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I. Introduction 
 
Based on work on June 8, the Planning Commission stated the intent to use the June 
22 meeting to further refine its work plan for developing infill recommendations and to 
continue its discussion on RID review.  This supplemental report provides an outline of 
background information for both items. 
 
The Commission continued its public hearing on infill to the June 22 meeting.  Staff 
proposes that the Commission open the hearing and continue the hearing to a date at 
which you wish to receive public testimony on your infill preliminary recommendations.  
 
II. Infill Work Plan 
 
At the June 8 meeting, the Commission discussed a draft work plan developed by a 
subcommittee of the Commission.  The draft work plan included 10 steps leading up to 
adoption of recommendations to the City Council.  Step 1 was to review the Summary of 
Proposed Community Development Code Amendments for Infill.  Step 2 was to review 
the remainder of the Infill Task Force background material (See below and the attached 
Exhibit F-12).  Step 3 charged the Commission with identifying the broad policy issues 
that will guide the Commission’s review of the infill proposals.  The work plan stated:  
 
a. What filters should be used to review infill issues? 
b. What are the objectives the Commission is trying to achieve? 
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The work plan anticipated that this process would include consideration of the following 
factors:  
 
 Privacy; 
 Sustainability; 
 Compatibility; and  
 Flexibility. 

 
At the June 22 meeting, the Commission should determine if in fact, these four factors 
are the key objectives or whether there are others that should be considered.  In 
addition, the Commission should discuss how, specifically, it would like to use the 
factors when reviewing and/or modifying the infill proposals. 
 
Infill Background Material 
 
The attached Exhibit (F-12) includes the remaining background information that was 
used by the Infill Task Force in developing and reviewing draft code language.  The 
material was part of a work book that had explanatory concept background material on 
the left hand page and actual code language on the right hand page.  While this format 
helped to connect concepts to code, it created a very bulky and complicated working 
document. 
 
The original 10-20-08 staff report did not include a large amount of material that 
explained the concepts that the Task Force had worked with to develop code language.  
Rather, that report primarily addresses code amendment criteria.  The code language 
(Exhibit B of draft ordinance 2524) was organized around the 11 topic areas that the 
Infill Task Force had addressed. 
 
As the Commission has moved forward in their review of the Task Force 
recommendations, staff has presented the concepts and ideas following this same 
organizational pattern.  Staff has included the relevant Infill Task Force background 
material within the supplemental staff reports for each of the major topics that the 
Commission has addressed to date.  In order to give the Commission a more complete 
understanding of all of the issues and concepts, this report includes the remaining 
sections.  You are encouraged to refer back to the actual code language (Exhibit B of 
draft ordinance 2524) while reviewing the background material. 
 
The table on the next page outlines which supplemental staff report includes the 
background material for each of the topic areas. 
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Section Topic Supplemental Staff Report that 
includes the Infill Task Force 

background material 
1 Comprehensive Plan 

Amendments 
 Neighborhood Plans / 

Overlay Zones  
 Design Review 

Supplemental Report # 1 (01-21-09) 

2 Lot Coverage and Maximum 
Floor Area 

Supplemental Report # 2 (02-03-09) 

3 Structure Design/Setback 
Planes 

Supplemental Report # 3 (03-04-09) 

4 Yard Setbacks Supplemental Report # 4 (04-01-09) 
5 Sloped Lots Current Report  
6 RID Review Supplemental Report #6 (05-29-09)   
7 PUDs/Open Space Addressed in 2008 
8 Variances Current Report 
9 Miscellaneous Code Provisions Current Report 

10 Duplexes and Attached 
Dwellings 

Current Report 

11 Flag Lots/Serial Partitions 
 
 

Current Report 

 
 
 
 
III. RID Discussion Summary 
 
The following information is a summary of the key points on which staff heard 
agreement during the discussion of proposed changes to the RID standards at the June 
8, 2009 work session.  This summary is intended to aid further discussion with regard to 
options for modifying the code. 
 
Discussion 
 
• The Commission discussed the neighborhood notice area for RID which is currently 

100 feet from the boundaries of the subject property. The notice area is proposed to 
be expanded to 300 feet, to coincide with what is required for all minor development 
applications. 
 

• The Commission discussed the procedures for variances and RID decisions.  The 
Commission stated that the RID process should mirror the variance process 
procedurally. 
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• The current fee to appeal a RID decision to the DRC is the same as any minor 
development application: $514 for a staff decision and ½ the original application fee, 
not to exceed $4,651 to appeal a RID decision made by the DRC, to City Council.  
The appeal fee is proposed to be reduced. 

 
• The Commission discussed making a distinction between RID requests for new 

homes and RID requests for remodels to existing structures.  It is proposed that 
there be limitations on what exceptions would be allowed for new house 
construction; i.e. those elements that tend to result in larger houses such as FAR, lot 
coverage and height should not be allowed to be requested under RID.  A RID 
exception to these standards could be allowed on properties where the existing 
house is non-conforming and the request is for an addition, up to a certain 
percentage.  This should be covered under eligibility in the applicability section of 
LOC 50.72. 

 
Staff notes:  As an alternative, it may be appropriate to allow a percentage increase 
in size (through RID) for remodels to both non-conforming structures and to those 
where the proposed remodel would cause the structure to exceed the code 
standard.  This would avoid creation of a special privilege for non-conforming 
structures. 
 

• The Commission discussed whether the criteria for exceptions should be different for 
new house construction vs. remodels.  Because many remodels are requested for 
existing houses that are non-conforming, should the whole house be legalized or 
only the portion where the addition is proposed?  Related to that issue, is the 
analysis of better design only for the façade that is affected or for the whole house? 
 
Staff notes: Because RID approval is driven by design, analysis of whether the 
criteria are met could require that the totality of the house with the addition, be 
reviewed but the non-conformity of the house would only be legalized at the location 
of the new addition. 

 
Supplemental Information 
 
The Commission requested that staff provide answers to the following questions: 
 

1. There have been a total of 37 RID reviews processed to date (2003-May 1, 
2009), as indicated in Exhibit F-11.  How many variances were approved during 
that same time period? 

Answer:  74 (13 were variances to standards that had nothing to do with 
house construction). 

 
2. During the time that we have been processing RID applications, there have been 

416 building permits issued for new homes, (2004-May 1, 2009.  The first RID 
was approved in 2003 but the building permit would not have been issued until 
2004).  How many of these included RID review approval? 

Answer: 15 or 3.6%   Note: There have been ten RID approvals for new 
home development but one RID approval authorized six new dwelling 
units on 6th St. 
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3. Of the total 37 RID reviews processed, 27 were for additions to existing single 
family homes.  How many of these existing houses were non-conforming prior to 
the request? 

Answer:  25, or 92% -The two that were not non-conforming were at 1011 
Lake Shore (LU 04-0067) and 2801 South Shore (LU 04-0081); two of the 
earliest RID reviews that were processed. 

 
 
 
EXHIBIT: 
 
F-12 Infill Task Force Issues Summary - Sections 5, 8, 9, 10, and 11 
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