CITY OF CONNELL, WASHINGTON
MEETING OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
August 12,2024
The meeting of the Connell Planning Commission was called to order at 5:30 p.m. in City Hall.
ROLL CALL

PRESENT:
Commissioners — Robert Misener, Jerry Sackmann, Ray Minor, Vangi Ellwein, and Jack Brandt

STAFF:
City Administrator Cathleen Koch, Planning Commission Secretary Sterling Joyner, AHBL
representative MillieAnne VanDevender

MEMBERS OF PUBLIC:
Richard Jansons, Kristin Jansons, and Bailie Jansons

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

Commissioner Ellwein expressed concern regarding the minutes and the recent city council
meeting she attended. She noted that while she was present to represent the commission, she
didn't feel she was the most knowledgeable person to address all the issues. Commissioner
Ellwein emphasized that it appeared many council members had not reviewed the commission's
proposals. To clarify the commission’s position, she read the summary of their recommendations
and the motion directly from the commission's documents. This action seemed to clarify the
discussion, leading the council to align with the commission's recommendations. She
acknowledged that although she may not have been the ideal representative, she felt compelled
to speak up as the only commission member present.

Chair Misener thanked Commissioner Ellwein for her efforts in representing the commission.

The minutes of the May 28, 2024, Planning Commission meeting were approved unanimously
following a motion by Commissioner Minor and a second by Commissioner Brandt.

PUBLIC HEARING BEGAN AT 5:34 PM

PUBLIC HEARING — 2024-06 Heritage Heights Preliminary Plat

Chair Misener stated that the purpose of the public hearing was to consider Heritage Heights
Preliminary Plat and explained the procedure of the hearing and the Commission's request for
public input to better understand the issues for making recommendations to the City Council.

MillieAnne VanDevender of AHBL was invited to present the staff report.



STAFF REPORT —

VanDevender provided an overview of the application for a preliminary plat of eight lots
submitted by Richard and Kristen Jansons of KB Heritage Two LLC. The site is located on
North Fifth Avenue, where four parcels currently house eight duplex units. The proposal aims to
subdivide these four parcels into eight lots, with each lot containing one duplex unit, resulting in
a zero-lot-line development.

Location Details:

o Site: The parcels are located at the intersection of North Fifth Avenue, West Clark Street,
and West Davis Street, with an alley to the east.
o Current Development: There are eight duplex units on four parcels. The site is within a
residential medium-density zone.
o Surrounding Area:
o To the east: A short plat is under conditional approval.
o To the west: Townhomes are under development following a short plat approval.
o Nearby: Middle school and high school are situated to the south and west.

Proposed Plat: The proposal involves dividing the existing four parcels, each containing a
duplex, into eight lots, with lot lines running through the middle of each duplex. This type of
development is classified as a zero-lot-line subdivision. The lot sizes will range from
approximately 3,800 to 5,000 square feet.

Code Compliance: The proposed development meets the minimum zoning requirements for the
RM zone, including setbacks and lot frontage. The city's recent code update allows for existing
structures to be converted to zero-lot-line dwellings, with provisions to waive minimum lot size
and frontage requirements.

Infrastructure Requirements: VanDevender emphasized the importance of requiring
sidewalks along West Davis Street and North Fifth Avenue, especially given the proximity to
local schools. The requirement is consistent with the city’s policies for ensuring public safety
and providing safe routes to schools.

Deviation Request: The applicant submitted a request for a deviation from the infrastructure
requirements, specifically for relief from constructing sidewalks, curbs, and gutters.
VanDevender explained that the deviation process allows for such requests if there are
exceptional circumstances, but after analysis, the staff found no such conditions in this case.

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommended denying the deviation request for the following
reasons:

o There are no exceptional circumstances that would warrant a deviation.
« Granting the deviation would be inconsistent with the city’s approach to similar
developments in the area, where sidewalks and other infrastructure were required.



o Allowing the deviation could pose a risk to public safety, particularly for children
walking to and from nearby schools.

« It would create a gap in the sidewalk network, which contradicts the city’s
comprehensive plan that emphasizes shared infrastructure costs between developers and
the city.

VanDevender outlined possible options for the Planning Commission:

1. Deny the deviation request and require full infrastructure improvements (sidewalks,
curbs, and gutters).

2. Accept the deviation request, relieving the applicant of the obligation to provide any
infrastructure improvements.

3. Recommend partial improvements, such as requiring sidewalks on one street but not the

other.

DISCUSSION -

Commissioner Ellwein asked for clarification regarding the timing of the deviation request and
whether the infrastructure requirements were in place when the project began. Administrator
Koch clarified that while the code always required sidewalks, the enforcement was inconsistent.
She acknowledged that the omission of sidewalks in the original site plan was a city oversight,
not the applicant’s fault.

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

Commissioner Brandt raised a question about the original site permit, noting that sidewalks and
curbs were not required at that time.

VanDevender confirmed that sidewalks and curbs were not provided under the original permit.

Chair Misener clarified that sidewalks and curbs were not asked for because they were not a
requirement of the original permit.

Commissioner Ellwein concurred, stating that the project was approved because it met the
requirements at the time.

VanDevender explained that as long as the property remains unchanged, the applicant is not
obligated to provide sidewalks since no new activity has triggered city requirements. However,
with the submission of the preliminary plat application, the city now has the opportunity to
review the project, and sidewalks are required.

Commissioner Ellwein asked even if it’s been inhabited?

VanDevender confirmed that this is the case for the current application.



Commissioner Ellwein remarked that it seems the responsibility for this oversight lies with the

city.

Administrator Koch responded by clarifying that while the city failed to enforce the
requirement initially, the process for the preliminary plat is being handled correctly now. She
acknowledged that the city's error in not requiring sidewalks originally has complicated the
situation.

Commissioner Ellwein expressed understanding of the current requirement but noted that the
sudden change places a significant burden on both the inhabitants and the applicant. She
emphasized the fairness issue, given that the project was originally approved as meeting the
requirements.

Administrator Koch acknowledged the validity of Commissioner Ellwein's concerns,
reiterating that while the city should have enforced the requirement initially, the current process
is following the correct procedures for a preliminary plat.

Commissioner Brandt reflected on the fairness of the situation, suggesting that while the
sidewalks and curbs should have been included initially, the current requirement to add them
now is challenging. He proposed considering a compromise, such as requiring sidewalks and
curbs but not gutters, given the significant cost and logistical challenges of adding gutters at this
stage. He emphasized the importance of fairness and compromise, acknowledging the applicant's
good faith efforts and the value of the housing they have provided to the community.

Commissioner Ellwein agreed with Commissioner Brandt, highlighting that the applicant has
acted in good faith throughout the process. She noted that the applicant, despite not residing in
the city, made significant contributions to the community by providing affordable and
aesthetically pleasing housing. She emphasized the delays the applicant has faced since 2021 and
expressed a desire to hear directly from the applicant before making further comments.

Chair Misener asked if there were any additional comments or discussion.

Secretary Joyner added that the issue of sidewalks was not inadvertently overlooked but rather
discussed early on. The developer had volunteered to install sidewalks on North Fifth Avenue,
which the city welcomed. However, the current mandate for sidewalks, curbs, and gutters is seen
as a burden at this point. Joyner emphasized that the city has been supportive of the developer's
initial willingness to install the sidewalks and noted that the situation became more complicated
as the project progressed.

Chair Misener invited the applicant to present their side of the issue.

APPLICANT COMMENTS

Richard Jansons began by expressing his appreciation for the opportunity to address the
commission. He shared that he and his wife chose to build in the area due to strong family ties,
noting that the project holds significant personal importance to them. He clarified that when they



initially constructed and platted the property, they were unaware that the code required
sidewalks, curbs, and gutters. Jansons emphasized that if these requirements had been known,
they would have complied during the original construction, as it would have been more cost-
effective.

Jansons explained that he has already incurred additional costs, including $5,000 for engineering
surveys related to this issue. He noted that retrofitting the required infrastructure at this stage
would cost between $40,000 and $50,000. Despite these challenges, he pointed out that he and
his wife had invested in the community by constructing quality homes with hardy plank siding,
fencing, and landscaping, even though these enhancements were not required. While Jansons
expressed a willingness to install a sidewalk, he clarified that meeting the full extent of current
city code requirements for sidewalks, curbs, and gutters would be prohibitively expensive.

He then compared his situation with other recent builds in the area, highlighting that similar
requirements were not enforced on those properties, including some across the street and near the
Catholic Church. He reiterated that had these requirements been included in the original plans or
permits, they would have complied at that time.

Jansons formally requested a deviation from the requirement to install sidewalks, curbs, and
gutters, citing Connell Municipal Code (CMC) 16.16.410(D). He argued that no additional
infrastructure upgrades should be mandated, as there is no increase in the number of dwellings or
expansion of existing infrastructure. He provided a detailed explanation of the relevant code
sections and asked that the Planning Commission and City Council approve the preliminary plat
without the conditions proposed by city staff.

The applicant expressed concern about the financial burden and the disruption that retrofitting
sidewalks, curbs, and gutters would cause to the residents. He emphasized that the homes were
constructed under valid permits and met all the requirements at that time. Jansons also
mentioned the significant efforts made to improve the property, including cleaning up the area
and constructing high-quality homes. He stressed that the additional costs associated with
retrofitting would be prohibitive and, without the requested deviation, the properties would likely
remain rental units rather than being sold as townhomes.

Jansons requested the removal of specific conditions in the staff report related to sidewalks,
curbs, gutters, and other infrastructure requirements. He also sought clarification and potential
removal of conditions regarding stormwater improvements, separation of sewer lines, and other
related infrastructure requirements.

In his final remarks, Jansons reiterated his commitment to the community and his desire to make
the properties both safe and attractive. He indicated that if the requested deviation is not
approved, the backup plan would be to retain the properties as rental units, which are already
generating positive cash flow. Jansons concluded by opening the floor to any questions from the
commissioners.

COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS OF APPLICANT




Commissioner Ellwein inquired about the over $10,000 that Mr. Jansons mentioned paying
into the process. She asked if he knew how that money was used and what exactly it was for.

Richard Jansons responded that the city billed him for services from AHBL, which accounted
for a significant portion of the expenses. He also mentioned spending around $4,000 to $5,000
on a surveyor who conducted work such as placing pins and measuring the middle of each
building. The surveyor then prepared necessary documentation for submission to the county and
city, eventually requiring signatures on mylar. Jansons clarified that the combined expenses
exceeded $10,000, and he has yet to pay for the engineering services, as they are still in
discussions about the potential costs.

Commissioner Ellwein asked if these fees are standard for everyone.

Administrator Koch explained that the fees were not associated with the preliminary plat or the
specific building permits and homes under discussion. The fees were related to Mr. Jansons’
request for a zero-lot-line code amendment, which required an extensive process, including
AHBL services and multiple planning commission and city council meetings. She emphasized
that the fees billed to Mr. Jansons were strictly for AHBL expenses and did not include city
staff time or other administrative costs.

Commissioner Ellwein summarized that the fees were incurred due to a request for a code
change.

Administrator Koch confirmed, noting that whenever a developer requests a code amendment,
the city makes efforts to prioritize and move the process forward, though there are no guarantees
of approval. She acknowledged the positive outcome in this case and expressed appreciation for
Mr. Jansons' contributions to the community. Koch also highlighted the challenges of balancing
fairness to developers with the city’s broader responsibilities.

Chair Misener asked if there were any further questions for Mr. Jansons.

Commissioner Ellwein expressed gratitude to Mr. Jansons for his diligence in adhering to the
process, maintaining strong communication with the city, and being patient despite delays. She
particularly appreciated the efforts to include yards and fences in the development, which she
viewed as a significant improvement over other new constructions in the area.

Chair Misener also praised Mr. Jansons' demeanor throughout the process, noting that other
individuals in similar situations often exhibit less patience and understanding.

Commissioner Brandt suggested a compromise, proposing that sidewalks be added to the
development to enhance safety, particularly in areas where vehicles drop off children. He
acknowledged the rising costs and the need to balance fairness with practical considerations.

Richard Jansons indicated willingness to install a five-foot-wide sidewalk, aligned with
driveways, with a curb on the parking side to prevent vehicles from parking on the sidewalk. He
viewed this as a more manageable and cost-effective solution.



Commissioner Ellwein agreed that sidewalks would be beneficial and appreciated the
compromise. She noted that some recent constructions, including one across the street from her,
did not include sidewalks, even though they enhance neighborhood safety.

Chair Misener supported the idea of sidewalks, particularly in areas with heavy foot traffic,
such as near schools. He shared a personal experience of nearly being hit by a car while walking
his dog and emphasized the safety improvements sidewalks would bring.

Richard Jansons confirmed that he would install the sidewalk as discussed, and his wife, who
handles signing documents, also agreed.

Commissioner Ellwein expressed satisfaction with the proposed compromise, believing it to be
a fair resolution.

NO PUBLIC COMMENT GIVEN

Chair Misener invited discussion among the commissioners.

Commissioner Sackmann supported the compromise to include sidewalks, believing it to be a
fair solution.

Commissioner Ellwein agreed, stating that while the request for full curb and gutter installations
might be excessive, the sidewalk compromise was reasonable.

MOTION:

Commissioner Ellwein moved to adopt the findings and conclusions contained in the staff
report and recommend approval of the preliminary plat of Heritage Heights to the City Council
with the list of conditions as prepared by staff and the deviation granted to allow applicant to
provide partial improvements to include a version of sidewalk that meets code.

Commissioner Brandt seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Commissioner Ellwein asked when the issue would go to the city council for final approval.

Administrator Koch informed the group that efforts were underway to complete the minutes
promptly, aiming to include them on the next agenda scheduled for August 21st.

THE HEARING PORTION CONCLUDED AT 6:44 pm.

Commissioner Ellwein asked about a large pile of dirt located near the county building on
Columbia. Chair Misener clarified that the pile was moved there because the County shop no
longer has a dedicated dirt storage pit, likening it to how the city stores gravel and dirt for street-
related work at the public works yard.



Secretary Joyner updated the commission on the likelihood that the next probable meeting
could occur in September.

Commissioner Ellwein noted that a significant dirt pile near the grocery store had disappeared
and observed that materials for Ace Hardware had arrived, with construction progressing
quickly. Commissioner Brandt commented on the efficiency of ironworkers, suggesting that
the framing work would be completed swiftly.

Commissioner Ellwein also inquired about developments at Metro Mart, specifically asking if a
restaurant was planned. In response, Administrator Koch said she understands from staff that
Metro Mart is not currently planning a restaurant due to insufficient business volume, though
they hope to reach that point eventually.

Administrator Koch shared an update regarding Franklin PUD’s plan to install fiber throughout
the town, starting mid-September. This project will connect every home unless declined,
promising significantly improved internet service for Connell and Basin City. The installation
will be underground where utilities are currently buried and above ground elsewhere, with
completion expected before the ground freezes.

Commissioner Brandt expressed approval of the upcoming internet improvements, noting
issues with teleworking due to current connectivity. Administrator Koch discussed potential
internet speeds and costs, estimating prices between $25 to $80 per month, and offered to
provide more detailed information if needed.

Commissioner Minor mentioned considering holding off on switching from CenturyLink until
the new fiber service is available. Administrator Koch noted that more communication about
the project would be forthcoming and invited commissioners to review the available paperwork
for further details.

MEETING ADJOURNED: The meeting was adjourned at 6:52 p.m.
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