
 

 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION AGENDA 
Monday, September 12, 2016 
  

 
 

1. 5:30 PM - CALL TO ORDER: City Hall, 480 East Avenue North, Ketchum, Idaho 
 

2. PUBLIC COMMENT - Communications from the public for items not on the agenda. 
 

3. COMMUNICATIONS FROM STAFF 
a. Bigwood River Bank Stabilization: The Commission will be updated on a Floodplain 

Development/Waterways Design Review for streambank stabilization on a lot containing 
100-year floodplain and located in the Waterways Design Review Overlay Sub-district. 
The property is 2.3 acres in size and zoned Limited Residential-2 Acre (LR-2) with a small 
portion of Recreational Use (RU) along the northeastern boundary. 

b. Foxhole Final Plat: The applicant Bruce Smith, Alpine Engineering, is requesting Final Plat 
approval for a two (2) sublot townhouse subdivision. The property is 8,258 square feet 
in size and is located in the General Residential-Low Density (GR-L) Zoning District. 

c. Off Street Parking and Loading: City-initiated Text Amendments to Title 17, Zoning 
Regulations amending Chapter 17.125, Off Street Parking and Loading to align the 
parking ordinance with objectives of the Comprehensive Plan, to promote uses that 
contribute to the vitality of downtown, and to incentivize Community Housing. 
 

4.  CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

5. FUTURE PROJECTS AND NOTICING REQUIREMENTS 
 

6. STAFF REPORTS & CITY COUNCIL MEETING UPDATE 
 

7. COMMISSION REPORTS AND EX PARTE DISCUSSION DISCLOSURE  
 

8. ADJOURNMENT 
 

 
 
 
Any person needing special accommodations to participate in the meeting should contact the City Clerk’s 
Office as soon as reasonably possible at 726-3841. All times indicated are estimated times, and items 
may be heard earlier or later than indicated on the agenda.  
 



September 12, 2016 

Planning and Zoning Commission 
City of Ketchum 
Ketchum, Idaho 

Commissioners: 

STAFF REPORT 
KETCHUM PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 12, 2016 

PROJECT: Heinz Floodplain Development / Waterways Design Review Update (Big Wood River Bank 
Stabilization) 

FILE NUMBER: #14-114 

OWNERS: Teresa Heinz, Mellon Bank-Trustees 

REPRESENTATIVE:  Evan Robertson, Attorney at Law 

REQUEST: Update to the Commission: Floodplain Development/Waterways Design Review for 
stream bank restoration on a lot containing 100 year floodplain and located in the 
Waterways Design Review Overlay Subdistrict  

LOCATION: Lot 6, Block 1, Bigwood Subdivision #1 (180 River Rock Road) 

NOTICE: Original application: Adjacent property owners, neighboring communities and affected 
agencies were mailed notice on Tuesday, February 24, 2015.  FEMA and the State 
Floodplain Coordinator were emailed notice on February 24, 2015. 

Update to the Commission:  No notice required. 

ZONING: Limited Residential – 2 Acre (LR-2), with a small portion of Recreational Use (RU) along 
its northeastern boundary 

OVERLAYS: Floodplain (FP) and Waterways (WW) 

REVIEWER: Brittany Skelton, Senior Planner 

ATTACHMENTS:  
A. #14-114 Findings of Fact, dated March 23, 2015 
B. Memorandum, Final Inspection Approval, dated October 23, 2015 
C. Photos from August 30, 2016 site visit 
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BACKGROUND 
 

1. On March 9, 2015 the Commission approved Floodplain Development/Waterways Design Review Permit 
#14-114 for stream bank restoration and stabilization on Lot 6, Block 1, Bigwood Subdivision #1 (180 River 
Rock Road). The property borders the river along its western property line and the property contains some 
regulatory floodplain.  The stream bank stabilization was evaluated under the Streambank Alteration 
criteria of section 17.88.050 of the Ketchum Municipal Code.  No new structures or building improvements 
were proposed with the application. 
 
2. The applicant’s narrative accompanying the original application provided an overview of the river 
channelization and erosion problems at the site.  The east bank of the river had been significantly undercut 
and was continuing to erode.  The erosion was compounded by a gravel deposit on the west side of the 
easternmost channel, which directed the maximum velocity stream flows towards the east bank of the river.  
At the north (upstream) end of the project, the water flowed at a high velocity hitting the bank at almost a 
right angle, causing partial failure of a previous bank stabilization project and potential erosion of the west 
bank to the extent that the existing home on the site could be endangered. 
 
4. The bank stabilization consisted of three components: 

 Stabilization of the bank near the existing home.  The bank will be regraded to form a 2:1 
slope, and cobble harvested from the adjacent gravel bar may be used to augment the existing 
bank.  Angular stone will be place and embedded into the toe of the slope below the low 
water level.  Willow cuttings will be placed in the rock to further stabilize and provide 
vegetative concealment of the installation.  While the proposed bank treatment will take place 
over a gross channel length of 175 linear feet, not all of that length will require a full regrading, 
and the level of treatment will be a field decision based on specific conditions. 

 Construction of four (4) low height bank barbs, made of log and stone, extending into the 
stream about twelve (12) feet, below the mean high water mark.  Two are proposed at he 
north end of the project site and two near the existing home on the property.  The stream 
would overtop the barbs at water elevations exceeding mean high water.  The barbs will direct 
the stream flow to the west, away from the eastern bank, and will also create opportunity for 
fish habitat. 

 Limited gravel removal of the gravel bar in the west portion of the channel.  This will help 
move the thalweg to the west in the channel.  This also satisfies FEMA’s and the City of 
Ketchum’s requirements that any development in the floodway result in no increase to the 
100-year floodplain upstream or downstream.  The applicant explored other solutions with 
FEMA Region X staff, and the proposed solution was found to be the most viable.   
 
Brockway Engineeering, PLLC conducted hydraulic modeling of the streambank stabilization 
project and certified that there would be no resultant rise of the river if compensatory gravel 
(119 cubic yards) were removed from the river.   

 
5. The applicant received Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) approvals for the proposed project.   
 
6. The conditions applied to the approval are as follows: 
 

1. Floodplain Development/Waterways Design Review approval shall expire one (1) year from the 
date of signing of approved Findings of Fact; 
2. This Floodplain Development/Waterways Design Review approval is based on the plans and 
information presented and approved at the meeting on the date noted herein.    Any building or site 
discrepancies which do not conform to the approved plans will be subject to removal; 
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3. Pursuant to Chapter 17.88.050.C.3 & 4, no chemicals or soil sterilants are allowed within 100 
feet of the mean high water mark.  No pesticides, herbicides, or fertilizers are allowed within 25 feet of 
the mean high water mark unless approved by the City Arborist;   
4. All excavated materials must be removed from the riparian setback zone and deposited in an 
appropriate upland portion of the site and/or exported off site; 
5. Any irrigation system installed shall be a temporary installation and shall be removed within 
three years of completion of the landscaping installation;  
6. All conditions of the IDWR Permit No. S37-20367 and USACE Nation Wide Permit No. 13 
NWW-2014-454-I01 shall be met prior to final Planning and Building Department inspection of the 
project; 
7. The riparian plantings shall conform to the application Narrative, dated January 27, 2015 and 
the Revegetation Plan, stamped “received” on February 20, 2015, and shall be inspected for approval 
by the Planning and Building Department staff, upon completion of the project.  Baseline photographs 
shall also be taken as part of the inspection;  
8. No maintenance, including the mowing, trimming, and removal of vegetation, and no 
replacement or repair of existing non-conforming decks or patios within the riparian zone shall take 
place without approval from the Planning and Building Department;  
9. Annual inspection reports including photographs, shall be provided by the applicant for 5 years 
following completion of the stream bank project to confirm compliance with conditions.  Planning and 
Building Department staff may schedule inspections to ensure that the riparian zone is not maintained 
and is allowed to naturalize; 
10. To the greatest extent possible, any existing stumps along the bank, that are currently 
contributing to bank stabilization, shall remain in place.  If it is not possible to leave these stumps in 
place due to grading requirements, such stumps shall be relocated within the stream bank restoration 
work area;  
11. Once work commences, if any portion of the project needs to be delayed for more than a 
month, a 150% security deposit shall be filed with the City for any incomplete items.   This deposit will 
be refunded upon final inspection and approval by Planning and Building Department staff;  
12. All riparian areas within fifty feet of the proposed project, and not directly affected by the 
restoration work, shall be fenced off to protect them from any disturbance prior to the 
commencement of any site work and for the duration of the project; and 
13. Upon completion of the proposed project, the current mean high water mark and riparian 
setback shall be determined by a surveyor, licensed in the State of Idaho.  The riparian setback shall be 
regevetated with native grasses, per the approved Revegetation Plan, and shall be inspected by 
Planning and Building Department staff and the Planning Commission Chairperson. 

 
7. On Tuesday, October 15, 2015 city staff conducted a final inspection site visit to verify completion of the 
streak bank stabilization work as approved by the Commission. Staff found the work had been performed as 
approved. On Thursday, October 22, 2015 the applicant provided staff with a verification of the seed mix used 
to revegetate the site. It consisted of the same grasses as approved in very similar quantities. Staff filed a Final 
Inspection Memo, including photos from the site visit, to the project file and attached to this staff report. 
 
8. In keeping with conditions #8 and #9 staff conducted an annual inspection site visit on August 30, 2016. Staff 
photographed the site and restoration work. Staff found the revegetation of the riparian area and the stream 
bank stabilization to be in compliance with the plans approved, with no further erosion of the stream bank, 
and naturalized, unmaintained revegetation of the riparian zone. 
 
9. Staff will continue annual inspections or will obtain annual inspections reports, including photographs, from 
the applicant for the next four years in order to abide by condition of approval #9 of the original application. 

10. Staff does not recommend any revisions or additions to the conditions of approval. All conditions remain in 
effect. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
No recommendation needed at this time. 

 
 

FOR MOTION PURPOSES 
 No motion needed at this time. 

 
 

PROPOSED CONDITIONS 
 
The conditions of approval remain in effect; no additional or revised conditions are proposed at this time. 
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MEMO 

FINAL INPSECTION APPROVAL 
 
 

 

PROJECT:  Heinz Residence Big Wood River Stabilization Floodplain Development Permit 

BUILDING PERMIT #: n/a  DESIGN REVIEW #:  14-114 

OWNERS: The 1961 H. J. Heinz II Charitable + Family Trust (Teresa Heinz, Trustee) 

REPRESENTATIVE:   Evan Robertson, Attorney at Law 
 Charles G. Brockway, Ph.D., P.E. 
 
LOCATION: Lot 6, Block 1, Bigwood Subdivision #1 (180 River Rock Road) 

ZONING: Limited Residential – 2 Acre (LR-2), with a small portion of Recreational Use (RU) along 
its northeastern boundary 

1. On Tuesday, October 20, 2015, staff conducted a final inspection of the Heinz Streambank 
Alteration.  Staff found that the work had been performed as approved.   

2. On Thursday, October 22, 2015, the applicant provided staff with verification of the seed mix 
utilized to revegetate the site.  It consisted of the same grasses as approved in very similar quantities.  
See attached Seed Mix Specifications. 

3.   The attached photographs document the condition of the site on October 20, 2015. 

4. The conditions of approval of WWDR #14-114, pertaining to the future utilization of the site, 
shall continue to be in effect. 

DATED this 23rd day of October, 2015. 

    
Rebecca F. Bundy, CFM 
Senior Planner / Building and Development Manager 
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Reseeding Northernmost Barb 

Second Barb from North Two Most Northern Barbs and Toe Protection/Reseeded Area 
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New Riparian Zone Flags Third and Fourth Barbs from the North 

Southern Toe Protection and  Reseeded Area Unmowed Condition of Riparian Zone 
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Third Barb Third Barb 
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Heinz Big Wood River Bank Stabilization site visit 08-30-2016 

 

Two northernmost barbs 

Second northernmost barb 
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Heinz Big Wood River Bank Stabilization site visit 08-30-2016 

 

 

Reseeded, naturalized, and unmaintained riparian area 

 

Reseeded, naturalized, and unmaintained riparian area 
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Heinz Big Wood River Bank Stabilization site visit 08-30-2016 

 

 

Third barb from the north 

 

Fourth barb from the north 
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Planning and Zoning Commission 
City of Ketchum 
Ketchum, Idaho 
 
Commissioners: 

 
STAFF REPORT 

KETCHUM CITY COUNCIL 
REGULAR MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 12, 2016 

 
PROJECT: Foxhole Townhomes Final Plat 

FILE NUMBER:  #16-061 
 
OWNERS:  Castle, Sallie B. Trustee 
 
REPRESENTATIVE: Bruce Smith, PLS, Alpine Enterprises  

REQUEST: Final plat approval for a two (2) sublot townhouse subdivision 
 
LOCATION:  331 W. 6th Street (Lot 4, Block 73, Ketchum Townsite) 
 
NOTICE:  This application for the Preliminary Plat was property noticed for the Planning and 

Zoning Commission meeting held on June 22, 2015. Notice was not required for City 
Council’s approval of the Preliminary Plat. Notice is not required for the Planning and 
Zoning Commission’s approval of the Final Plat.  

 
ZONING: General Residential - Low Density, GR-L  
 
REVIEWER:  Brittany Skelton, Senior Planner 
 
ATTACHMENTS: A. Application, dated August 11, 2016, including: 

1. Application form 
2. Warranty deed 
3. Draft declaration establishing Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for  
Foxhole Townhomes 

 B. Final Plat, dated July 7, 2016 
 C. Planning and Zoning Commission Findings of Fact – Preliminary Plat, signed July 13, 

2015 
 D. City Council Findings of Fact – Preliminary Plat, signed June 20, 2016. 
 E. Preliminary Plat, dated May 25, 2016. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Staff recommends approval of the Foxhole Townhomes Final Plat with conditions 1-9.   
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BACKGROUND 

 
1. The subject property is located in the General Residential – Low Density (GR-L) Zone District and the lot is 

8,258 square feet in size. In the GR-L Zone District, two townhome units are allowed on a lot that is at least 
8,000 square feet in size. (Townhomes may be arrayed in a duplex configuration or as two separate 
detached residential units.) To accommodate this project, the applicant has removed an existing duplex 
structure from the subject property.    

2. In addition to this application, the applicant applied for a Design Review permit and a Preliminary Plat 
permit, which the Commission approved on June 22, 2015. Thereafter, the applicant received approval of a 
building permit to construct the project and construction is now nearing completion. On June 6, 2016 City 
Council approved the Preliminary Plat. The applicant has now applied for a Final Plat.    

3. The Final Plat will first be considered by the Planning and Zoning Commission. Per KMC 16.04.030.F, if the 
Final Plat substantially conforms to the Preliminary Plat and the final plat is in compliance with all 
requirements the Commission shall approve the Final Plat and the chairperson shall affix the date of 
acceptance and his or her signature on the final plat. Thereafter the Final Plat shall be transmitted to City 
Council for approval. If the Final Plat conforms to all requirements of this chapter, all conditions place 
upon the Preliminary Plat, and all requirements of Idaho law, Council shall approve the final plat. However, 
the Final Plat shall not be signed by the city clerk and recorded until the townhomes have received a 
certificate of occupancy, the CC&Rs have been recorded, and all design review elements as approved by 
the planning and zoning administrator have been completed. 

 

City Department Comments 
Compliant Standards and Staff Comments 

Yes No N/A City Code City Standards and Staff Comments 

☒ ☐ ☐ 16.04.030.I Complete Application 

☒ ☐ ☐ 
City 
Department 
Comments 

Police Department: 

 No comment. 

        

Fire Department: 

 New addresses must be attained from the Fire Department 
prior to Certificate of Occupancy issuance.  

        

Streets: 

 A ROW encroachment permit is required for any 
infrastructure or driveways within the ROW.   

        
City Engineer: 

 Preliminary Plat comments have been addressed. No 
additional comments.  

        

Utilities: 

 Preliminary Plat comments have been addressed; 
townhomes are being served by separate service lines and 
meters. No additional comments. 

        

Building:   

 Preliminary Plat comments have been addressed; a 
demolition permit for the prior structure was received and 
two separate building permits were issued for the detached 
townhomes. No additional comments.    

        
Planning and Zoning: 

 See comments throughout staff report.  

25



Foxhole Townhomes, Final Plat, September 12, 2016 
City of Ketchum Planning & Building Department       Page 3 of 7  

 
 

Compliance with Zoning District and Overlay Requirements 
Compliant Standards and Staff Comments 

Yes No N/A City Code  City Standards and Staff Comments 

☒ ☐ ☐ No Reference FLOOR AREA:     
Existing:  An existing duplex unit on the lot has been demolished. 

Staff 
Comments 

Proposed: 
Unit 1: 3,644 square feet    
Unit 2: 3,644 square feet 
Total: 7,288 square feet  

☒ ☐ ☐ 17.28.010.C.1; 
17.28.010.D; & 
17.28.010.K 

Lot Area/Coverage  

Staff 
Comments 

Building Lot Area: 
Required: 
Lot: 8,000 square foot minimum  
Townhouse Sublot: Shall be equal to that of the perimeter of an 
individual townhouse  unit measured at the foundation and along 
the common party wall.   
 
Proposed: 
Lot: 8,258 square feet 
Sublot 1: 4,120 square feet 
Sublot 2: 4,116 square feet   
 
Building Lot Coverage: 
 
Required: 35% Maximum Building Coverage  
 
Proposed Footprint: 
Unit 1: Footprint 1,430 Square Feet  
Unit 2: Footprint 1,430 Square Feet 
Total:    2,860 Square Feet or 34.6% 

☒ ☐ ☐ 17.28.010.J Building Height 

Staff 
Comments 

Required: 35 feet 
 
Proposed: 29’-8” 

☒ ☐ ☐ 17.28.010.F; 
17.28.010.H;  
17.28.010.I; & 
17.128.020.C 

Setbacks 

Staff 
Comments 

Note: For the purposes of evaluating setbacks – 3rd Avenue is 
considered the front yard, 6th Street and the internal lot line yard 
are considered the side yards and the alley is considered the rear 
yard.  
 
Required:  
Front: 15 feet 
Rear/Interior Side: One foot for every three feet, or fraction thereof 
of building height; except, that no side yard shall be less than five 
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feet and rear yard shall be less than 15 feet.  
Street Side: 10 feet   
 
Proposed: 
Front: 20 feet 
Rear:  20 feet 
Interior Side: 10 feet 
Street Side: 10 feet 

☒ ☐ ☐ 17.124.060.M Curb Cut 

Staff 
Comments 

Required: 
A maximum of 35% of street frontage may be devoted towards 
access to off street parking. 
 
Proposed: 
The applicant meets this standard. The property contains 54.95 
feet of street frontage along 3rd Avenue and plans indicate a 
driveway width of 19.23 feet, which is equal to 34.9% of the width 
of the street frontage. 

☒ ☐ ☐ 17.124.060.A.1 Parking Spaces 

Staff 
Comments 

Required:  
One space per 1,500 net square feet.  
 
Proposed:  
Eight off-street parking spaces are proposed: Four garage spaces 
and four driveway spaces.  

 
 

 

Townhouse Final Plat Requirements 
Compliant Standards and Staff Comments 

Yes No N/A City Code  City Standards and Staff Comments 

☒ ☐ ☐ 16.04.070.B 
OWNER’S 
DOCUMENTS 

The subdivider of the townhouse project shall submit with the 
preliminary plat application a copy of the proposed party wall 
agreement and any proposed document(s) creating an association 
of owners of the proposed townhouse sublots, which shall 
adequately provide for the control and maintenance of all 
commonly held facilities, garages, parking and/or open spaces.  

Staff 
Comments 

The applicant has submitted draft CC&R’s. The CC&Rs shall be 
recorded simultaneously with recordation of the final plat. 

☒ ☐ ☐ 16.04.070.C 
PRELIMINARY 
PLAT 
PROCEDURE 
 

1. The subdivider may apply for preliminary plat approval from 
the commission pursuant to subsection 16.04.030D of this chapter 
at the time application is made for design review approval 
pursuant to title 17, chapter 17.96 of this code. The commission 
may approve, deny or conditionally approve such preliminary plat 
upon consideration of the action taken on the application for 
design review of the project. 

2. The preliminary plat, other data, and the commission's findings 
shall not be transmitted to the council until construction of the 
project has commenced under a valid building permit issued by 
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the Ketchum building inspector. The council shall act on the 
preliminary plat pursuant to subsection 16.04.030E of this 
chapter. 

Staff 
Comments 

The Commission has reviewed and recommended approval of the 
project’s design review and preliminary plat applications (#15-050 & 
15-049). Building permits (#15-092 & 15-102) have 
been issued by the building inspector and construction has 
commenced on the project. The City Council has approved the 
preliminary townhouse plat (findings signed June 20, 2016). 

☒ ☐ ☐ 16.04.070.D 
FINAL PLAT 
PROCEDURE 

1. The Final Plat procedure contained in subsection 16.04.030F 
shall be followed. However, the final plat shall not be signed by 
the city clerk and recorded until the townhouse has received: 
a. A certificate of occupancy issued by the city of Ketchum; and             
b. completion of all design review elements as approved by the 
planning and zoning administrator.  
2. The Council may accept a security agreement for any design 
review elements not completed on a case by case basis pursuant 
to section 17.96.110 of this code. 

 The final plat procedure shall be followed. The above requirements 
have been made conditions of approval. 

☒ ☐ ☐ 16.04.070.E 
GARAGE 
 

All garages shall be designated on the preliminary and final plats 
and on all deeds as part of the particular townhouse units. 
Detached garages may be platted on separate sublots; provided, 
that the ownership of detached garages is tied to specific 
townhouse units on the townhouse plat and in any owner's 
documents, and that the detached garage(s) may not be sold 
and/or owned separate from any dwelling unit(s) within the 
townhouse development. 

Staff 
Comments 

Each unit has an attached garage. The Final Plat outlines the overall 
footprint of the each townhome and the outlines of the attached 
two car garage for each townhome is shown and labeled as such.  

☒ ☐ ☐ 16.04.070.F 
GENERAL 
APPLICABILITY 

All other provisions of this chapter and all applicable ordinances, 
rules and regulations of the city and all other governmental 
entities having jurisdiction shall be complied with by townhouse 
subdivisions. 

Staff 
Comments 

 All applicable city provisions are found to be in compliance.  
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends City Council approve the preliminary plat for the Foxhole Townhomes, subject to conditions 
1-9 below.  
 

COMMISSION OPTIONS 
Make a motion to: 

1. Recommend denial of the application of Foxhole Townhomes Final Plat to the City Council, 
because of the following standards (Commission to insert reasons for denial) including findings; or, 

2. Recommend approval of the application of Foxhole Townhomes Townhouse Final Plat to the City 
Council subject to conditions 1 – 9 on the next page. 

 
MOTION: “I MOVE TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL TO THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE FOXHOLE TOWNHOMES 
SUBDIVIVION FINAL PLAT APPLICATION BY SALLIE B. CASTLE, TRUSTEE OF THE SBC REVOCABLE TRUST, AT 
LOT 4, BLOCK 73, OF THE CITY OF KETCHUM (COMMONLY KNOWN AS 331 W. 6TH STREET) WITH CONDITIONS 
1 - 9.” 
 

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 

1. The Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&R’s) shall be simultaneously recorded with the final 
plat, and the City will not now, nor in the future, determine the validity of the CC&R’s; 

2. The failure to obtain final plat approval by the Council, of an approved preliminary plat, within one (1) 
year after approval by the Council shall cause all approvals of said preliminary plat to be null and void;  

3.   The recorded plat shall show a minimum of two Blaine County Survey Control Monuments with ties to 
the property and an inverse between the two monuments. The Survey Control Monuments shall be 
clearly identified on the face of the map; 

4.   An electronic CAD file shall be submitted to the Blaine County Recorder’s office concurrent with the 
recording of the Plat containing the following minimum data: 

a. Line work delineating all parcels and roadways on a CAD layer/level designated as “parcel”; 
b. Line work delineating all roadway centerlines on a CAD layer/level designated as “road”; and, 
c. Line work that reflects the ties and inverses for the Survey Control Monuments shown on the 

face of the Plat shall be shown on a CAD layer/level designated as “control”; and,  

5. All information within the electronic file shall be oriented and scaled to Grid per the Idaho State Plane 
Coordinate System, Central Zone, NAD1983 (1992), U.S. Survey Feet, using the Blaine County Survey 
Control Network.  Electronic CAD files shall be submitted in a “.dwg”, “.dgn” or “.shp” format and shall 
be submitted digitally to the City on a compact disc.  When the endpoints of the lines submitted are 
indicated as coincidental with another line, the CAD line endpoints shall be separated by no greater 
than 0.0001 drawing units.    

6. The applicant shall provide a copy of the recorded final plat to the Department of Planning and 
Building for the official file on the application. 

7. All requirements of the Fire, Utility, Building, Planning and Public Works departments of the City of 
Ketchum shall be met. All public improvements shall meet the requirements of the Public Works 
Department.   
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8. The final plat shall not be signed by the City Clerk and recorded until the townhouses have received:  
a. A Certificates of Occupancy issued by the city of Ketchum; and 
b. Completion of all design review elements as approved by the Planning and Zoning 

Administrator.  

9. The Council may accept a security agreement for any design review elements not completed on a case 
by case basis pursuant to Section 17.96.120. 

 
ATTACHMENTS: 

A. Application, dated August 11, 2016, including: 
1. Application form 
2. Warranty deed  
3. Draft declaration establishing Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for  
Foxhole Townhomes 

 B. Final Plat, dated July 7, 2016 
 C. Planning and Zoning Commission Findings of Fact – Preliminary Plat, signed July 13, 

2015 
 D. City Council Findings of Fact – Preliminary Plat, signed June 20, 2016. 
 E. Preliminary Plat, dated May 25, 2016. 
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September 12, 2016 

Planning and Zoning Commission 
City of Ketchum 
Ketchum, Idaho 

STAFF REPORT 
KETCHUM PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISION 

REGULAR MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 12, 2016 

PROJECT: Parking Ordinance Workshop (City-initiated Text Amendments to Title 17, Zoning 
Regulations amending Chapter 17.125, Off Street Parking and Loading)  

REPRESENTATIVE: City of Ketchum Planning and Building Department 

DESCRIPTION: City-initiated text amendments to the City of Ketchum Municipal Code to amend Title 
17 Zoning Code, Chapter 17.125 to align the parking ordinance with objectives of the 
Comprehensive Plan, to promote uses that contribute to the vitality of downtown, and 
to incentivize Community Housing. 

PLANNER: Brittany Skelton, Senior Planner 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1. “Parking Analysis for Changes to the City of Ketchum Zoning Code” report and

appendix, Kushlan and Associates
2. “Parking Code Amendments Recommendations” memo, Micah Austin, Planning and

Building Director, June 14, 2016
3. “City of Ketchum Parking Code Amendments” presentation slides, Diane Kushland,

August 25, 2016
4. Parking Survey results, dated August 26, 2016

NOTICE: Public notice for the public hearing scheduled for September 26, 2016 was published 
in the Idaho Mountain Express on August 31, 2016. Public notice was posted in three 
public locations and was sent to outside agencies on August 25, 2016.   

WORKSHOPS: Public Workshop, held June 30, 2016, City Hall 
Public Workshop, held August 26, 2016, City Hall 

PUBLIC HEARINGS: Public Hearing scheduled for September 26, 2016 
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Parking Ordinance Work Session, Planning and Zoning Commission, September 12, 2016 
City of Ketchum Planning & Building Department       Page 2 of 2 

BACKGROUND 
 
Phase II of the Zoning Code rewrite is underway and this portion of the project addresses amendments to the 
parking ordinance, Chapter 17.125 Off Street Parking and Loading.  As noted in the “Parking Code 
Amendments Recommendations” memo from Micah Austin, Planning and Building Director, to Mayor Nina 
Jonas and City Council dated June 14, 2016, the current parking standards are in conflict with objectives in the 
Comprehensive Plan and principles for creating a multi-modal, livable community.  
 
In January 2016 the City retained Kushlan and Associates to prepare an analysis of the following: the City’s 
current policy direction for parking regulations compared to the current parking standards, best and emerging 
practices related to the relationship between parking standards and incentivizing desired land uses, and 
recommend options specific to Ketchum for changes to the existing parking code. Based on Diane Kushlan of 
Kushlan and Associates’ recommendations, the attached “Parking Code Amendments Recommendations” 
memo outlines recommended changes to the parking ordinance.   
 
Two public workshop on the recommended changes have been held to date, on June 30 and August 26, 2016, 
with both workshops held in City Hall. Notice of the second public workshop was mailed to all licensed 
businesses located in the City of Ketchum. During the second workshop staff and Diane Kushlan presented 
background research leading up to the recommended changes and discussed the recommended changes. 
Presentation slides prepared by Diane Kushlan for the workshop are attached. Additionally, prior to the second 
public workshop, on August 14, 2016 the city distributed an online public opinion survey regarding parking and 
travel behavior. There were 296 responses to the survey. Respondents answered questions about how many 
city blocks they would be willing to walk from a parking space to a restaurant, movie theater, and grocery 
store, and whether they felt one on-site parking space was adequate for studio and one bedroom dwelling 
units. Respondents also reported how many vehicles they own and whether they park vehicles in a garage or in 
a parking lot. The survey results are attached. 
 
The first work session with the Commission was held on August 22, 2016. The Commission discussed the 
amendments proposed by staff and recommended by the consultant. The Commission directed staff to 
consider additional provisions to facilitate travel by bicycle, to include broader criteria for Transportation 
Demand Management, and to specify required components of Parking Demand Analysis plans. This is the 
second work session with the Commission. A public hearing on the proposed text amendments is scheduled 
for September 26, 2016. 
 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 
Staff recommends discussion of the Parking Analysis report and the Parking Code Amendments 
Recommendations memo. 
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Parking Analysis for Changes to the City of Ketchum Zoning Code 
 

Introduction 

While we think of parking policies as having the most direct impact on mobility and land use, parking 

policies are also influential in the direction of other guiding principles for a community’s future, as depicted 

in this graphic.    

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Parking Policy 

Task #1: Current Conditions. Synthesize the current policy direction for parking regulations based on 

the Comprehensive Plan and conversations with City Officials. Identify where there may exist gaps in 

the policy direction. Evaluate the current parking standards for consistency with the adopted 

policies and identify general areas for code reform.  Provide a written analysis of these findings for 

the City’s review. 
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Community Core Values – Relationship to Parking  

The City of Ketchum 2014 Comprehensive Plan sets forth ten core values, six of which are influenced by 

the direction the City takes on parking.  
 

1. A Strong and Diverse Economy √ 

2. Vibrant Downtown √ 

3. Community Character Preservation √ 

4. A Variety of Housing Options √ 

5. Environmental Quality and Scenic Beauty  

6. Exceptional Recreational Opportunities  

7. Well-Connected Community √ 

8. Arts and Cultural Activities that Enliven the Community  

9. Regional Cooperation  

10. A “Greener” Community √ 
 

The following is an analysis of the goals identified for the Comprehensive Plan’s Core Values related to 

parking and the consistency of the current parking code with those goals. In addition, the Plan includes 

three direct and explicit policies for parking code reform. These follow in Table 1.  

 

1. A strong and diverse economy The Comprehensive Plan goals for a strong and diverse economy 

include expanding existing independent, small local businesses; diversification; support for tourism; 

and balancing the needs of both locals and tourists.   

 

Parking requirements directly impact the cost of construction, can impact new business formation 

and impact business operations. Parking is not free, and the costs of parking requirements are 

passed on to consumers and building tenants. It is estimated that current parking practices are 

comparable to about a 10% tax on development. In an environment of high land prices, parking 

requirements can be an impediment to small and local businesses. Currently, the highest valued 

land, the CC district, requires a minimum parking requirement of 4 spaces per 5,500 sf of lot area, 

regardless of the type of business (unless fewer spaces are required by the parking standards). This 

may be a disincentive to the goal of supporting independent, small local businesses.  

 

The other challenge of parking requirements in meeting the goals of a strong and vibrant economy 

are the current standards, which have no basis in empirical data. These standards, like most city 

codes, were either borrowed from somewhere else or are based on some national average driven 

by suburban conditions that may or may not be the reality in the City of Ketchum. Who knows for 

certain if a medical clinic in Ketchum requires one parking space for every 300 square feet of gross 
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space? Most parking codes overestimate the actual parking need and in doing so contribute to the 

costs of development, and the costs of doing business.  Nation-wide it is estimated that there are 

3.4 parking spaces for every vehicle.  

 

The new economies are looking for the type of quality of life infrastructure (sidewalks, public transit 

and trails) that is suggested in Policy E2-b. Realization of this type of infrastructure supports the 

inclusion of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) tools in parking requirements. If this type 

of infrastructure is in place, there are greater opportunities to allow for TDM measures to 

substitute for parking requirements. See Table 1 for more details on TDM measures.  

 

2. A vibrant downtown – The goals for the Downtown are as a place that people can reach easily by 

foot, bike, and transit, and as the City’s primary business district, retail core, and key gathering 

place.  

 

Through the policies decisions made on the requirements for off-street parking, incentives are 

created for the choice of one mode of transportation over another. Parking serves only one mode 

of mobility and by overly accommodating parking, a competitive advantage is created for vehicles 

over other travel modes, such as transit.  If parking is over supplied and inexpensive, there is little 

incentive for using other forms of transportation, and this goal for creating a vibrant downtown 

(that it be “people based”) will be impeded.   

 

However, parking is essential to a vibrant downtown. The question is how is parking provided and 

managed? Kimley Horn in the draft “Strategic Parking Plan for Downtown Boise”, notes that there 

are three attributes typically desired in downtowns: convenient parking, enough parking and 

inexpensive parking. Only two of these three can be provided and cities must make a policy decision 

on which of the two out of three will be their goal.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 If you have inexpensive and convenient parking, you will not likely have enough. This choice 

will drive the need for other viable mobility options.  

 If you have inexpensive and enough parking, it may not be convenient. This requires remote 

or off-site parking with connections by walking or shuttle operations.  

Inexpensive 

Convenient  Enough  

Choose 

Any Two 
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 If you have convenient and enough parking, it will not be inexpensive. This would drive a 

decision toward structured parking to meet parking needs.  

 

The question of “enough parking” was recently addressed by the parking counts undertaken by 

staff during the shoulder and peak periods. Parking is generally considered at capacity when 85 

percent of the spaces are utilized. In the counts that were taken during the slack time, except for 

the parking lot at 6th and Leadville and three of the five counts taken at 2nd and Washington, all 

areas were below that percentile. During the peak period, half of the counts were above 85 

percent. Should the determination of what is “enough parking” be based on the peak or the 

shoulder season? This is a policy question fundamental to addressing parking management in the 

downtown.  

 

Key to the goals of a vibrant downtown is a mix of land uses, and many times the off-street parking 

requirements based on land use alone can be an impediment to certain types of desired outcomes. 

Some communities have moved toward a “blended rate” parking standards that apply the same 

rate in the same area, regardless of the land use.  This approach would benefit uses such as 

restaurants that typically have a higher parking generation rate, but in a downtown setting can take 

advantage of parking that is underutilized during the restaurant’s peak evening time.  

 

3. Community character preservation – The goals are to maintain the community’s small town and 

unique identity. Maintaining the scale of the community and protecting historic significant 

buildings are elements of this goal.  

 

Parking is a prodigious and inefficient use of land. Parking shapes the built environment through 

site design, lowering intensity/density and through accommodation of vehicles, contributing to 

sprawl. Surface lots break up the fabric of the pedestrian environment and screening is challenged 

by the equally important objective of safety.  The potential for larger scale parking garages to meet 

community needs will be a challenge to ensuring that the small town character is maintained.  

 

The current code provides design direction for landscaping of buildings and surface lots to mitigate 

the impact on the small scale character.  Surface lots require a conditional use and maybe in some 

area should be prohibited altogether to maintain the small town identity.  Consideration should 

also be given to changing the allowance for up to 35% of the street frontage in parking access. In 

smaller lot frontages this is a reasonable standard, but for property with longer frontage it seems 

excessive for ensuring pedestrian safety and comfort.  

 

The current code requirement for a review of the off street parking whenever there is change in 

use influences the market’s interest in the re-use of existing, older and possibly significant 

historical, buildings. Older buildings may be passed by because of the burden of the additional 

parking requirements that cannot be accommodated on a built-up site. The result can be vacant 

and deteriorating buildings that not only have an impact on the vibrancy of the area, but in the 
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long term can result in the elimination of important structures to the historic fabric of the 

community.  

 

4. A variety of housing options – The goals for housing are to increase the supply of housing, including 

rental, special needs housing and to provide a mix of housing types and style. Policy H3.1 explicitly  

 Identifies parking as an incentive to be used to encourage greater housing diversity.  

 

Based on typical affordable housing development costs, one parking space per unit increases costs 

approximately 12.5%, and two parking spaces can increase costs by up to 25%. Since parking costs 

increase as a percentage of rent, for lower priced housing, minimum parking requirements are 

regressive. Smaller affordable housing costs less than a larger luxury unit, but the parking space 

costs the same. Table 1 that follows provides some additional direction for bringing the current 

code into consistency with the goals for a variety of housing options.  

 

5. A well connected community- The goals of a well-connected community are the most relevant 

section of the Plan to the parking code.  They include goals for promoting safe and efficient mobility 

through land use, effective and efficient transit system that is competitive with the single-occupant 

vehicle and by using travel demand management (TDM) techniques. Also are goals for providing 

key multi-modal transportation connections to the Core Area; and enhancing pedestrian and 

bicycling connectivity and comfort.  

 

Parking provisions that require each development to build the parking necessary for the individual 

development is an inefficient way to ensure adequate parking in the community. The current 

shared and in lieu parking provisions are positive ways in which under the current regulations, 

greater efficiencies can be achieved, and should be broadened and expanded.  

 

Transportation Demand Techniques (TDM) that support a more competitive transit system are 

outlined in Table 1. A transit hub and jitney service (Policy M2.2) provide an opportunity to refine 

the parking code to eliminate or reduce parking requirements in conjunction with the hub location 

and services.  

 

6. A greener community- most relevant goals are to protect surface water quality and promote 

energy conservation and the reduction of greenhouse gases.  

 

Off-street parking requirements do not promote a sustainable community; the requirements 

promote a drivable and unsustainable community, and stand in the way of Ketchum being truly 

sustainable.   Parking requirements that favor vehicle use over transit and active transportation 

result in increases in greenhouse gas emissions, contributing to global warming and reducing air 

quality. To meet its goals to be a good steward to the environment and promote a greener 

community as directed in the Comprehensive Plan, parking requirements need to be addressed in 

parallel with efforts to accommodate and support alternative modes of access and transportation.   
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TABLE 1 EXPLICIT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICY DIRECTION RELATED TO PARKING  

Plan Policy Consistency of Current Parking Code Direction for Change  
Policy H-3.1 Mixture of Housing Types in New 
Development The City should encourage the 
private sector, through land-use regulations 
and incentive programs, to provide a mixture 
of housing types with varied price ranges and 
densities that meet a variety of needs. The City 
will evaluate the use of incentives, such as 
flexibility in height, density and parking 
requirements to achieve greater housing 
diversity.   

 Other than shared parking reduction and 
no parking requirements for community 
housing in the CC district, there is no 
incentive provided in the current code 
for mixed housing products.  

 The current minimum standard is based 
on housing unit size of 1500 sf. which is a 
disincentive for smaller units, and greater 
diversity.  

 Establish parking requirements based on 
the size of units; reduce the minimum 
size.  

 Exempt smaller size units from parking 
requirements in all mixed housing 
products.  

 Provide flexibility in parking 
requirements for mixed housing 
products.  

 Unbundle the parking requirements, so 
that residents have a choice to have 
parking or not will reduce the costs of 
housing and may lead to greater 
diversity.  

Policy M-8.1 Incentives to Improve System 
Efficiency. The City will create incentives, such 
as reduced parking requirements or deferred 
development impact fees when a development 
implements specific travel demand 
management techniques.   

Travel demand management (TDM) and the 
relationship to parking is not addressed in 
the current code.  

Parking requirements determined by the 
number of TDM elements included in the 
development.  Consideration include:  
subsidized bus passes, provision of 
commuter buses, transportation coordinator, 
priority parking for car sharing, bicycle space 
requirements, and facilities and storage, 
lockers and showers.  

Policy M-8.3 Shared Parking The City will 
provide incentives for shared parking 
agreements to maximize the use of existing 
surface lots.  

The current code provides provisions for 
shared parking through a conditional use 
permit for limited uses and locations.  

Expand the application of shared parking.  
Consider an administrative process and re-
think minimum parking requirements.   
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Conclusion 

This first task has intended to be on overview of the direction set out in the Comprehensive Plan that relates 

to parking, a general review of the existing parking code consistency with that direction and some beginning 

ideas of areas of parking code reform. From the city review and comment on these findings, the next task will 

be to take a deeper dive into best and emerging practices that appear most appropriate to Ketchum. At this 

point, these appear to include:  

 

1. Integrating Transportation Demand Management (TDM) into the parking requirements.  

2. Expanding and/or changing the application of the shared and in lieu parking provisions.  

3. Re-thinking the land based parking standards for greater flexibility.  

4. Considering area based parking standards for the downtown.   

5. Reviewing the various ways parking can be an incentive for the desired and mix of housing. 

6. Examine ways to de-regulate parking for older or historic structures.    
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Summary:  
There is a dearth of innovation in parking regulations for resort communities that would be considered a peer 

to the City of Ketchum. Attachment A highlights the notable features of twenty resort communities around 

the west that were researched for this report. Attachment B provides excerpts of relevant code provisions 

from some of these cities.  Here is a bullet summary of the review of these twenty peer cities:  

 While there are some good examples of bicycle parking standards and provisions for transit, these 
requirements are typically stand-alone provisions, and not well integrated with the parking 
requirements as would be desired in a Transportation Demand Management approach to parking as 
suggested in the Ketchum Comprehensive Plan.  

 Most communities have provisions for in lieu and shared parking. Ketchum is one of the few cities that 
have taken this a step further by allowing a reduction in the overall parking requirements when there 
is shared use.  

 Many resort communities have special parking provisions for downtowns, historic districts, or the 
community’s core.   

 There are few good examples of communities using parking as an incentive for certain types of land 
uses.  

 There are many examples of simplified code provisions and parking standards.  

 There are a variety of means used by the peer cities to exempt, or reduce the parking standards. 
 

The Task #1 report for this project and the subsequent discussion with city officials, identified seven topical 

areas for further research and comparison with peer communities. What follows is the findings from this 

further research. Recommendations for amendments to the Ketchum parking code follows that discussion.  

 

1. Integrating Transportation Demand Management (TDM) in the Parking Requirements.   

It is not surprising that the peer resort cities have few TDM provisions in their parking regulations since the 

application of TDM is most common for employment based land uses. Most of the communities reviewed do 

not have large employment industries.  

Standards for bicycle parking most frequently appeared in these codes, but in only one community was the 

provision of bike parking tied to a reduction in vehicular parking. Location to bus stops or provision of a transit 

facility were other TDM examples that provided a basis for parking reduction.  Here is a menu of TDM 

provisions for the city to consider:  

 

 Adopt the TDM strategies identified in the Warm Springs Base Area Overlay universally for all 
zones in the City.  

Task #2: Review Best and Emerging Practices. Examine the relevance of best and emerging practices 

of parking regulations for Ketchum considering the land uses, transportation modes, population, 

resort setting, and the findings from Task #1.  Review the relationship between parking and land use 

and the way in which parking is used to or not to incentivize certain desired land uses. Recommend 

some options for changes to the parking code prioritized by easiest to more difficult to implement; 

and changes that can occur overtime.  
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 Provide for bike parking and storage as a requirement for all uses; or as a requirement for some 
uses that normally generate bicycle use such as health clubs, spas, parks and uses near trails; or 
as a substitute for vehicular parking.  

 Provide for shower and lockers facilities for employment based uses of a certain size as a 
requirement, or as a substitute for vehicular parking.  

 Provide for locational factors to be a basis for parking reduction, such as within ¼ mile of a bus 
stop or the Wood River Trail.  

 Dedicate the in-lieu fund to alternative mobility only such as support for Mountain Rides, shuttle 
services for remote lots, trail improvements, and bike or car sharing. Under this scenario, consider 
incentivizing the in lieu fund as an alternative to on-site parking by changing the ratio of the 
number of in lieu spaces to on-site spaces or reducing the per space costs for in lieu.  

   

2. Expanding the application of the shared and in lieu parking provisions.  

Most of the peer cities have shared parking provisions, but fewer have parking reduction allowances in shared 

circumstances. The current Ketchum parking code provisions allow for shared parking reduction in the Tourists 

Districts and in the CC District by means of a conditional use permit or parking analysis. Recommendations for 

expanding the shared parking provisions include:  

 

 Provide for clearer direction on what is the content of a parking analysis. Include information on the 
uses, peak hour parking, adjustments for uses that would not generate new trip (the noncaptive 
factor), location, connections and distances between uses and parking, and the opportunities for 
capture uses.    

 With improved criteria for the content of the parking analysis, eliminate the need for a conditional 
use permit review.  

 Allow for a shared parking reduction of 20% as a right for any mixed use project in any zone.   Provide 
provisions for additional reduction through a parking analysis.  

 Identify uses, because of their varying peak parking periods that can share parking. Develop standards 
for the location and connectivity of remote lots in relationship to the uses.  

 Establish a standard agreement to be used between shared parking property owners that identify how 
conflicts will be resolved, responsibilities for maintenance, and liability requirements.   

 Establish a standard cross-access agreement that can be used by adjacent properties for sharing 
parking facilities.  

 See the provisions in #1 regarding in lieu parking requirements.  
 

3. Re-think the land based parking standards for greater flexibility  

In addition to shared parking and TDM provisions that move away from the land based parking standards, 

other tools for creating flexibility in parking requirements have been employed by the peer communities. Most 

have the standard laundry list of uses followed by provisions by which the requirements can be reduced or 

modified. These provisions include (1) a variance process; (2) conditional use permit; (3) other discretionary 

body decision; or (4) administrative decision.  

 

The criteria for the basis for the decision to exempt or reduce parking standards also varies from none to a 

detailed parking analysis. Some decisions are based on the location and others on the nature of the specific 

use. A minority of communities also impose a layer of discretion if the applicant request is for more parking 
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than is required by the code. One community that has very minimal requirements also has provisions that 

allow the city to require more parking for a specific project than is identified by parking standards.  

 

This recommendation to allow for greater flexibility is closely related to Finding #7 to simplify the Code 

standards. If the city’s choice is to keep the current parking standards (the off-street parking matrix) with some 

minor consolidation of uses, then a process might be needed to allow for requests for parking reduction. The 

basis for approval of such a request could be a variety of reasons including the inclusion of TDM measures 

mentioned in #1, shared parking, or availability of on-street parking as is currently provided for in the CC 

District. The more detailed the criteria, the less need for a discretionary body to make the decision.  

 

If the City is to move toward more reform of the chart of parking standards (the off-street parking matrix) and 

with minimal parking requirements, then imposing an additional process check to ensure adequate parking in 

all situations might be needed. Parking is very much market driven, and there are few instances when a 

developer or applicant will not provide the parking they feel is needed to support the project and satisfy their 

lending institutions. The role of the city is to ensure that amount of parking is appropriate for the 

circumstances of the use and location, and that there are no parking externalities on surrounding properties 

or on-street parking. As the city’s efforts at creating more modal choices expand, there also may be a future 

requirement to set maximums on the number of parking provided, as in the case of one peer community.   

 

Recommendations:  

 Develop minimum parking standards (see #7 that follows) for all uses with a provision for requiring 
more parking through an administrative determination.  

 Allow for parking reduction from the minimum standards through the provision of TDM measures 
(outlined in #1)  

 Determine parking requirements on a case by case basis with adjustment factors that take into 
account the unique characteristics of the proposed development: size, location, density of employees 
or units, mix of land uses, access to transit, walking-bicycling connections, shared parking 
opportunities, and availability of both public and private parking in the vicinity.  

 

4. Consider area based standards for the Downtown  

A majority of the peer communities had different standards for their downtown or core, compared to 

standards for other zones in the city. None had adopted area based or one parking generation standard for all 

uses in the downtown. One community had no parking requirements in their downtown (except for gaming 

and lodging) and another had no parking requirements in urban renewal districts or areas within a building 

improvement district (BID). Two other cities required remote or in lieu parking only. Another community code 

provides that for their downtown, the minimum standards are the maximum, and prohibits the additional 

parking over what is allowed in the code.  

 

Given the inherent mixed use character of the downtown, there seems to be a basis for a different set of 

standards, but determining what those standards should be, regardless if there is one standard for all uses or 

a reduced standard from the rest of the city, is a challenge. Ideally, setting such a standard should be based 

on some empirical evidence on the nature of uses, parking utilization rate, peak parking demand, and the 
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impacts of other modes of transportation to access the downtown. This consideration is further complicated 

by the direction to incentivize certain uses in the downtown through the parking standards.  

 

Recommendations for changing standards in the downtown:   

 

 Maintain the current code provision to exempt community housing from the parking requirement.  

 Exempt from the parking requirements other uses the City would like to incentivize.  

 Allow by right a parking reduction of 20% for all uses in the downtown from the standards contained 
on the parking matrix.  

 Adopt simplified parking standards for the downtown with four categories: commercial, residential, 
lodging, and assembly.   

 Adopt a one parking standard such as 2 spaces/1000 and eliminate the provision of on-street parking 
to be used in partial satisfaction of the parking requirement.  

 In the long term, substitute parking requirements for investment in transit, pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements funded through in lieu fees, LID or other mechanisms.  
 

 5. Review the way in which parking can be an incentive for the desired uses and mix of 

housing.   

The peer city review provides little direction on this issue: parking reductions are provided to restaurants in 

two communities that were reviewed.  Ketchum’s interest to incentivize certain uses is to create vibrancy, 

especially in the downtown. Vibrancy can be accomplished by adjusting the parking standards as described 

above in #4, which would create an incentive for uses such as retail and restaurants that generate higher 

parking needs.  

 

Incentivizing for a mix of housing is more challenging. Standardizing the parking requirement, for example one 

space per unit regardless of size, or unbundling the parking requirement from housing altogether are two 

approaches to consider. While not necessarily incentivizing a mix of housing, both of these approaches would 

create a more level playing field for any type of housing. If the objective is to create smaller more affordable 

housing, then eliminating parking for housing below a certain size, for example 750 square feet may be an 

approach.  

 

The current code parking standard is based on gross square feet.  This may create a disincentive for common 

areas, such as courtyards or interior atriums that can contribute to vibrancy.  Consideration should be given 

to basing the standard on net leasable are instead of gross square feet. Also surface lots, which are dead zones 

and require driveway cuts that interrupt pedestrian flow, are also a land use that negatively impacts vibrancy. 

Some consideration should be made to prohibiting or limited surface lots in the downtown.  

 

Recommendations:  

 

 Establish parking requirements based on the size of dwelling units; reduce the minimum size.  

 Exempt smaller size dwelling units from parking requirements in all mixed housing developments.  

 Provide flexibility in parking requirements for mixed housing products.  
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 Unbundle the parking requirements, so that residents have a choice to have parking or not. This 
approach reduces the costs of housing and may lead to greater diversity. 

 Base parking requirements on leasable rather than gross floor area.  

 Prohibit surface lots in the downtown.  
 

6. Examine ways to de-regulate parking for older or historic structures.    

Only Aspen had provisions which specifically addressed parking for historic structures. In that Code, the 

parking requirement is under the review the Historic Commission and specific criteria is outlined to direct their 

review of waiving or varying parking requirements.  

 

Other ways to de-regulate parking for older structures would be to identify certain structures, locations or 

uses that would be exempt from additional parking requirements.  Criteria for identifying such exemptions 

could be historic buildings, building that have been vacant for extended period of time, uses that City desires 

to incentivize, or locations where the provision of additional parking would be infeasible.  The exemption could 

be provided outright or through a discretionary process.  

 

7. Streamline and simplify the parking standards. Expand the on-street parking credit to other 

districts.  

The peer cities provide several models for simplifying the parking standards. Among the best are Telluride and 

Cripple Creek. (Copies attached in Attachment B). Telluride has just seven land use categories and Cripple 

Creek has eight with the addition of different standards by district.  

 

Several other cities allow for on-street credits to be applied to off-street parking requirement.  These include: 

a one to one allowance or a 0.75 to 1 space. One example, restricts the allowance for residential uses that 

responds to Ketchum’s concern about street clearance overnight for snow removal.  

 

Recommendations for simplifying the parking standards:  

 Reduce the number of land use categories 

 Expand the current provisions that allow for on-street parking to satisfy the parking requirements, 
except for residential uses.  

 

 

Submitted By:  

Diane T. Kushlan, AICP 

Kushlan | Associates 

PO Box 8463 

Boise, ID 83707 

208.433.9352 

dkushlan@fiberpipe.net  
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Parking Analysis for Changes to the City of Ketchum Zoning Code 

Attachment A  
Peer City Review Summary 

 
 City In 

lieu 
Shared 
Parking 

Core Area 
Provisions 

Notable features 

1.  Aspen, CO X X   Special provisions for historic structures  

2.  Breckenridge, CO X X   Relief from parking through variance process 

3.  Carmel, CA X X X  No off-street parking is allowed in Core-must be in-lieu or 
shared   

4.  Coeur d’Alene, ID X X X  Parking Commission 

 Tandem parking allowed 

 Reduction in core and in-fill overlay areas 

 Bike Parking standards  

5.  Crested Butte, CO X  X  Grandfathers certain restaurant and residential uses 

 Allow for payments over time of in-lieu parking fees  

 Allows on-street parking credits in core  

6.  Cripple Creek, CO  X X  No minimum standards, except for gaming and lodging in 
core area 

 Allows parking requirements to be satisfied on-street, off-
street or combination in all zones 

7.  Frisco, Co  X X  Reduced parking requirements in the core  

 On-street allowed for any “non-overnight” uses in the core 
and MU districts 

 Reduced parking for shared up to 25% 

8.  Hood River, OR X X X  Bike parking standards 

 In lieu required in certain districts 

9.  Jackson, WY X X X  On-street parking credits in core  
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 City In 
lieu 

Shared 
Parking 

Core Area 
Provisions 

Notable features 

 Independent assessment for some uses 

 Administrative adjust for reducing parking standards  

10.  LaConner, WA X X   Up to 50% of parking can be provided through in lieu.  

 50% of parking must be provided on-site.  

11.  Leavenworth, WA  X   Simple joint use provisions 

 Electric vehicle (EV) charging station provisions 

12.  McCall, ID X    Bike parking standards 

 Parking exemption in BID or Urban renewal district  

 Reduction in parking allowed by Commission action 

13.  Park City, UT  X   Allows for tandem parking 

 Reduction with conditional use or master plan 

 Bicycle Parking standards   

14.  Sandpoint, ID X X X   In lieu only in downtown 

15.  Santa Fe, NM X X X  Simple core area parking standards 

 Reduction for providing transit facilities 

 Reduction in shared parking circumstances 

 Reduction in core area by special use permit 

 Bike Parking requirements 

16.  Steamboat 
Springs, CO 

    Incentives for eliminating curb cuts 

 Maximum standards in core district 

17.  Taos, NM     Reduction in parking allowed by Commission action up to 
20% 

 Bike parking requirements 

18.  Telluride, CO X    Simple parking standards with PZ approval for some uses.  

 Tandem parking allowed  

19.  Truckee, CA X X X  Use permits, specific plans, similar supersede zoning 
requirements  

 Minimum and maximum parking requirements 
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 City In 
lieu 

Shared 
Parking 

Core Area 
Provisions 

Notable features 

 Restaurant along Truckee River exempt from parking 
requirements up to 10 spaces  

 Bike Parking requirements 

 Good parking structure design requirements 

 On-street parking allowed in core at ration of 0.75/1 space 
requirement   

20.  Vail, Co X X X  Parking standards for within core and outside core 

 City Council can create “exempt areas” based on criteria 

 PZ can reduce parking based on studies  and criteria  

 In-lieu “zones” 
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Attachment B 
Sample Code Provisions for Peer Cities  

 

In lieu Provisions 
 

9-3-13: USE OF IN LIEU FEES BY TOWN 
4. The provision or operating expenses of transit facilities and equipment designed to 
reduce reliance on private automobiles; provided that such transit facilities or equipment 
shall, in the determination of the town council, provide a benefit to the service area. 
(Breckenridge)  

 

Shared Use 
 

17.44.225 B. For the purposes of this chapter, the following table provides examples of 
shared use parking that will be permitted between the uses or activities listed below 
as having primarily daytime or evening hours of operation: 

TABLE A   

Uses With Daytime Hours     Uses With Evening Hours   

Banks     Auditoriums   

Business offices     Bars   

Churches     Bowling alleys   

Grade schools/high schools and daycare centers     Dance halls   

Manufacture/wholesale (with limited hours)     Hotels/motels   

Medical clinics     Meeting halls   

Professional offices     Nightclubs   

Retail stores (with limited hours)     Restaurants   

Service stores     Theaters   

(Coeur d’Alene)  
 

Reduction in Standards 
 

(I) Reduction Of Requirements: Where there is an adequate public transit system, or 
where, for any other reason parking demand is unusually low, such as where uses 
with differing operating hours or needs share parking under a formal, written 
agreement to which the city is a party, then the parking space provisions cited herein 
may be reduced proportionately by the commission. If the owner, whose parking 
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facility is under such an agreement which requires the facility to be available to the 
patrons of the other use(s), fails or refuses to make such parking available in 
accordance with the agreement, such failure or refusal is a violation of this title.  

(J) Alternative Proposals: Where special conditions exist which make compliance with 
these standards impractical, the commission will consider alternative proposals 
presented according to the procedures and standards for a variance.  (McCall)  

 
16.20.040.2: SPACES REQUIRED 
F. Commission Review: The commission may modify the provisions herein set forth 
establishing required parking areas so long as the public health, safety and welfare is 
not adversely affected. Modification of parking space quantity within twenty percent 
(20%) of requirements may be acceptable to the commission at their discretion under 
guidelines established by the code administrator and adopted by the commission. 
(Taos)  
 
9-3-16: RELIEF PROCEDURES: 
A. The planning commission, or the town council if the decision of the planning 
commission is called up, may grant a variance, exception or waiver of condition from 
any requirement of this chapter, upon written request by a developer or owner of 
property subject to this chapter, following a public hearing, and only upon finding that: 1) 
a strict application of such requirement would, when regarded as a whole, result in 
confiscation of the property or 2) that extraordinary hardships or practical difficulties 
may result from strict compliance with these regulations and/or the purposes of these 
regulations may be served to a greater extent by an alternative proposal or requirement. 
No variance, exception or waiver of condition shall have the effect of nullifying the intent 
and purpose of these regulations. The planning commission or town council shall not 
approve a variance, exception or waiver of condition unless it makes findings based 
upon the evidence presented to it in each specific case that: 
1. The granting of the variance, exception or waiver of condition will not be detrimental 
to the public health, safety, or welfare or injurious to other property; 
2. The conditions upon which the request is based are unique to the property for which 
the relief is sought and are not applicable generally to other property; 
3. Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions of 
the specific property involved, a particular hardship to the owner would result, 
distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of these regulations is 
carried out; and 
4. The relief sought will not in any manner vary the provisions of the development code, 
town master plan or other town law, except that those documents may be amended in 
the manner prescribed by law. (Breckenridge)  
 

Downtown Area Based Standards 
 

17.38.030 Exceptions 
A. On-Site Parking in the Central Commercial (CC) Land Use District. In contrast to the 
other districts within the City, on-site parking is prohibited in the central commercial 
(CC) land use district. This policy eliminates the need for curb cuts in sidewalks and the 
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interference with free pedestrian traffic flow that would result from an excessive number 
of driveways. This policy is also intended to enhance the opportunities for creating intra-
block courts and walkways between properties and buildings….. 
B. Use of Another Site. Parking requirements may be fulfilled by supplying the required 
parking on another site upon approval of a use permit.  
C. Parking Adjustment In-Lieu Fees. The Planning Commission may authorize the 
satisfaction of parking requirements through the granting of a use permit and the 
payment of in-lieu fees when on-site parking is not practical or when on-site parking is 
prohibited by City policies. (Carmel)  

 
7.05.725: BASIC DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS; PARKING STANDARDS:  
A. Parking Ratios: Subject to the requirements of chapter 17.44 of this title, the parking 

ratios for uses in the DC district shall be as follows: 
1. Retail/Restaurant Uses: Retail/restaurant uses in the DC district must provide at 

least two (2) but no more than four (4) parking stalls per one thousand (1,000) net 
square feet. However, retail/restaurant uses less than three thousand (3,000) 
square feet are exempt from this requirement. 

2. Office Uses: Office uses in the DC district must provide at least two (2) but no more 
than four (4) parking stalls per one thousand (1,000) net square feet. 

3. Residential And Hotel Uses: Residential/hotel uses in the DC district must provide 
at least 0.5 but no more than two (2) parking stalls per unit. 

4. Senior Housing Uses: Senior housing uses in the DC district must provide at least 
0.25 but no more          
    than one parking stall per unit. (Coeur d’Alene)  

 
4-8.6 OFF-STREET PARKING AND LOADING (C)  Provisions for Specific Districts 
(2)  BCD, C-2 

(a)        In the BCD district, there shall be provided the minimum number of off-
street parking spaces as follows: 

(i)         For residential uses, one space for each dwelling unit; 

(ii)        For commercial uses: (1) One parking space for each five hundred 
(500) square feet of net leasable floor area for office uses; (2) One 
parking space for each three hundred fifty (350) square feet of net 
leasable floor area for other commercial uses, except that the 
requirements for hotels and motels shall be one parking space for 
each rental unit; 

(iii)       For all uses not classified as commercial or residential, the 
applicable standards set forth in Table 14-8.6-1 located in the 
appendix following Section 14-12 shall apply. (Santa Fe)  
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   (Telluride)  
 
 

Special Provision for Historic Structures  
 
For properties listed on the Aspen Inventory of Historic Landmark Sites and Structures, 
fewer spaces may be provided and/or a waiver of cash-in-lieu fees may be approved, 
pursuant to Chapter 26.430, Special review and according to the review criteria set forth 
below. 
 
26.515.040. Special review standards 
A. A special review for establishing, varying or waiving off-street parking requirements 
may be approved, approved with conditions or denied based on conformance with the 
following criteria:  
1. The parking needs of the residents, customers, guests and employees of the project 
have been met, taking into account potential uses of the parcel, the projected traffic 
generation of the project, any shared parking opportunities, expected schedule of 
parking demands, the projected impacts on the on-street parking of the neighborhood, 
the proximity to mass transit routes and City of Aspen Land Use Code Part 500 – 
Parking Page 5 the downtown area and any special services, such as vans, provided for 
residents, guests and employees.  
2. An on-site parking solution meeting the requirement is practically difficult or results in 
an undesirable development scenario.  
3. Existing or planned on-site or off-site parking facilities adequately serve the needs of 
the development, including the availability of street parking. (Aspen)  

 
Incentivize Uses 
Sec. 16-16-90. - Restaurant uses. 
(a) Restaurant uses existing on May 14, 1994, shall be deemed to have satisfied all 
provisions of parking requirements for such uses and then-existing square footage. 

82



 

P
ag

e8
 

(b) In the event a conditional use permit is sought for a restaurant use in the same 
location that is of the same footprint and general configuration and of the same square 
footage amount as a restaurant use existed on May 14, 1994, no additional parking 
shall be required for such restaurant use. 
(c) In the event that a conditional use permit is sought for a restaurant use that is in the 
same location but not of the same footprint and general configuration as previously 
used on May 14, 1994, the provision of parking for such different space shall be 
required, and the parking requirement for such different space shall be calculated as an 
increment to the square footage of the original restaurant use. 
(d) In the event a conditional use permit sought is for a restaurant use with a square 
footage amount greater than the restaurant use as it existed on May 14, 1994, the 
provision of additional parking shall be required for any such additional square footage, 
which shall be calculated as an increment to the square footage of the original 
restaurant use. (Crested Butte) 
 
18.48.040 - Number of Parking Spaces Required Each use 
Outdoor seating and dining areas for restaurants and cafes (except counter-service 
restaurants) adjacent to the Truckee River shall be exempt from complying with the 
parking requirements of this Chapter and paying in-lieu parking fees, up to a maximum 
of 10 parking spaces. (Truckee)    
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Simplified Parking Requirements 

 
(Telluride)  
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(Cripple Creek)  
 

Bicycle Parking Standards 
 

7.44.100 Bicycle Parking Space: Where off street parking is required by this chapter, 
one bike rack capable of accommodating at least two (2) bikes is required for the first 
ten (10) required parking stalls. Additional bike racks will be installed on a ratio 
accommodating one bike for each additional ten (10) parking stalls. The required bike 
racks must be located on the same lot as, and within a reasonable distance of, the 
principal use or structure. The bike racks must be placed in a location that will not 
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interfere with pedestrian or vehicular traffic and the area where the rack is placed must 
meet the paving requirement contained in section 17.44.310 of this chapter. A reduction 
in the total number of off street parking spaces may be available for providing special 
accommodations for bicyclists as provided in section 17.44.200 of this chapter. (Coeur 
d’Alene)  
 
3.8.063: BICYCLE PARKING: Uses shall provide long and short term bicycle parking 
spaces, as designated in table 3.8.063 of this section. Where two (2) options are 
provided (e.g., 2 spaces, or 1 per 8 bedrooms), the option resulting in more bicycle 
parking is used. 
 
TABLE 3.8.063  
MINIMUM REQUIRED BICYCLE PARKING SPACES  

Uses   

Long Term Spaces 

(Covered Or Enclosed)   

Short Term Spaces 

(Near Building Entry)   

Boarding houses, rooming 

houses, dormitories   

1 per 8 bedrooms   None   

Churches and places of 

worship   

2, or 1 per 4,000 square 

feet of net building area   

2, or 1 per 2,000 square 

feet of net building area   

Daycare   2, or 1 per 10,000 square 

feet of net building area   

None   

Hotels, motels   2, or 1 per 20 rentable 

rooms   

2, or 1 per 20 rentable 

rooms   

Manufacturing and 

production   

2, or 1 per 15,000 square 

feet of floor area   

None   

Multi-family   1 per 4 units   2, or 1 per 20 units   

Office, banks, and similar 

uses   

2, or 1 per 10,000 square 

feet of floor area   

2, or 1 per 40,000 square 

feet of floor area   

Retail sales and service   2, or 1 per 12,000 square 

feet of floor area   

2, or 1 per 5,000 square 

feet of floor area   

Schools - grades 2-5   1 per classroom, or per 

CU review   

1 per classroom, or per 

CU review   

Schools - grades 6-12   2 per classroom, or per 

CU review   

4 per school, or per CU 

review   
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Other categories   Determined through conditional use (CU) and design 

review   

 

(A) Location And Design: Bicycle parking should be no farther from the main building 
entrance than the distance to the closest vehicle space, or fifty feet (50'), 
whichever is less. Long term (i.e., covered) bicycle parking should be 
incorporated whenever possible into building design. Short term bicycle parking, 
when allowed within a public right of way, should be coordinated with the design 
of street furniture, as applicable. 

(B) Visibility And Security: Bicycle parking for customers and visitors of a use shall 
be visible from street sidewalks or building entrances, so that it provides 
sufficient security from theft and damage. 

(C) Options For Storage: Long term bicycle parking requirements for multiple-family 
uses and employee parking can be met by providing a bicycle storage room, 
bicycle lockers, racks, or other secure storage space inside or outside of the 
building. 

(D) Lighting: For security, bicycle parking shall be at least as well lit as vehicle 
parking. 

(E) Reserved Areas: Areas set aside for bicycle parking shall be clearly marked and 
reserved for bicycle parking only. 

(F) Hazards: Bicycle parking shall not impede or create a hazard to pedestrians. 
Parking areas shall be located so as to not conflict with vision clearance 
standards. (McCall) 

 
16.20.040.2: SPACES REQUIRED: B. Parking Requirements For Bicycles: 
1. Any commercial and industrial development shall include adequate bicycle parking 

spaces equal to five percent (5%) of automobile parking spaces. 
2. All bicycle parking spaces shall be located within fifty feet (50') of the building 

entrance. Bicycle parking may be located in a building as long as the area is easily 
accessible to the bicycle. 

3. Bicycle parking shall be provided in a well lighted and secure location that is in 
convenient proximity to the building or employee entrance. The location should be 
visible from employee work areas and shall not be farther than the nearest employee 
automobile parking space (excluding disabled parking). 

4. Bicycle parking stalls shall be six feet (6') long and two feet (2') wide with an 
overhead clearance of seven feet (7'). All stalls shall have a five foot (5') accessible 
aisle. 

5. The town of Taos may reduce or eliminate the number of bicycle spaces required 
when it is demonstrated that bicycle activity will not occur at the location. Such uses 
include, but are not limited to: 
a. Motor vehicle service and repair establishments; 
b. Personal storage; and 
c. Agricultural uses. 
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6. If a use is determined to generate an increased volume of bicycle parking, the town of 
Taos may require additional bicycle parking spaces. Such uses include, but are not 
limited to: 
a. Park; 
b. Library; 
c. Museum; 
d. Health spa or fitness club; and 
e. Commercial uses located along bike lanes or trails. (Taos)  

 

Bicycle Parking Tied to a Reduction in Vehicular Standards 
  
14.44.200 Bicyclist Accommodations: The planning director may authorize a fifteen 
percent (15%) reduction in the number of required off street parking spaces for 
developments or uses that make special provision to accommodate bicyclists. 
Examples of accommodations include enclosed bicycle lockers, employee shower 
facilities and dressing areas for employees. A reduction in parking may not be granted 
merely for providing outdoor bicycle parking spaces. (Coeur d’Alene)  
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Date:  June 14, 2016 
To:  Mayor Jonas and City Council 
From:  Micah Austin, Planning and Building Director 
Subject:  Parking Code Amendments Recommendations 
 

 
Objective for Parking Code Amendments 
 
The current parking standards are in conflict with the objectives of the Comprehensive Plan and modern 
principals for creating a livable and multi-modal community. While the city invests in transit services, 
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, and other improvements to create a more walkable and accessible 
community, the current parking standards promote a car oriented culture by prioritizing the 
convenience of drivers above the goals of a healthy community. Further, the current standards 
discourage the mix of retail, restaurant and entertainment uses that create a vibrant, successful 
community. The old methodologies and approach towards parking are out dated and revisions are long 
overdue.  
 
The Planning and Building Department conducted research and analysis on the City of Ketchum’s current 
parking regulations and has prepared a list of recommendations for changes.  The objective is to 
accomplish the following:  

1. Align the parking regulations with the community’s values and the 2014 Comprehensive Plan 
that requires the community to become less dependent on the automobile and encourages 
public transit and active modes of transportation 

2. Promote uses, such as retail establishments, restaurants, and theaters, that contribute to vitality 
of Ketchum’s downtown. 

3. Incentivize community housing. 
 
The proposed revisions are targeted to accomplish one or more of these objectives.  The revisions are 
provided to Council for information only, the next step will be engaging the public in this discussion and 
seeking input from all community members that are interested in these changes.  Following an active 
public process, staff will present to Council the results of the community outreach and 
recommendations for changes prior to proceeding to the Planning Commission with amendments to the 
Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Proposed Revisions to the Parking Code 
 

1. Off-Street Parking Matrix.  The current parking matrix is outdated and does not reflect current 
community values or actual parking demands for projects.  Staff proposes to simplify the matrix 
to include three categories: 1) Residential; 2) Commercial; and 3) Exempt Uses.  Based on staff’s 
analysis these three categories are adequate to accommodate on-site parking requirements.  
Generally, staff proposes a minimum standard of 1 space per 1000 square feet of commercial 
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gross floor area and 1 space per residential unit up to 750 gross square feet.  For larger units, 
more parking space would be required based on the size of the residential units.  The exempt 
uses would be those business activities that are highly desired in Ketchum and 
disproportionately impacted by current parking regulations.  

 
2. Parking Demand Analysis.  Staff proposes allowing any development to submit a Parking 

Demand Analysis if the parking code requirements do not reflect the actual demands of a 
development.  In these cases, a parking demand analysis may be submitted to the Administrator 
to show the actual parking demands of a particular project.  After considering the Parking 
Demand Analysis, the Administrator may waive any portion of parking requirements.  
Application requirements for the Analysis will be specific and must quantify actual parking 
demand and assess availability of on-street or shared parking resources.  

 
3. On-Site Requirement for All Residential.  During winter, overnight parking is prohibited on 

streets to allow for snow removal. There is no opportunity for residents to use on-street parking 
to meet their parking demand.  Staff proposes requiring all residential parking to be located on-
site and fully accounted for because of parking prohibitions in the winter.  The standards would 
clarify that in no situations will residential parking demands be allowed on-street or off-site. 

 
4. Exemptions.  Certain uses are beneficial and necessary to maintain the vibrancy and economic 

vitality of Ketchum’s downtown.  For that reason, staff proposes exempting the following uses 
from the parking requirements:  

a. Community housing units (already exempted by code)  
b. Desired uses (incentivized): restaurants, retail and existing assembly.   
c. Any use, except residential, that is within ¼ mile of a structured parking facility.  At the 

moment, Ketchum does not have a structured parking facility but this exemption would 
provide a market incentive for building a structure parking facility. 

d. Other exemptions may be allowed by the Administrator when a Parking Demand 
Analysis is submitted to show the actual demands of a project are less than required by 
code.  

 
5. Parking Reduction through TDM.  The community is moving towards using more public transit 

and the Comprehensive Plan requires in numerous places that we incorporate transit into 
zoning decisions and regulations.   In response, staff proposes for commercial development 
allowing for a 25% parking reduction from the minimum standards through the provision of 
Transportation Demand Measures (TDM) including:   

e. TDM strategies identified in the Warm Springs Base Area Overlay universally for all 
zones in the City.  

f. Locational factors, such as within ¼ mile of a bus stop or the Wood River Trail. 
g. Provision of shower and lockers facilities.  
h. Provision of bike storage or sheltered bicycle parking.  

  
6. Bicycle Standards.  The current parking regulations do not recognize bicycle parking 

infrastructure as an appropriate mode of satisfying parking demands.  Staff proposes requiring 
all uses to provide onsite bike parking spaces equal to 25% of the minimum number of required 
onsite parking spaces.  For example, if four (4) vehicle spaces are required, one (1) bike parking 
space is required.  This would not relieve any vehicular parking requirements but require 
additional bike parking spaces.   

90



City of Ketchum Planning & Building Department, 6/14/2016, Page 3 of 3 

 
7. Shared Parking.  While the code currently allows for a Shared Parking Plan, staff proposes 

expanding on this tool so that it can be used more frequently.  A Shared Parking Plan could be 
submitted as part of the Parking Demand Analysis to accommodate parking requirements.  The 
shared parking plan should also include an agreement between property owners for sharing 
common parking on private property and would be reviewed by staff.  In all cases, staff 
proposes that all shared parking must be located no less than 300 feet from the project.  In no 
case would the City manage shared parking agreements.   

 
8. Calculation of Gross Floor Area.  For calculation of parking requirement, staff proposes using 

Gross Floor Area, as defined by 17.08.020 for calculation parking requirements.  This has been 
an area of confusion for several years and can be easily corrected.  In addition to this, staff 
proposes deducting common area spaces from the calculation to avoid artificially inflated 
parking requirements. 

 
9. Surface Lot Restrictions.  As a way to maximize the limited space in Ketchum’s downtown, staff 

proposes prohibiting new surface lots in the CC. For all other zones, new surface lots should be 
located only in the rear of a building or lot.  

 
Background on Ketchum’s Parking Ordinance 
 
Our authority to regulate parking is derived from Idaho State code which permits municipalities to 
establish a zoning ordinance to manage land use. The purpose of the zoning ordinance is to "promote 
the health, safety and general welfare" of the public. The scope of most parking regulations is to ensure 
efficient use of land by requiring property owners to provide onsite parking commensurate with the use 
of their property. Parking requirements are typically connected to land use categories related to 
commercial, residential, public and industrial uses and are generally calculated on a square footage or 
per business/use basis 
 
Ketchum began regulating parking in 1961 when it adopted the city’s first zoning ordinance. Over the 
course of five decades the zoning ordinance was amending 273 times causing regulations to become 
disjointed, internally conflicted and difficult to navigate. In July of 2015 the city approved major 
amendments to the zoning ordinance which included consolidating all parking regulations into Chapter 
17.125 “Off-Street Parking and Loading.” Chapter 17.125 regulates the dimensions for parking spaces, 
establishes minimum parking requirements for individual land uses, addresses on-street parking credit 
and provides allowance for shared parking between multiple users.  The recommendations for 
amendments are entirely focused on Chapter 17.125 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
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Constant Contact Survey Results

Survey Name: 2016_08_12 Survey Parking

Response Status: Partial & Completed

Filter: None

8/26/2016 10:47 AM MDT

Page 1
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How far are you willing to walk to go to the following:

1 = 0 Blocks, 2 = 1-2 Blocks, 3 = 3-4 Blocks, 4 = More

Answer 1 2 3 4
Number of

Response(s)
Rating
Score*

Grocery Store 295 2.1

Restaurant 288 2.9

Movies 283 2.8

*The Rating Score is the weighted average calculated by dividing the sum of all weighted ratings by the number of total responses.

Would you be willing to pay to park in the following locations:

1 = Yes, 2 = No, 3 = Maybe

Answer 1 2 3
Number of

Response(s)
Rating
Score*

Parking Garage 293 1.8

Parking Meter 292 2.0

*The Rating Score is the weighted average calculated by dividing the sum of all weighted ratings by the number of total responses.

How many cars/trucks do you own?

Answer 0% 100%
Number of

Response(s)
Response

Ratio

0 1 <1 %

1 92 31.0 %

2 133 44.9 %

3 40 13.5 %

More than 3 27 9.1 %

No Response(s) 3 1.0 %

Totals 296 100%

How many of your cars/trucks do you park in a garage? 

Answer 0% 100%
Number of

Response(s)
Response

Ratio

0 48 16.2 %

1 90 30.4 %

2 109 36.8 %

3 16 5.4 %

More than 3 5 1.6 %

I don't have a garage. 27 9.1 %

No Response(s) 1 <1 %

Totals 296 100%
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Do you think there is adequate bicycle parking in the downtown? 

Answer 0% 100%
Number of

Response(s)
Response

Ratio

Yes 182 61.4 %

No 103 34.7 %

No Response(s) 11 3.7 %

Totals 296 100%

If no, is it because of the following reasons: 

1 = Yes, 2 = No, 3 = No opinion on this question., 4 = I don't ride a bike.

Answer 1 2 3 4
Number of

Response(s)
Rating
Score*

Lack of Security 135 2.4

Lack of Shelter 135 2.4

Not Enough Locations 148 1.9

*The Rating Score is the weighted average calculated by dividing the sum of all weighted ratings by the number of total responses.

How many days per week do you use the following forms of transportation to reach downtown?

1 = Never, 2 = 1-2 Times a Week, 3 = 3-4 Times a Week, 4 = More than 4 Times a Week, 5 = Every Day

Answer 1 2 3 4 5
Number of

Response(s)
Rating
Score*

Bus 256 1.3

Bicycle 272 2.1

Walk 276 2.3

*The Rating Score is the weighted average calculated by dividing the sum of all weighted ratings by the number of total responses.

Do you think it is okay for studios and 1-bedroom units to have only 1 parking space?

Answer 0% 100%
Number of

Response(s)
Response

Ratio

Yes 193 65.2 %

No 47 15.8 %

Neutral 34 11.4 %

No opinion on this question. 18 6.0 %

No Response(s) 4 1.3 %

Totals 296 100%
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Do you think it is okay for studios and 1-bedroom units to have no requirement for parking spaces if their

cars are parked in a private garage?

Answer 0% 100%
Number of

Response(s)
Response

Ratio

Yes 162 54.7 %

No 61 20.6 %

Neutral 31 10.4 %

No opinion on this question. 38 12.8 %

No Response(s) 4 1.3 %

Totals 296 100%

Do you think the following uses should be required to have on-site parking spaces?

1 = Yes, 2 = No, 3 = Neutral, 4 = No opinion on this question..

Answer 1 2 3 4
Number of

Response(s)
Rating
Score*

Community Housing 290 1.4

Retail Establishments 286 2.0

Places of Assembly 290 1.6

Restaurants 289 2.0

*The Rating Score is the weighted average calculated by dividing the sum of all weighted ratings by the number of total responses.

Do you have any comments you would like to share with us on parking in Ketchum? 

147 Response(s)
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