100 blocks of Cheney Drive West, undeveloped, and east of the 1350-1450 blocks of Field Stream Way, from R-2 to R-4 PRO PUD, to develop a mixed use project consisting of residential single-family and/or duplex dwellings and professional/medical uses. (app.2475)
Brad Wills, 222 Shoshone Street West, applicant, explained the request using overhead projection.  The subdivision started in 2004, and at that time there were no residential areas west of Grandview and north of Falls.  There are 36 remaining lots in Fieldstone.  Density is about three lots per acre.  Review has been made of the best use of the remaining properties.  On overhead projection he showed the transportation plan and stated that the development complies with the comprehensive plan.  
Zoning & Development Manager Carraway reviewed the request using overhead projections.  
The Planning & Zoning Commission held a hearing on this request at their December 13, 2011, meeting.  The Commission does not recommend approval of this request, by a vote of 3 for and 4 against.  However, should the City Council approve the request, staff recommends that the approval be subject to the following conditions:
1. Subject to the designation of the property as an R-4 and R-4 PRO PUD with the single-family and duplex areas being R-4 and the professional use area being R-4 PRO PUD.  Assure Uses comply with the R-4 and Professional Overlay zones.
2. Subject to the property being replatted and recorded prior to any building permits being issued.
3. Subject to development of Cheney Drive West prior to issuing a building permit.
4. Subject to compliance in the cottage-style residential area with the following recommendations of the Fire Marshall:
a. addresses need to be posted in the alleys.
b. access roads (alleys) with hydrants shall be a minimum of 26 feet total width. (IFC, D103.1)
c. no on-street parking in alleys and alley marked with approved "no parking" signs.
d. rear, unobstructed access into the dwellings is maintained (not through the garage or through fences or gates), or as approved by the Fire Marshall.
e. no overhead utilities in the alley (power lines, phone lines, etc.).
f. hydrants are installed on the ends of each alley.
5. Subject to final approval and recordation of the PUD Agreement. 
6. Subject to site plan amendments as required by Building, Engineering, Fire, and Zoning Officials to ensure compliance with all 	applicable CIty Code requirements and standards.
Council discussion followed.
Zoning & Development Manager Carraway clarified that the proposal is for a 15’ setback and 35’ height restriction, explained the ingress and egress parking, and block wall fencing will be in the perimeter of the interior of the Field Subdivision.  
The public input portion of the hearing was opened.  
Megan Humble, 931 Misty Meadows Subdivision, speaking on behalf of neighbors, spoke against the request.  She requested that the Council uphold the Planning & Zoning Commission’s recommendation to not approve the request.  However, if the City Council decides to approve the request, to place the following conditions:
1. Permitted Uses – The proposed PUD language includes several uses that are requested to be permitted that differ from those permitted in the R-4 with PRO overlay.  The permitted uses in the proposed development should be the same as the City Code already regulates for R-4 with a PRO overlay.  Most of the uses mentioned are permitted by Special Use Permit in the City Code and should stay that way.  They are concerned that the proposed permitted uses would allow title loan kind of office to be developed, which is a very different next door neighbor than a doctor’s office.  Any non residential uses should require a Special Use Permit so that neighbors get notice and a chance to participate in the approval process.
2. Block Wall – The subdivision has been developed with a 6’ block around its east and south boundaries.  They request that the developer be required to install a continuation of that block wall along the new dividing line between the current subdivision and proposed future non-Fieldstone development.  That wall should be installed as part of the proposed subdivision’s development, before any building permits in the new development are issued.
3. Rear Building Setbacks – The proposed rear building setback in the new development is requested to be 15’.  That is a reduction from the Code required 20’.  For adjacent residential uses, the reduced setback is not a big concern.  However, adjacent non-residential uses would have the same reduced setback.  If anything, non-residential uses should have an increased rear building setback to push these less compatible uses further from the existing homes in the subdivision.  The setback should be changed to at least 20’, preferably greater, for non-residential uses in the new development.
4. Cheney Drive – They understand that part of this request includes the dedication and future construction of Cheney Drive west of Grandview Dr. along the north edge of this property.  Cheney Drive should be constructed as part of the subdivision and in place prior to any building permits being issued in the new development so that the additional traffic generated by the uses in the new development will be able to access Cheney Drive.  Without Cheney Drive, all that additional traffic would have nowhere to go but on North College Drive, which is very busy during its peak usage times. 
5. Vehicle Access – Properties within the proposed development should not be allowed to have vehicle access to the existing street within Fieldstone, with the exception of the four single family lots located at the end of Cobble Creek Drive.
6. Common Tracts – There are some common area tracts owned by the Fieldstone HOA that will be located within the proposed new development.  As they would no longer be located within the boundaries of Fieldstone, they should be maintained by the new development, not our HOA.
Dave Thibault, EHM Engineers, stated that he prepared the plan.  With regard to the 15’ setback, immediately adjacent is a common area tract with a 10’, 20’, 25’ green belt area.  Buildings will not be any closer than the 20’ setback that is identified in the code, however, it is a PUD, and it is allowable to specify those type of restrictions and agreements within the PUD agreement.  The common area tracts will not be included in the rezone PUD.  The traffic will be greatly alleviated with the improvement of Cheney Drive, however, Fieldstone is a phase subdivision, and the developer would like to continue constructing in phases.  He requested that no restriction be placed on the development phasing, but should be up to the developer’s discretion. The developer will comply with the fencing requirement but a masonry type wall should not be imposed upon the developer.  
	Christina Hill, 932 Starlight Loop, stated that if the cottages are developed first prior to Cheney being developed, increased traffic will 	develop on North College Road.  
	The public input portion of the hearing was closed.
Rebuttal:
Brad Wills stated that he will meet the requirements of a screening fence.  The cul de sacs will not be accessed by Cheney Drive, Fieldstream Way, or North College Road.  The retention/detention areas will stay and were deeded to the homeowner’s association.  The project does not include the areas.  
Council discussion followed.
-Walking path.
Brad Wills, on overhead projection, showed the proposed location of the walking path and cottages.  The cottages face in, the property does go to the center which is a common area, homes are 7’ apart, and 2 story.  The alleyway will have full driveways.  He requested that City funding will be needed to put in part of the roadway, which may be several years down the road.  Discussion has been made with staff.
Councilperson Barigar stated there is a discrepancy on the uses in the PUD and asked for clarification.  Brad Wills stated that he is requesting approval within the R-4 specification.
Councilperson Mills Sojka asked how enforcement will take place in regards to the no parking in alleyways where the cottages are located.  Brad Wills stated that vehicles will be towed.  David Thibault stated that the streets will be posted and signed with red curbs to indicate a fire lane and will be policed.  
City Manager Rothweiler stated that the alleyways will not be policed by city police officers.  
Vice Mayor Hall asked the City Manager to explain Brad Wills’ comment that Cheney Drive will be built with City funds.
City Manager Rothweiler stated that over the course of two years, discussion has been made in regards to the alignment of Cheney Drive. A conversation has taken place that the City indicated that resources will be dedicated to assist in the realignment of Cheney Drive.   In philosophy, agreement has been made to the approach and the concept, but the City does not have any money allocated toward the section of the roadway discussed in this coming year or a subsequent year, and no dollars have been planned in moving forward.  The City funds roadways upon strategic priorities and importance and the list is developed by the Engineering Department.  The roadway does not appear on the list as of yet.
Mayor Lanting asked how many feet of the project would be the City’s responsibility.  Brad Wills stated there is 1,320’ from Grandview to Field Stream Way.  He believes the City’s part is 300’ to 330’ at a cost of $100,000, with full width participation.  
City Engineer Fields stated she has not scaled the length and is unclear on how many feet would be City’s responsibility.  She explained that collector streets are nice facilities when they extend to arterials.  Traffic can be reduced on any given collectors.  
The public hearing was closed.
Deliberations:
City Attorney Wonderlich stated that an ordinance will come back to the Council for adoption.
Brad Wills requested that staff’s recommendation 3. Subject to development of Cheney Drive West prior to issuing a building permit, 	be removed.
	MOTION:
Councilperson Clow made a motion to consider a request for a Zoning District Change and Zoning Map Amendment for 12.5± acres located on a portion of the Fieldstone Subdivision, south of 900-1100 blocks of Cheney Drive West, undeveloped, and east of the 1350-1450 blocks of Field Stream Way, from R-2 to R-4 PRO PUD, to develop a mixed use project consisting of residential single-family and/or duplex dwellings and professional/medical uses. (app.2475), as presented, with the following conditions:
1. Subject to the designation of the property as an R-4 and R-4 PRO PUD with the single-family and duplex areas being R-4 and the professional use area being R-4 PRO PUD.  Assure Uses comply with the R-4 and Professional Overlay zones.
2. Subject to the property being replatted and recorded prior to any building permits being issued.
3. Subject to development of Cheney Drive West prior to issuing a building permit.
4. Subject to compliance in the cottage-style residential area with the following recommendations of the Fire Marshall:
a. addresses need to be posted in the alleys.
b. access roads (alleys) with hydrants shall be a minimum of 26 feet total width. (IFC, D103.1)
c. no on-street parking in alleys and alley marked with approved "no parking" signs.
d. rear, unobstructed access into the dwellings is maintained (not through the garage or through fences or gates), or as approved by the Fire Marshall.
e. no overhead utilities in the alley (power lines, phone lines, etc.).
f. hydrants are installed on the ends of each alley.
5. Subject to final approval and recordation of the PUD Agreement. 
6. Subject to site plan amendments as required by Building, Engineering, Fire, and Zoning Officials to ensure compliance with all 	applicable CIty Code requirements and standards.
The motion was seconded by Councilperson Mills Sojka. 
MOTION: 
Councilperson Barigar made the motion to exclude 3.  Subject to development of Cheney Drive West prior to issuing a building permit.  The motion was seconded by Vice Mayor Hall.  Roll call vote showed Councilpersons Barigar, Clow, Hall, Lanting, Munn, and Talkington voted in favor of the motion.  Councilperson Mills Sojka voted against the motion.  Approved 6 to 1.

ROLL CALL VOTE ON THE MAIN MOTION:
	Councilpersons Barigar, Clow, Hall, Lanting, Munn, and Talkington voted in favor of the motion.  Councilperson Mills Sojka voted 	against the motion.  Approved 6 to 1.
V. ADJOURNMENT:  The meeting adjourned at 8:36 P.M.

	Leila A. Sanchez
	Deputy City Clerk/Recording Secretary

	

image1.jpeg
- _CITY OF





