ELK RIDGE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARINGS

February 14, 2008

TIME AND PLACE OF

A regular meeting of the Elk Ridge Planning Commission

PLANNING " #'$ % I $& L (
COMMISSION ( I( I'$ the first public hearing, at 7:05 p.m ( !
MEETING AND ) (! S #'$ & & $ 1'$ (( I 1'$ - the second public hearing at
PUBLIC HEARINGS 7:15p.m. ! r,d & ./ 7, #$ & ( $ I'$
&I( "l 0 ", # ( ! # 5 & & !
& * & /7 \( /7 , #$ & ( $ !I'$ # 1
ROLL CALL Commissioners # / (1 2 3 ( 4 5 1 )6 !
Absent 7 8 3$ 4" 3
Others ) &l
= $ 5(! $& rro&
) # ( & & (F
2 9 5 4 ) & roo 19 4" &
) & 2)
OPENING REMARKS | & ! # / ( ( 11 $ I'$
& PLEDGE OF - 13 g 6! $ /7 8 (
ALLEGIANCE
APPROVAL OF $ ( " ( $ $
AGENDA

A MOTION WAS MADE BY RUSS ADAMSON AND SECONDED BY KELLY LIDDIARD TO
APPROVE TONIGHT’S AGENDA WITH NO CHANGES. VOTE: YES-ALL (5), NO-NONE (0),
ABSENT (3) WESTON YOUD, DAYNA HUGHES, KEVIN HANSBROW.

1. PUBLIC HEARING
TO CONSIDER
AMENDMENT TO
ELK RIDGE CITY
CODE SECTION
10-12-5 REGARDING
ACCESSORY
STRUCTURES
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A MOTION WAS MADE BY SCOT BELL AND SECONDED BY KELLY LIDDIARD TO
RECOMMEND TO THE CITY COUNCIL THAT THEY NOT AMEND THE CODE, SECTION
10-12-5, REGARDING ACCESSORY BUILDINGS AND THE PROPOSED WINDOW
RESTRICTION ON THE SIDE ADJACENT TO THE REAR AND/OR SIDE LOTLINE. VOTE:
YES-ALL (5), NO-NONE (0), ABSENT (3) WESTON YOUD, DAYNA HUGHES, KEVIN
HANSBROW.

2. PUBLIC HEARING
TO CONSIDER
REWRITE OF ELK
RIDGE CITY CODE
SECTION 10-9-1 AND
PORTIONS OF
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He reviewed the handout as follows:

1. The proposed code better sustains the goals of the general plan and entent of CE-1 code with
better defined regulations.

) ( ’ bl < l'! ! $ = " 1! ( ’
" ! 1$ . ( ! " ! < F "3
- < .+ * H
/) HX (D /# /) 5/H! 6! ! I < ) :
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hybrid of what is already in our standards.
3. The base lot size is now an acre.
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4. Lot setbacks and frontages have been changed for greater spacing of homes.
5, $ | , , + < . @E = Old code allowed homes to be 24’
apart — this is a little close on ridgelines. Harris Estates is example of closeness.
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5. Created Hillside Cluster Overlay Zone.
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50% and dropping the density bonus to 25%. If you did that you would not be able to get any
more lots because the 50% open space does not allow for enough extra room for the extra lots,
so it was not changed.
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Shawn reviewed the following changes to the revisions since our last meeting.
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distances are requwed as established by a certified professional. (ThIS was suggested by the
engineer)

0] . - J% I J (same phrase suggested by engineer:” unless greater distances are
required as established by a certified professional.”)
. J) 1 $ J rather than using word “minimal,” stated must adhere to
cuts and fills requirements in 10.09.870 and other requirement in this code.
+ LEJ TS N JK 1$ , ( , Kused to
just say contour lines.
E .EJ " 1s@1 J# ( $ @1 "
I'$( I ( 3! ( I' meet the
regulations regarding cuts and fills and that such cuts and fills along with the placement of the road
will oo "l , ! ( Screening of cuts and fills with vegetation or other

means can be required by the planning commission to minimize visual scaring. (Engineer wanted
this extra detail added). This is the portion of the code where we defined short stretches as 100 feet.

J& I added: The maximum combined cuts or fill allowed at any point of a
road section shall be limited to 30 feet with the maximum of 20 feet in height on one side of the
roadway. Retaining walls can only be 15 feet for a cut and 15 feet for a fill at any place in the road
cross-section. (The engineer said they like to do more cuts than fills so by allowing a total of 30 feet
— which could give 20 on one side and 10 on the other, instead of 15 and 15,would give a little more
flexibility.)

.+ J& * * ( KNo cul-de-sac shall have more than 16 building lots. Previously
there were 20 allowed. This was to allow for the additional length but with the 120 foot frontage you
could only fit 16 lots.
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HILLSIDE CLUSTER
OVERLAY ZONE

PUBLIC COMMENT

.+ J3)( /(( Jsame reasoning — changed to 16 lots instead of 20.

.E. J (. 9 (I # J this has been an issue. When a project comes
in for preliminary our application requires a geotechnical report, which is very expensive. Our
engineer has been telling developers to do a cursory geotech and the full blown report can come
between preliminary and final. If at that point there are major issues, they will have to rework the
project anyhow. The developer hesitates putting up the money prior to preliminary and then not
getting approved. The engineer is comfortable with this.

J! 9 (W # (added per engineer’s comments) All projects require a
final geotechnical report....etc. (code now requires for geotechnical report prior to preliminary, but
it is now required at final)

J 9 J When looking at Elk Haven subdivisions, one of the concerns
was that since the roads were being kept to a 10% grade it made it harder to have 12% driveways
coming off these roads. The engineer said we could allow 15% but require any driveways over 10 (or
12) be heated. The commissioners felt it should be 12% since that is where the code now accepts for
slopes on driveways throughout the city.. Shawn added the term ““at any point” when referring to
12% driveways.
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10-15A-3: PROCEDURE FOR APPROVAL OF A SUBDIVISION:
B. Planning Commission And City Council Approval Of Preliminary Plan:
1. Approval of the preliminary plan shall remain valid for a period of one year from the date of
approval by the city council or until final plat approval by the city council, whichever time period is
less. The approval may be extended or reaffirmed by the city council, for a period not to exceed one
year, following receipt of a written request from the owner, submitted in accordance with the rules of
operation of the city council and upon a finding that the conditions applicable to the project and the
vicinity are substantially the same as at the time of initial approval.
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1$ ; $ ! I(!"™  Aravine |s considered a contlnual low point on
topography that slopes down a hillside. A drainage is similar to a ravine but is shown on the general
plan soils map as a low point that could carry water. The area 30 feet from each side of the center of
these features shall be designated as open space. All slopes 20% or greater and any incidental lesser
slopes interspersed within these steeper slopes, rising from ravines and drainages, shall also be
designated as open space. The planning commission can require a larger setback if the drainage is
wide in nature.
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DEVELOPERS AND THE CITY IN THE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS.
THE CHANGES PROPOSED TO THE DRAFT INCLUDE:

10.9.210

PROFESSIONALS”
10.9.460
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Near ridgelines and other prominent natural features, the planning commission can require that only
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A MOTION WAS MADE BY RUSS ADAMSON AND SECONDED BY KELLY LIDDIARD
THAT WE RECOMMEND THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE THE HILLSIDE RESIDENTIAL 1
ZONE CODE AND THE HILLSIDE CLUSTER OVERLAY ZONE, BOTH OF WHICH ARE A
RE-WRITE OF THE CRITICAL ENVIRONMENT 1 ZONE CODE (SECTION 10.09.A) THE
COMMISSION FINDS THAT THIS CHANGE TO THE CODE IS IN LINE WITH THE GOALS
OF THE GENERAL PLAN FOR THE HILLSIDE AREAS, THAT IT SUPPORTS MANY OF
THE FINDINGS OF THE GENERAL PLAN SURVEY RESULTS, AND THAT BY HAVING A
WELL OUTLINED, DEFINED, AND CLEAR CODE THESE NEW CODES WILL BETTER AID

10.9.150 RAVINES AND DRAINAGES - ADD THE WORDS “AS DETERMINED BY CITY
STAFF AND ENGINEER WITH INPUT FROM OTHER FIRMS AS REQUIRED”

REMOVAL OF NATURAL VEGETATION FOR A DEVELOPMENT - ADD THE
WORDS “REVEGETATION OF INDIGENOUS HARDWOOD TREES MAY BE
REQUIRED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION AFTER INPUT FROM OTHER

TRAVERSING 30% SLOPES — ADD THE WORDS “THE PLANNING COMMISSION
CAN ALLOW AN EXCEPTION UP TO 300 FEET IF IT IS DEMONSTRATED
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THERE ARE NO OTHER ALTERNATIVES.”

10.9.150 RAVINES AND DRAINAGES - ADD THE WORDS “AS DETERMINED BY CITY
STAFF AND ENGINEER WITH INPUT FROM OTHER FIRMS AS REQUIRED”

10.9.470 INTERSECTION GRADES - ADD BACK IN THE OPTION OF 3% FOR 50 FEET.

10.9.910 RAMBLER DWELLINGS - REMOVE LAST SENTENCE “NEAR RIDGELINES AND
OTHER PROMINENT NATURAL FEATURES, THE PLANNING COMMISSION
CAN REQUIRE THAT ONLY RAMBLER TYPE DWELLINGS BE ALLOWED.”

10.9.1000 DRIVEWAY GRADE - CHANGE “10%” TO “12%".

VOTE: YES (4), NO (1) SCOT BELL, ABSENT (3) WESTON YOUD, DAYNA HUGHES, KEVIN
HANSBROW.
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A MOTION WAS MADE BY JOHN HOSCHOUER AND SECONDED BY KELLY LIDDIARD
TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL TO THE CITY COUNCIL REMOVAL OF THE ELK RIDGE
CITY CODE, SECTION 10.114.2, PLANNED RESIDENTAL DEVELOPMENTS AND SECTION
10-14.A - PLANNED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS. THE PLANNING COMMISSION
FINDS THAT THESE PORTIONS OF THE CODE WERE REPLACED IN JUNE 2006 WITH
THE CHANGES TO THE CE-1 ZONE AT THAT TIME. THESE SECTIONS OF CODE
SHOULD HAVE BEEN REMOVED THEN. THE COMMISSION ALSO FINDS THAT WITH
THE HILLSIDE RESIDENTIAL 1 ZONE AND THE HILLSIDE CLUSTER OVERLAY ZONE,
THE PRD CODE IS COMPLETELY OBSOLETE. VOTE: YES-ALL (5), NO-NONE (0),
ABSENT (3) WESTON YOUD, DAYNA HUGHES, KEVIN HANSBROW.

8. APPROVAL OF
MINUTES OF
PREVIOUS MEETING
- JANUARY 24, 2008
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9. PLANNING
COMMISSION
BUSINESS

ADJOURNMENT
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