
 
From: Mike Duyn [mailto:miked@macadamforbes.com]  
Sent: Monday, December 27, 2010 11:34 AM 
To: Egner, Dennis 
Cc: 'Don Hanson' 
Subject: FW: Re: New Staff Report Amendment Recommendations 
 
Dennis thanks for the conversation regarding your pending modification of the Amendments “intended uses” section. 
 
As we heard from at least one commissioner, they wanted some form of clarity between the uses, permit levels, scope 
and scale of redevelopment on “existing structures” Vs  that of “new development” on vacant sites (or newly cleared 
sites).  

Question: Is it appropriate or fair to impose different zoning uses, permit levels, scope and scale on adjacent 
properties simply based on whether it’s a vacant lot or an old building needing renovation? 

Question 2: When the time comes for the market to say that a vacant site is in need of new 
construction/development, should the Seller and Buyer (of a vacant site) be forced to deal with an often lengthy, risky 
and expensive conditional use permit process?...which normally will cause any transaction to fall apart. The market 
(Buyer and Sellers) need a use definition that allows for a fair and simpler process which is more definitive and even 
handed…and a redevelopment to the same use would not require a conditional use permit. We have real world 
prospects interested in these sites for redevelopment as office, medical, doggie day care, garden center and mini 
storage uses. What can they expect in the sale/permit process from the City? These are all excellent uses for this 
area, whether existing buildings or new developments, they will not detract from a larger Comp Plan Change, they are 
a blessing to the neighborhood. 

 
From the beginning we had three basic Objectives: 

1. Protect industrial uses currently permitted under the IP zone.  
2. Bring use conformity to the neighborhood. Uses on one site should also be able to be performed on other 

sites in the area. (i.e. Flouriest, bridal dress shops, health spas, etc.) 
3. Provide office and small scale support retail uses for redevelopment opportunities of vacant and 

obsolete sites. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Change Issue: The property owners in our amendment area support the ultimate re-working of 
the zoning in the entire 100 acre IP zone area. We are sure this task will be undertaken at some future time. In spite 
of the best wishes of the City, the track record for speed and efficiency in these matters has not been good. It could 
easily take five to ten years…even though I have heard optimistic predictions of two or three years. The property 
owners do not want to be held hostage by the City for the next two (and probably ten) years and not be allowed to 
bring our neighborhood to the higher standard it deserves in a timely fashion.  
 
Boundary Question: The 24 acre amendment area as drafted has been encouraged by the City for three years, the 
property owners have been contributing funds to this end for years, the defined area has logical geographical 
boundaries which are conducive to quality joint/neighboring redevelopment and even assemblage of ownerships into 
larger sites. The 24 acre boundary should be maintained. 
 
Thanks Dennis, I do not envy your task of trying to make sense and order out of the current tangled zoning codes as 
they relate to this project. Thank you for considering the above comments and observations. 
 
Mike 
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