
City Council Introduction: Tuesday, February 22, 2000
Public Hearing: Monday, February 28, 2000, at 1:30 p.m. Bill No. 00R-64

FACTSHEET

TITLE: SPECIAL PERMIT NO. 1423C, an amendment to
the HIMARK ESTATES COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN,
requested by Mark Hunzeker on behalf of Dru, Guy and
David Lammle, to add land to the community unit plan;
increase the assigned number of dwelling units from 240
to 300 in an area designated for multi-family; and to
approve the site plan for the multiple family area, on
property generally located at the northeast corner of
South 84th Street & Old Cheney Road.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Denial.

SPONSOR:  Planning Department 

BOARD/COMMITTEE:  Planning Commission
Public Hearing: 01/12/00 and 01/26/00
Administrative Action: 01/26/00

RECOMMENDATION: Conditional Approval, with
amendments as requested by the applicant, except
Condition #1.1.19 (5-2: Duvall, Hunter, Krieser, Taylor and
Schwinn voting ‘yes’; Steward and Newman voting ‘no’;
Bayer and Hopkins absent).

FINDINGS OF FACT:  
1. The Planning staff recommendation to deny the proposed amendment to the Hi-Mark Estates Community Unit Plan

is based upon the “Analysis” as set forth on p.008-012, concluding that the application does not conform to the
Comprehensive Plan; the plan fails to demonstrate that it conforms to design standards; the plan is incomplete and
lacks necessary information for a complete review; the reduction in the required number of parking spaces is justified
by reducing the amount of pavement on this environmentally sensitive site; and there is no apparent justification to
reduce the 40' setback between multiple family buildings and single family lots.

2. On January 12, 2000, the applicant requested a continuance of the public hearing for two weeks so that a request
to waive the 40' setback between the multiple family buildings and Lot 48, I.T., and a request to waive the required
parking ratio could be properly advertised (See p.030).

3. The applicant’s presentation is found on p.034-037, including proposed amendments to the conditions of approval
(also see p.033).  The applicant also submitted a letter from Gene D. Svensen, a landscape architect, in support of
the applicant’s proposed amendment to Condition #1.1.19 ( see p.036). This letter states that “Many people would
call the majority of the trees on this site as ‘weed trees’ or ‘junk trees’.” 

4. Testimony in opposition is found on p.038.  The issues of the opposition (Mike McKeeman) are access to his property
and the future value of his property.   The applicant’s response to the opposition is found on p.040. The applicant
also proposed amendment to Condition #1.1.2 such that the developer will provide a vehicular access easement from
the west driveway in the site to Lot 48, I.T., for a single-family dwelling only.  This amendment is an attempt to
satisfy Mr. McKeeman’s concern regarding access to his property.

5. The Planning Commission discussion is found on p.038-044.

6. A motion to not allow the increase in the number of dwelling units from 240 to 300 failed 3-4 (Taylor, Newman and
Steward voting ‘yes’; Duvall, Hunter, Krieser and Schwinn voting ‘no’; Bayer and Hopkins absent).

7. The Planning Commission voted 5-2 to recommend conditional approval, with the amendments as requested by the
applicant (p.033), except for the amendment to Condition #1.1.19.  The Planning Commission further amended
Condition #1.1.19 to require that the applicant  “...identify the trees on the site that are 3" caliper or greater that
will be removed.”  (See p.014 and p.043).

8. The applicant has filed a letter appealing the Site Specific conditions of approval (p.002).  Therefore, the site plan
has not yet been revised pursuant to the recommendation of the Planning Commission.
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